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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS 
DOCUMENT 

 
 
What's in this document? 
 
This document contains a Finding of No Significant Impact and a Final Environmental 
Impact Report, which examine the environmental effects of a proposed project on Route 46 
in San Luis Obispo County. 
 
The Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report was circulated to the 
public from March 2003 until May 17, 2003.  Responses to the circulated document are 
shown in the Comments and Responses section of this document.  Throughout this 
document, a line in the margin indicates changes from the draft document. 
 
What happens after this? 
 
The proposed project is environmentally cleared after the circulation of this document.  
When funding is approved, the California Department of Transportation and the Federal 
Highway Administration can design and construct all or part of the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large print, on 
audiocassette, or computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, please 
call or write to Caltrans, Attn: Larry E. Bonner, Environmental Planning, 50 Higuera St., San 
Luis Obispo, CA  93401; (805) 549-3063 Voice, or use the California Relay Service TTY 
number, 805-549-3259. 
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Summary 
 
 
The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is subject to state and federal environmental 
review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with both 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).   Caltrans is the lead agency under CEQA and the FHWA is lead agency under NEPA. 
 
Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not lead to a determination of 
significance under NEPA.  Because NEPA is concerned with the significance of the project as a 
whole, it is quite often the case that a “lower level” document is prepared for NEPA.  One of the 
most commonly seen joint document types is an Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact 
Report (EA/EIR).   
 
Caltrans has determined to certify the EIR and FHWA has determined to issue a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI). 
 
This Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report (EA/FEIR) assesses the 
environmental impacts of constructing and operating the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 
and includes all comments made on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact 
Report.  In addition, this EA/FEIR includes the responses made to each of the comments from 
federal, state, and local agencies, and members of the public.  Any changes to the document, as a 
result of the comments or further development of the project design, are marked by a vertical line in 
the outside margin.  
 
 The purpose of the proposed project is to minimize fatal accidents, improve safety, and reduce 
congestion on State Route 46 between Paso Robles and Cholame, a critical east-west corridor 
connecting the Central Coast and Central Valley areas of California.  The project limits are from 
Airport Road, just east of Paso Robles (KP 51.8, PM 32.2) to the eastern most junction of State 
Routes 46 and 41 (KP 90.6, PM 56.3), commonly known as the “Wye”, a distance of approximately 
38.8 kilometers (24.1 miles).  The new roadway will be a four-lane, access controlled, divided 
expressway.  It will be constructed mostly on the existing alignment with a few sections of the new 
expressway on new alignments.  Right of way will be purchased throughout the entire project. 
 
The overall accident rate on this segment of State Route 46 is below the statewide average.  One 
intersection, however, is higher than the statewide average.  This intersection exceeds the statewide 
average by more than three times.  Traffic, through the project area, averages 12,500 vehicles per 
day and is expected to increase to 20,800 vehicles per day by the year 2025.  Currently, the peak 
hour Level of Service (LOS) is a substandard “E”.  Without the project, it is forecast to decrease to 
“F” by 2025; with the construction of a four-lane divided expressway, it is expected to be “C” by 
2025. 
 
The alternatives proposed for this project included the build alternatives and the no-build alternative.  
Because of the length of this project and the common elements in different portions of the project, 
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the project and the build alternatives have been arranged into four sections.  The four sections and 
their limits for the project include: 

  
 Estrella Section ------------Kilopost 51.8 to 66.3 (Postmile 32.2 to 41.2) 
 
 Shandon Section -----------Kilopost 66.3 to 80.8 (Postmile 41.2 to 50.2) 
 
 Cholame Section-----------Kilopost 80.8 to 88.1 (Postmile 50.2 to 54.8) 
 

 Wye Section----------------Kilopost 88.1 to 90.6 (Postmile 54.8 to 56.3) 
 
The Estrella, Shandon, and Cholame sections each had two build alternatives for comparison.  The 
Wye section had six build alternatives to compare.  The build alternatives within each section have 
their own numbering system.  Each alternative within each section can link together with any other 
build alternative in an adjoining section.  This allowed the decision makers to select the least 
environmentally damaging alternative for each section.  Only the no-build alternative applied to the 
entire project.  The no-build alternative could not be preferred if any of the build alternatives were 
preferred in any of the four sections. 
 
Selection of Preferred Alternative 
 
The preferred alternative chosen by the project development team for this project, after consideration 
of all comments received from federal, state, and local agencies, and the general public is: 
 
 Estrella Section, Alternative 8N 
 Shandon Section, Alternative 1 
 Cholame Section, Alternative 1 

Wye Section, Alternative 8b 
 
In the Estrella section of the project, Alternative 8N was chosen as the preferred alternative over 
Alternative 9N because it did not result in direct impacts to special status bat species, impacted 
substantially less Fremont cottonwood woodland habitat, and improved habitat connectivity for the 
western spadefoot toad.  Alternative 8N has a lower cost than Alternative 9N, mainly due to a 
reduced amount of excavation in the Estrella grade portion of this section.  This reduced amount of 
excavation also resulted in the preferred alternative having substantially less temporary air and water 
quality impacts.  Finally, this alternative eliminates left-turn movements from Whitley Gardens drive 
reducing the potential for driver mistakes resulting in collisions. 
 
In the Shandon Section of the project, Shandon Section, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred 
alternative.  Alternative 1 was chosen over Alternative 2 because it impacts less non-wetland Other 
Waters of the United States and less San Joaquin kit fox and other upland species habitat.  There are 
no wetland impacts in this section.  Alternative 1 has no impacts to gypsum-loving larkspur, a rare 
plant, versus Alternative 2, which would have impacted one stand of the plant.  The preferred 
alternative in this section has a lower cost than Alternative 2, mainly due to a reduction in the 
amount of excavation throughout the section.  The substantially lower amount of excavation with 
Alternative 1, 530,000 m3 (693,000 yds3) compared to the 1,000,000 m3 (1,308,000 yds3) of 
excavation needed for Alternative 2, also reduces temporary air and water quality impacts 
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substantially.  Finally, the realigned portion of roadway with Alternative 1 will result in substantial 
improvements to existing and future water quality in Cholame creek. 
 
In the Cholame section of the project, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred over Alternative 2 
because it has fewer impacts to San Joaquin kit fox and other upland species habitat.  The habitat for 
the western spadefoot toad and the southwestern pond turtle will be greatly improved with 
Alternative 1's proposed realignment around the Tosco oil pumping plant and away from the existing 
encroachment upon Cholame creek.  The cost for the preferred alternative is less than Alternative 2, 
mainly associated with fewer miles of utility pipelines that would need to be relocated.  Lastly, 
existing and future water quality will be greatly improved for Cholame creek with Alternative 1 by 
realigning the roadway around the Tosco plant and away from Cholame creek.  This realignment 
will also save future impacts to the environment and roadway maintenance funds by eliminating the 
existing longitudinal encroachment, which has proven to be problematic.  There were no wetland 
impacts in this section. 
 
In the Wye section of the project, Alternative 8b was chosen as the preferred alternative over the 
other five alternatives because it has the least impacts to wetlands.  Alternative 8b also does not 
isolate large blocks of habitat, provides an additional crossing structure to decrease habitat 
fragmentation, and improves corridor movements for the San Joaquin kit fox and other upland 
species, pronghorn antelope, and the western spadefoot toad.  The preferred alternative provides for 
better floodplain functioning with two new, longer bridges to the north of the existing bridge and 
provides an additional bridge over the lowest point in the valley to restore hydrologic connectivity.  
Lastly, this alternative would place the two new bridges furthest from the San Andreas Fault 
reducing the potential for damage to the bridges from ground displacement in the event of a seismic 
event. 
 
General Setting 
 
The environmental setting is a portion of unincorporated northeastern San Luis Obispo County, just 
east of the city of Paso Robles.  The project corridor is an east-west path beginning near the city of 
Paso Robles, extending through the Estrella River area, the Shandon area and ending in the Cholame 
Valley.  The surrounding area is characterized by rolling hills and mountainous terrain.  The land use 
is predominantly agricultural (vineyards) and grazing, with some limited rural residential spread 
throughout and two small communities, Whitley Gardens near the western end of the project and 
Shandon near the center of the project area.   
 
The project area has a great diversity of plant communities, including: Central Coast Scrub, 
Serpentine Scrub, Coast Live Oak Woodland, Central Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Central Coast 
Riparian Scrub, Sycamore Alluvial Woodland, and Central Coast Cottonwood-Sycamore Riparian 
Forest, in addition to vast areas of non-native grassland.  The proportion of oaks to grassland 
decreases as one moves east through the project area with the majority of the oak woodlands 
occurring west of Shandon.  Portions of these plant communities have been substantially impacted 
by human influence. 
 
Activities such as grape production for winemaking, farming, and livestock grazing have modified 
much of the wildlife habitat within the vicinity of State Route 46.  Habitat quality for most 
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mammalian and reptilian wildlife in the western portion of the project area is generally considered to 
be poor, but improves going east through the project area.  Habitat quality in the Cholame and Wye 
sections is generally good for most mammals, reptiles, and avian species.  Certain features such as 
Cholame Creek, Cholame valley, and the large alkali salt flat in the Wye section offer unique habitat 
that specialized plant species are dependent upon for survival. 
 
The project area is rich in cultural history.  The Wye area has long been a junction where different 
Native American tribes have historically met to trade goods from their respective areas.  Coastal 
tribes met with valley tribes and the tribes of the Sierra Nevada to exchange food, materials for tools, 
and ceremonial pieces.  The project area is mostly rural except for the two communities mentioned 
above and other smaller communities such as at Vintage Hills Way in the Estrella Section of the 
project.  
 
Many utilities are located adjacent to or near the existing highway.  Underground pipelines are used 
to transport various petroleum products such as oil and gas, jet fuel, and to house fiber optic cables.  
Above ground lines, including telephone and electrical, are also present. 
 
Identified Impacts 
 
The most important environmental impacts from the proposed project are in the areas of biological 
resources.  Biological impacts would result from the construction of the preferred alternative.  This 
would require the acquisition and disturbance of land throughout the entire length of the project.  
Some of this land includes habitat for threatened and endangered species and wetlands.  No impacts 
to any publicly owned parks or recreation areas, wildlife refuges, or historic sites of national 
significance1 by any of the build alternatives were identified. 
 
Impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. include the removal of wetland habitats, alteration of 
wetland hydrology, and changes in wetland species composition.  Construction of the project would 
permanently impact 1.85 hectares (4.58 acres) of wetlands, as defined by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  Positive impacts to wetlands resulting from the Wye section build alternative includes 
the reconnection and restoration of previously fragmented wetland areas.  This is expected to 
improve both the function and value of the wetlands in the Wye area.  The CEQA determination 
found that no significant impacts would result from any of the build alternatives to jurisdictional 
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. 
 
Principal impacts to special status wildlife species include habitat loss for the San Joaquin kit fox, 
pronghorn antelope, western spadefoot toad, southwestern pond turtle, San Joaquin coachwhip, 
California horned lizard, western burrowing owl, mountain plover, California horned lark, 
grasshopper sparrow, Tulare grasshopper mouse, San Joaquin pocket mouse, and 6 species of bats. 
In addition to habitat and potential habitat impacts, the project could increase the barrier to migration 
effect of the highway, which would result in an impact to the migration of some of these species.  
However, measures included in the design of the project would reduce the barrier effect of the 
highway and will likely improve the permeability of the highway corridor from its existing state. 
 

                                                 
1 These resources are considered Section 4(f) resources as defined in the Department of Transportation Act. 
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Impacts to special status plant species and special status plant communities include impacts to 
crownscale, gypsum-loving larkspur, valley sink scrub, and Fremont cottonwood woodland.  In 
addition, blue oak woodlands, primarily in the Estrella section, would be affected by the preferred 
alternative.  Estrella Section Alternative 8N would remove approximately 1.43 hectares (3.53 acres) 
of blue oak woodland.  Approximately 236 blue oaks would be removed as a result of the 
construction of the selected Estrella section alternative (8N). 
 
On December 12, 2005 the United States Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Biological Opinion that 
the State Route 46 Improvement Project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the 
federally endangered San Joaquin kit fox, the federally threatened California tiger salamander, and 
the California red-legged frog in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
as amended. 
 
Farmland would be taken with this project.  One property would have its acreage reduced below the 
minimum threshold for reestablishing a Williamson Act Contract.  A total of 13.3 hectares (32.9 
acres) of designated farmland would be taken with construction of the preferred alternative.  A total 
of 35.7 hectares (88.2 acres) of farmland designated as preserve would be removed by the project 
and a total of 40.3 hectares (100.0 acres) of farmland under Contract would be removed.  However, 
based on the comparisons of impacts to the total amounts of designated farmland and farmland under 
preserve and Contract in the study area and in the County, the CEQA determination found that no 
significant impacts to farmland would result from the proposed project. 
 
Each of the build alternatives in the Estrella and Cholame sections would displace residences.  Four 
residences would be displaced with Estrella Section, Alternative 8N, the selected Estrella section 
alternative.  One residence would be displaced with the selected Cholame section alternative 
(Alternative 1).  Adequate relocation resources exist within the project area for the displaced 
residents.  No residents would be displaced with construction of the selected Shandon or Wye 
section alternatives.  The preferred alternative for each section would improve access, circulation, 
emergency response time, and is expected to reduce accident rates.  The CEQA determination found 
that no significant impacts to communities would result from the proposed project. 
 
With construction of the preferred alternative, roadway features such as bridges, cuts, and fills would 
be noticeable in the visual landscape.  Areas of interest included the proposed Estrella River bridges, 
the large cuts in the Estrella grade area, and the Wye section (separated grade interchange).  The 
CEQA determination found that with the incorporation of the proposed mitigation no significant 
visual impacts would result from the construction of the preferred alternatives. 
 
Although prehistoric sites were found in the vicinity of the proposed project, the project design team 
was successful in avoiding any impacts to those resources.  No historic or architectural historic 
properties exist within the area of potential effect for the project.  On April 3, 2002, the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with the findings presented in the technical studies.  
The SHPO identified a concern for possible impacts to buried prehistoric sites.  Additional studies 
were conducted and several areas were identified as having the potential for buried prehistoric sites.  
Environmental monitoring will occur during excavation in the areas identified as having potential for 
buried sites.  In addition, mitigation has been incorporated into the project in the event that a buried 
prehistoric site is disturbed during construction. 
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The potential for encountering paleontology resources is low throughout most of the project.  Some 
specific areas of the project, however, are rated as high probability of encountering paleontology 
resources.  For these areas, additional studies by a professional paleontologist will be conducted after 
the release of this document to determine the likelihood of encountering these resources.  Procedures 
for handling resources discovered during construction are provided in the Paleontology Resources 
section. 
 
None of the proposed alternatives showed a predicted increase in the base flood elevation, and 
impacts were determined to be minimal.  Current problems associated with flooding in the Wye 
section will be corrected with the selected Wye section alternative.  Additional hydraulic studies 
were conducted and a new bridge was added to the selected Wye section alternative in order to 
restore the functioning of the floodplain and to provide hydrologic connectivity.  This new bridge is 
included in the description of this alternative in Chapter 2.  The CEQA determination found that no 
significant floodplain impacts would result from any of the build alternatives. 
 
The two main receiving surface bodies of water for the project area are the Estrella River and 
Cholame Creek.  Impacts from the preferred alternative would primarily be related to the increase in 
the amount of impervious surface and an increase in sources of pollutants.  Increased amounts of 
storm water runoff could degrade water quality if best management practices are not implemented.  
Temporary impacts to water quality during construction of the project would be possible as well but 
with compliance with Caltrans’ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, 
implementing best management practices, and coordinating with the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, potential impacts would be minimized to the maximum extent practicable.  The CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to water quality would result from any of the build 
alternatives. 
 
Hazardous waste impacts were determined to be minimal under all of the build alternatives, 
including the preferred alternative.  No hazardous waste sites were found during preliminary 
investigations and special provisions would be included in the construction package for dealing with 
any hazardous spills or hazardous materials encountered during construction.  The highest 
probability of encountering hazardous materials during construction would be during the utility 
relocation phase, specifically pipeline relocation.  The preferred alternatives in the Shandon, 
Cholame, and Wye sections will require the relocation of existing underground pipelines.  The 
CEQA determination found that no significant impacts with regards to hazardous waste would result 
from any of the proposed build alternatives. 
 
San Luis Obispo County is in the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB).  The San Luis Obispo 
Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) which regulates air quality in San Luis Obispo County is 
in attainment for all federal ambient air quality standards; therefore, no State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) conformity is required for the project.  The SLOAPCD is non-attainment for state ambient air 
quality standards for PM10 (fine particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter).  Construction 
of the preferred alternatives for the project is expected to result in short-term impacts to air quality.  
The CEQA determination found that these are expected to be less than significant with the use of 
Best Management Practices and through the use of post-combustion emission control devices on 
construction equipment.  The Department worked closely with staff from the SLOAPCD, as a result 
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of comments to the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report to define best 
management and mitigation measures to reduce impact to air quality.  These better defined and new 
measures are included in the air quality section of this document.  It has been determined after 
conducting the air quality analysis that, under CEQA, no significant impacts to air quality would 
result from any of the build alternatives. 
 
Noise analysis found that background noise levels, measured at sensitive receptors along the 
corridor, ranged from a low of 54 decibels to a high of 73 decibels during peak hour traffic.  Noise 
abatement for sensitive receptors would be considered when noise levels approach or exceed 67 
decibels.  One earthen berm is being proposed to reduce noise levels.  Under any of the build 
alternatives, no receptor had greater than a 12 decibel increase above the existing background levels.  
Therefore, under CEQA, no significant impacts with regards to noise would result from any of the 
build alternatives. 
 
Cumulative and growth inducing impacts was determined to be similar for any of the build 
alternatives.  Due to the limited access of the expressway, none of the alternatives would encourage 
unplanned growth.  Growth in the rural areas would be limited by the lack of adequate infrastructure 
(water and sewer).  The proposed project would contribute to cumulative impacts in the areas of 
noise, farmland conversion, and habitat loss, but no substantial cumulative or growth inducing 
impacts would result from the construction of the preferred alternative. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Avoidance and minimization measures, best management practices, and proposed mitigation 
measures are discussed in detail within each section of Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, 
and Mitigation Measures.  Chapter 6, Best Management Practices and Mitigation Summary, 
provides a summary of all avoidance and minimization measures, best management practices 
proposed, and any mitigation proposed for the project.  That chapter is organized by resource, for 
ease of review, and is included to help the public, reviewing agencies, and Caltrans to keep track of 
the proposed commitments for this large project. 
 
Many avoidance and minimization measures were incorporated into the project design to reduce the 
level of impact to resources found within the project area.  Best management practices have also 
been incorporated into the project design to minimize impacts and to expedite the permit process.  
Mitigation would offset substantial impacts to sensitive resources that would result from the project.  
For some resources, such as wetlands, mitigation would be done even though a substantial impact to 
wetland resources would not occur.  This is because of permit requirements by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, under the Clean Water Act, that requires a “no net loss” of wetland resources to result 
from a proposed project. 
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Permits 
 
Potential permits needed for this project include the following: 
 

¾ 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
California Department of Fish and Game 

¾ Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

¾ Section 404 Nationwide and Individual Permits 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 

¾ Section 402 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 
Many informal consultations through meetings and field reviews with representatives of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency were conducted to help shape this project.  These agencies formally concurred 
with the purpose and need statement and the reasonable range of alternatives to study for this 
project.  This early and frequent coordination, a cornerstone of this process, has resulted in the 
reduction of many potentially significant environmental impacts.  Through this process, impacts to 
wetlands were reduced below the threshold required to be in the process.  As a result, Caltrans and 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) withdrew from the MOU process.  The preferred 
alternatives selected have the least impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and Caltrans and FHWA are 
committed to adhering to Executive Order 11990 regarding the no net loss of wetlands. 
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List of Available Technical Studies 
 
 
The following technical studies are available upon request.  Please contact District 5 Associate 
Environmental Coordinator Larry E. Bonner for information on how to obtain the desired technical 
study.  Mr. Bonner can be contacted by any of the following: 
 
 E-mail:  larry_bonner@dot.ca.gov 
 Phone:  805-549-3063 
 Address: Caltrans 
   Attn: Larry Bonner 

50 Higuera St. 
   San Luis Obispo, CA  93401 
 
Technical studies conducted for this project that are available for public review include: 
 
¾ Air Quality Report 
¾ Draft Relocation Statement 
¾ Initial Site Assessment 
¾ Location Hydraulic Study 
¾ Natural Environment Study/Biological Assessment 
¾ Noise Study Report 
¾ Paleontology Study 
¾ Preliminary Site Investigation 
¾ Value Analysis Study 
¾ Visual Impact Assessment 
¾ Water Quality Report 
¾ Wetland Delineation 
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Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Project 
 
 
1.1 Background 
 
In 1997, the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) proposed a project to widen State 
Route 46 from Airport Road to the easternmost State Routes 46/41 junction (locally referred to as 
the “Wye”).  The proposal was to widen the existing two-lane conventional highway to a four-lane 
divided expressway.  Funding for construction of the project was programmed in the 1998 Regional 
and Statewide Transportation Improvement Programs (RTIP and STIP).  The present study began in 
January 1999. 
 
1.2 Purpose 
 
The basic project purpose is to minimize fatal accidents, improve safety, and reduce existing and 
future peak-hour congestion on State Route 46 between Paso Robles and Cholame, a critical east-
west corridor connecting the Central Coast and Central Valley areas of California. 
 
State Route 46 is one of the few east-west routes connecting Interstate 5 to U.S. Highway 101 and is 
a designated Focus Route2 in the State’s Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan.  It primarily 
serves interregional and interstate traffic, although it is used daily by residents of the communities of 
Paso Robles, Cholame, Shandon, and Whitley Gardens.  It is the major east-west route between 
Highway 166 to the south and Highway 156 to the north that can facilitate the movement of goods 
by truck. 
 
1.3 Need 
 
1.3.1 Traffic Capacity Problems 
 
Traffic on this route, during peak hour congestion, is nearing capacity.  “Peak hour” is defined as the 
interval of time during which the average daily traffic is heaviest.  Exceedingly high traffic volumes, 
which contain the highest percentage of truck traffic for all routes in the region, and existing 
curvilinear alignments, that restrict sight distance, limit passing opportunities.  A result is that traffic 
often backs up behind slower moving vehicles and trucks. Driver frustration, due to slower moving 
vehicles, sometimes leads to illegal passing creating conditions that have resulted in accidents.  This 
creates undesirable conditions for motorists entering the highway from existing driveways and 
county road intersections. 
 

                                                 
2 A Focus Route is a part of the Interregional Road System identified in the Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan 
for focused investment of State Transportation funds in the near term. 
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1.3.2 Present and Future Traffic and Level of Service 
 
Currently, the existing Level of Service (LOS) of State Route 46 during the peak hour is “E”.  The 
predicted LOS for construction year, 2009, is “E” and the predicted LOS for design year 2025 will 
be “F” during the peak hour if no improvements are made.  Upon completion of the project, with a 
four-lane divided expressway, the peak hour projected LOS would be “B” and the projected design 
year 2029, LOS for Route 46, with a four-lane divided expressway would be “C”, which is the 
Caltrans target LOS for the Route 46 corridor.  Figure 1.3.2-1 shows an example of LOS as it relates 
to congestion. 
 

 
Figure 1.3.2-1.  Levels of Service and Traffic Conditions for Two-lane Highways 
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The Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) is the total number of vehicles passing a point in one 
year divided by the number of days in the year. In 1998, the AADT was 12,500 vehicles per day 
within the project limits.  Of this AADT, 20.2% of the number of vehicles were trucks with 58% of 
the trucks being heavy trucks (defined as trucks having three or more axles).  The projected AADT 
for the construction year (2009) is 14,300 vehicles per day and is projected to increase to an average 
of 20,800 vehicles per day by design year 2025.  The hourly volume for design year 2029 averages 
3,160 autos and trucks with a nearly 50% directional split near the State Routes 46/41 junction.  A 
“50% directional split” means that approximately the same number of vehicles are traveling east and 
west on State Route 46.  Nearly half of the traffic on State Route 46 travels east, towards the Central 
Valley while the other half travels west, towards the Central Coast.  Tables 1.3.2-1 and 1.3.2-2 
provide a breakdown of the number of cars by segment and show the breakdown of the types of 
vehicles using the highway. 
 
Most other two-lane highways in the state average substantially less truck traffic than State Route 46 
does.  The high percentage of trucks (20.2%) on this route indicates the importance of this route for 
goods movement between the Central Valley and the Central Coast.  This high percentage of trucks 
also affects operations and safety on this route.  Due to their weight and size, trucks require more 
space and time than passenger vehicles do to speed up and slow down.  In addition, trucks cannot 
maintain a high speed on steeper grades.  Delays and frustration by faster motorists coming up 
behind the trucks result because passing opportunities are few.  The large size of trucks can also 
restrict sight distance for vehicles that are passing, entering, or leaving the highway.  Finally, the 
severity (fatalities and/or degree of injury) of high-speed accidents is usually greater when trucks are 
involved. 
 
Table 1.3.2-1.  Present and Future Traffic –SLO-46-51.8/90.6 (PM 32.2/56.3) 

Kilopost 
(Post Miles) 

1998 
(vehicles/day) 

2029 
(vehicles/day) Peak Hour %* Autos, Med. Trucks, 

Heavy Trucks 
51.74/56.33 

(32.15/35.00) 15,000 37,400 11.6 80%, 8.2%, 11.8% 

56.33/78.26 
(35.00/48.63) 10,000 11,800 13.5 80%, 8.2%, 11.8% 

78.26/88.67 
(48.63/55.10) 10,000 13,200 13.5 85%, 4.6%, 10.4% 

*“Peak Hour %” refers to the percentage of daily traffic that occurs in the peak hour. 
 
Table 1.3.2-2.  Vehicle Composition of Peak Hour Traffic 

Kilopost 
(Post Miles) Year Autos* Med. Trucks Heavy Trucks 

51.74/77.25 
(32.15/48.00) 1998 1393 150 207 

51.74/77.25 
(32.15/48.00) 2025 3597 388 534 

77.25/88.69 
(48.00/55.11) 1998 1153 57 140 

77.25/88.69 
(48.00/55.11) 2025 1540 76 187 

*Current volumes are taken from 1998 Traffic Volumes on California State Highways.  Traffic composition is taken from 1998 
Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on the California State Highway System.  Future traffic volumes were calculated based on traffic 
growth between 1985 and the present and were projected using a straight-line projection. 
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1.3.3 Safety 
 
Table 1.3.3-1 shows the accident rate for each of the county road intersections within the project area 
and the entire project area for the five-year period from June 1994 to June 1999.  The total accident 
rate within the project limits (0.42 per Million Vehicle Miles (MVM)) is lower than the statewide 
average for similar roadways (0.62 per MVM).  The fatal accident rate (0.24 per MVM) for the 
entire project is slightly more than the statewide average (0.23 per MVM). 
 
Table 1.3.3-1.  Current Accident Totals and Rates (County Road and Highway Intersections) 

Total Number of Accidents 
Location Kilopost 

(Postmile) Total Fatal Injuries 
Actual 

(MVM or MV)* 
Average 

(MVM or MV)* 

State Route 46 
(entire project) 

51.8/90.6 
(32.2/56.3) 

206 12 86 0.42 0.62 

Mill Road 
52.55 

(32.65) 
2 0 1 0.07 0.22 

Jardine Road 
55.75 

(34.64) 
6 0 2 0.20 0.22 

Branch Road 
58.00 

(36.04) 
0 0 0 0.00 0.22 

Geneseo Road 
59.61 

(37.04) 
5 0 3 0.20 0.22 

Union Road 
62.14 

(38.61) 
6 0 3 0.26 0.33 

Estrella Road 
64.18 

(39.88) 
6 2 4 0.27 0.33 

Whitley Gardens 
Road 

64.66 
(40.18) 

1 0 0 0.05 0.33 

McMillan 
Canyon Road 

73.19 
(45.48) 

3 0 1 0.15 0.33 

Route 46/41 
West Junction 

78.26 
(48.63) 

4 0 3 0.19 0.22 

Lucy Brown 
Road 

81.37 
(50.56) 

2 0 2 0.05 0.22 

Bitterwater Road 
84.97 

(52.80) 
0 0 0 0.00 0.22 

Davis Road 
88.21 

(54.81) 
3 0 0 0.16 0.22 

Cholame Valley 
Road 

88.47 
(54.97) 

4 0 1 0.21 0.22 

Route 46/41 
East Junction 

88.69 
(55.11) 

17 0 12 0.82 0.22 

*  Denotes Million Vehicles used in accident rates. 
 Bold type indicates intersections with higher than average accident rates. 
 
Although the overall accident rate for the entire project (0.42 MVM) is below the statewide average 
(0.62 MVM), the easternmost State Routes 46/41 junction where Caltrans proposes to construct the 
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separated grade interchange is more than three times (0.82 MV) the statewide average (0.22 MV). 
The total number of fatal accidents in the project area between 1994 and 1999 is 12, which is below 
the statewide average.  However, the number of people who lost their lives in the 12 “fatal 
accidents” is 24.  There were 206 accidents during this five-year period, 86 of them being injury 
accidents that resulted in 198 injuries.  Accidents within the project area resulted in injury or fatality 
46% of the time.  Clearly the risk of injury, if involved in an accident within the project area, is high.  
 
1.3.4 Current Deficiencies 
 
Design Standards 
 
Caltrans design standards are criteria developed for the most basic parts of the roadway (lane widths, 
curve radii, sight distance requirements, etc.).  The standards have been developed and tested over 
time to maximize driver safety and standardize drivers’ expectations.  When highway users know 
what to expect at an interchange or intersection or along a roadway, they can pay more attention to 
their driving task, resulting in safer roadway travel.  Caltrans uses design standards because it is 
responsible for providing a safe and pleasurable driving experience by building a facility that best 
utilizes the public funds. 
 
State Route 46 within the project limits is a two-lane conventional highway with 3.66 meter (12 
foot) lanes and outside shoulder widths varying from 1.22 to 3.05 meters (4 to 10 feet).  Because of 
the proposed change from a two-lane highway to an expressway, the existing two-lane highway with 
its corresponding design speed and horizontal and vertical curves must be upgraded in order to meet 
Caltrans’ mandatory design standards that are required for an expressway.  In addition, the 
easternmost Route 46 to Route 41 at-grade intersection, referred to as the “Wye”, is no longer an 
appropriate type of intersection given the accident rate, existing traffic counts, turning movements, 
and traffic conditions.  A separated grade intersection is recommended to improve operational and 
safety characteristics. 
  
Local Access 
 
The project vicinity varies from an urban setting in the west to rural in the east, with many access 
openings to the highway within the project limits.  The access openings consist of 14 county roads 
and one state highway (State Route 41) and various business and private driveways.  Movements 
onto and off of the highway can be difficult during peak traffic times. In some locations, the lack of 
deceleration and acceleration lanes and left turn pockets creates hazardous conditions.  For example, 
hazardous conditions occur when vehicles turning left off of the highway have to wait in the travel 
lane for a break in traffic. 
 
1.3.5 Community Concerns 
 
Considerable media attention has been given to several high profile, multi-vehicle, multiple fatality 
accidents that have occurred within the project limits on State Route 46 East in San Luis Obispo 
County.  Since late 1995, safety improvement projects have been proposed and implemented in 



Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Project 

 
6  Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 

attempts to increase driver awareness.  In January 1996, a grassroots committee called FIX 463 was 
established by concerned citizens to facilitate the construction of safety projects, and ultimately, the 
conversion of the roadway from a two-lane highway to a four-lane divided expressway.  Efforts have 
included receiving grants for increased law enforcement along the route, increasing fines for 
motorists caught driving in an unsafe manner, the installation of temporary concrete median barrier 
in areas of high accident concentration, and the designation of the project area as a daytime headlight 
zone. 
 
Public support of the project is very strong among residents of not only San Luis Obispo County, but 
the Central Valley as well.  Much of the weekend traffic consists of families who live in the 
metropolitan areas of Fresno and Bakersfield vacationing along the Central Coast.  This is shown by 
the nearly equal number of drivers traveling to and from the Fresno and Bakersfield areas.  For this 
portion of the public, State Route 46 offers the only feasible corridor to travel to the coast.  On 
holiday and summertime weekends, travelers coming from the Fresno and Bakersfield areas 
converge on State Route 46 at the eastern end of the project limits causing extreme traffic delays, 
which result in an LOS of “E” and sometimes “F” throughout the length of the proposed project 
area. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3 “FIX 46” is a local citizen action committee whose support has been instrumental in achieving the many safety 
improvement projects and this Corridor Improvement project. 
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Chapter 2: Description of the Project and Alternatives 
 
 
Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration developed the project alternatives in coordination 
with the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments and regulating and permitting agencies with input 
from the public received as comments after the open house held in December 1999.  Alternatives 
were further refined as a result of agency and public comments on the Environmental 
Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report (EA/DEIR) and as a result of discussions with the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under the National 
Environmental Policy Act 404 Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA 404 MOU) process.  The 
project vicinity map can be seen in Figure 2.0-1.  The project location can be viewed in Figure 2.0-2 
and landscape views of the project alternatives can be viewed in Figures 2.3.2-1, 2.3.3-1, 2.3.4-1, 
and 2.3.5-1 through 2.3.5-6.  For detailed mapping of the project alternatives, please refer to Volume 
II, Project Mapping, of the Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EA/FEIR). 
 

 
Figure 2.0-1.     Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2.0-2.     Project Location Map 
 
2.1 Brief Description 
 
This project would improve safety and provide congestion relief on State Route 46 between KP 51.8 
and 90.6 (PM 32.2/56.3).  This would be accomplished by creating an additional travel lane in each 
direction (east and west), separating the east and west-bound lanes by a median, improving inside 
and outside paved shoulder widths, and by providing left-turn channelization at all public road 
intersections within the project limits.  Safety would also be improved in the Wye section by 
eliminating the State Routes 46/41 junction, which is an at-grade intersection, and constructing an 
interchange for the connection.  
 
2.2 History of the Project 
 
2.2.1 Related Projects 
 
Several smaller transportation safety and congestion improvement projects have been completed in 
the past decade along this route.  Most of these projects were built as a result of recommendations 
from the State Route 46 Safety Task Force.  The resulting effect of these projects has been to reduce 
the number of accidents and fatalities.  A summary of those safety improvement projects can be 
found in Table 2.2.1-1. 
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Table 2.2.1-1.  Project Action History on State Route 46 
DATE 

INITIATED 
PROBLEM 

DEFINITION ACTION DESIRED 
RESULT STATUS 

1982 

Head-on collisions and 
limited passing between 
Airport Road and 
Cholame 

Add two passing lanes 
Improve operations and 
safety and provide 
passing opportunities 

Completed in 
185 

1983 
Congestion at the 
46/101 interchange and 
Salinas River bridge 

Widen the 46/101 
interchange and the Salinas 
River bridge to 
accommodate four lanes of 
travel 

Improve the capacity of 
the 46/101 interchange 
and Salinas River bridge 

Complete in 
1992 

1984 

Congestion in urban 
area between 46/101 
interchange and Airport 
Road 

Widen to accommodate 
four travel lanes and center 
turn lanes 

Improve capacity and 
operations 

Completed in 
1992 

1990 Head-on collisions Add one passing lane Improve passing 
opportunities Completed 

December 1995 
Head-on collisions and 
vehicles passing with 
oncoming traffic 

Daylight headlight section 
from Airport Road to the 
Wye 

Increase the visibility of 
the oncoming car 

Installed 
December 22, 
1995 

December 1995 

Vehicles running off 
road and crossing over 
centerline due to 
inattention or falling 
asleep 

Traffic striping 
demonstration project.  
Install raised profile 
thermoplastic striping 

Provide buffer between 
lanes and alert drivers 
when they enter the 
median area or run off 
the road 

Completed July 
10, 1996 

January 1996 
Vehicles crossing over 
the centerline into 
opposing lanes 

Place black raised markers 
in addition to existing 
markers through all 
locations where passing is 
not permitted 

Alert drivers that they 
have crossed the 
centerline 

Completed 
September, 
1996 

March 1996 
Lane drops at the end of 
passing lanes not 
consistent 

Reconfigure lane drops at 
PM 47.0 and 57.8 so traffic 
merges to the left 

Reduce potential driver 
confusion by 
maintaining consistency 
in passing lane drops 

Completed 
November, 
1996 

January 1996 
Unusually high number 
of fatal collisions in 
1995 

Increase law enforcement, 
distribute informational 
brochures, daylight 
headlight regulations 

Reduce the overall 
speeds of drivers and 
reduce the fatal accident 
rate 

Action initiated 
in March 1996. 
 

Action is 
ongoing. 

August 1996 No decrease in average 
speeds of motorists 

Initiate the project area as a 
double fine zone 

Raise awareness and 
reduce the speeds of 
drivers 

Action initiated 
in September 
1996. 
 

Action is 
ongoing. 

April 1999 
Cross-centerline 
accidents occurring at 
similar locations 

Install “K” rail median 
barrier 

Eliminate cross over 
accidents at this location 

Completed 
April, 2000 

January 2003 
Rear-end accident 
concentrations at Eberle 
Winery 

Reduce shoulder widths 
and re-stripe to proved left-
turn pocket 

Remove traffic waiting 
to make left turn from 
the traveled way 

Completed 
March, 2005 

January 2003 
Rear-end accident 
concentrations at 
Vintage Hills Way 

Reduce shoulder widths 
and re-stripe to proved left-
turn pocket 

Remove traffic waiting 
to make left turn from 
the traveled way 

Completed 
March, 2005 
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2.2.2 Project Development 
 
Between September 1997 and January 2003, Caltrans initiated a series of projects to improve safety 
and congestion along State Route 46 East.  The result has been the development of the Route 46 
Corridor Improvement Project.  This Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report 
is the result of the local transportation planning effort and the proposal to improve this portion of the 
Route 46 corridor.  This document is a legal requirement of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), a state law, and of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a federal law. 
 
In September 2000, a team consisting of representatives from various Caltrans departments, the City 
of Paso Robles, the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG), and the FIX 46 
Committee was formed to evaluate the project for its value relative to its cost.  This “Value 
Engineering Study” proved to be very effective.  The goal of the team was to help design a project 
with the least environmental impacts, that uses the public funds wisely and maintains the Caltrans 
design and safety requirements.  This Value Engineering Study was successful in its efforts by 
developing two new alternatives and modifying several others to meet the goals of the team. 
 
2.3 Alternatives Under Consideration 
 
By looking at the entire corridor, long-term improvements can be made and environmental resource 
impacts analyzed using an ecosystem management approach to solving the problem.  Small, 
incremental projects may alleviate safety and congestion problems temporarily but the larger issue of 
corridor improvement will remain.  If no median separation is built between the directions of travel, 
the potential for cross-centerline (head-on) accidents will remain and will continue to increase as 
traffic volumes increase.  As accidents increase, more median barrier would be placed along the 
centerline similar to what is currently in the Cholame Section of State Route 46.  It is for these 
reasons that the build alternatives, the environmental resource analysis, and analysis of impacts 
focus on the conversion of the roadway from a two-lane highway to a four-lane divided expressway. 
 
All of the build alternatives presented in this section would impact environmental resources in some 
capacity.  To meet the objectives of this project, it is necessary to construct a four-lane divided 
expressway.  Increasing passing lane lengths or adding new passing lanes may reduce congestion in 
a short portion of the project however, these can create a safety concern when motorists are forced to 
merge from two lanes back into one.  In addition, the separation of the two directions of travel by the 
construction of a wide median is the most optimum method of preventing cross-centerline accidents.   
 
The project alternatives proposed for study include the build alternatives and the no-build 
alternative.  Because of the length of this project and the common elements in different portions of 
the project, the project and the build alternatives have been arranged into four sections.  The build 
alternatives within each section have their own numbering system and contain at least two 
alternatives that have been studied that meet the conditions of the purpose and need.  Each 
alternative within each section can link together with any other build alternative in an adjoining 
section.  Alternatives are referred to as follows: Section Name, Alternative # (example: Estrella 
Section, Alternative 8N).  Detailed plan maps of the various alternatives are available in the 
Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume II.  Table 2.3-1 defines the 
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section limits and number of alternatives for each section. Many more alternatives were developed, 
discussed and subsequently dropped from consideration for various reasons. The section titled, 
“Alternatives Considered but Withdrawn”, describes the alternatives and reasons for their 
withdrawal.  A description of each build alternative and the alternatives considered but withdrawn 
follows. 
 
Table 2.3-1.     Alternatives under Consideration by Section 

Section Name Kilopost (PM) # of Alternatives Alternatives to be analyzed 

Estrella 51.80/66.30 
(32.15/41.20) 2 8N*, 9N 

Shandon 66.30/80.79 
(41.20/50.20) 2 1, 2 

Cholame 80.79/88.13 
(50.20/54.76) 2 1, 2 

Wye 88.13/90.60 
(54.76/56.32) 6 4, 5, 7, 8, 8b, 9 

* Bold type denotes the preferred alternative for each section. 

 
For this project, a build alternative had to be selected for each section unless the preferred alternative 
by a decision-maker was the no-build.  It should be noted that the no-build alternative applied to the 
entire project.  The no-build alternative could not be preferred if any of the build alternatives are 
preferred in any of the four sections.  When reviewing and commenting on this document, it was 
acceptable to comment on only one or two sections of the project but it was stated that in the other 
sections there was no preference over the remaining build alternatives in the sections without 
comment.  All of the build alternatives were interchangeable. 
 
2.3.1 Major Design Features of the Build Alternatives 
 
Features common to all of the build alternatives for each section under consideration are: 
 
¾ 3.6 meter (11.8 feet) wide travel lanes 
¾ 1.5 meter (4.9 feet) wide inside shoulders 
¾ 3.0 meter (9.8 feet) wide outside shoulders 
¾ 18.6 meter (61.0 feet) wide median 
 
¾ 14.1 meter (46.3 feet) wide median in areas with sensitive environmental resources4 
¾ All public road intersections would be constructed to Caltrans full expressway standards. 
¾ A design speed of 130 kilometers per hour (kph) (80 miles per hour (mph)) is used to define both 

horizontal and vertical curve radii. 
 
Figure 2.3.1-1 shows a typical cross section of the proposed expressway facility in an area where a 
roadway cut and fill would need to be constructed in order to build the new lanes.  Note: The 
existing highway lanes would be rehabilitated for either the westbound or eastbound lanes in the 
                                                 
4 This feature, while still meeting Caltrans design standards, requires an advisory design exception (conditionally 
approved). 
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different sections of the project.  Figure 2.3.1-2 shows a typical cross section for any of the bridges 
that would be built under any of the proposed alternatives. 
 

 
Figure 2.3.1-1.  Typical cross section for an area of proposed cut-fill 
 

 
Figure 2.3.1-2.  Typical cross section of bridge design 
 
2.3.2 Estrella Section Alternatives Under Consideration 
 
Estrella – Alternative 8N (Preferred Alternative) 
 
This alternative proposes to construct two new eastbound lanes south of the existing State Route 46 
roadway, which would be rehabilitated into two westbound lanes for State Route 46.  Alternative 8N 
includes a 14.1 meter (46.3 feet) median width between kilopost 51.8 and 55.3 (PM 32.2 to 34.4) to 
minimize environmental impacts.  The grade west of Estrella road would be reconstructed from the 
existing 6% to 4%.  The existing roadbed segment from 350 meters (1148 feet) west of Estrella Road 
to Estrella Road at its current location with State Route 46 would be rehabilitated back to a natural 
condition.  Figure 2.3.2-1 shows the plan for the Estrella section. 
 
Access to State Route 46 for Estrella Road would be rerouted under the two new bridges over the 
Estrella River, via the existing Estrella River Bridge to Whitley Gardens Drive. The access to State 
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Route 46 from the Vintage Hills community is currently via Vintage Hills Road (located just west of 
Branch Road on the north side of State Route 46).  Vintage Hills Road’s access to State Route 46 
would be closed under this alternative.  Access, for this community, to the highway would be via an 
extension of Branch Road to the north.  This extension would connect to Burgundy Lane, Merlot 
Lane, and Champagne Lane (see Volume II, Appendix A.1, Sheets E8 and E8a). 
 
Two new bridges would be built over the Estrella River.  They would be approximately 19 meters 
(62.3 feet) higher and would be constructed south of the existing bridge over the river.  Access to 
Estrella Road from State Route 46 would be provided via a frontage road located under the new 
structures. Estrella Road would also be routed under the new bridges.  At the State Route 46 and 
Whitley Gardens Drive intersection, no median opening would be provided, eliminating all left turn 
movements (see Figure 3.3.7-1 in Section 3.3.7).  All access to the Whitley Gardens area would be 
via right turn movements from State Route 46. 
 

 
Figure 2.3.2-1.  Map showing Estrella section alternatives under consideration 
 
This alternative would require an estimated 1,080,000 cubic meters (1,413,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  Of that, 790,000 cubic meters (1,033,000 cubic yards) would be used to 
construct this alternative, resulting in approximately 290,000 cubic meters (379,000 cubic yards) of 
excess material.  Several utilities, including electrical, telephone, and gas, would need to be 
relocated outside of the state’s right of way as part of this alternative. 
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Estrella – Alternative 9N 
 
This alternative is similar to Estrella Section, Alternative 8N in that it also proposes to construct two 
new eastbound lanes south of the existing State Route 46 roadway, which would similarly be 
rehabilitated into two westbound lanes for State Route 46.  Alternative 9N also contains a 14.1 meter 
(46.3 feet) median width between kilopost 51.8 and 55.3 (PM 32.2 to 34.4) and between kilopost 
61.9 and 65.6 (PM 38.5 to 40.8) in order to minimize environmental impacts. Alternative 9N differs 
from Alternative 8N in the Estrella Grade area.  This alternative proposes to maintain the existing 
6% grade and include a westbound truck-climbing lane. Figure 2.3.2-1 shows the plan for the 
Estrella section. 
 
The access to State Route 46 from the Vintage Hills community is currently via Vintage Hills Road.  
Vintage Hills Road’s access to State Route 46 would be closed under this alternative.  For this 
community, access to the highway would be via an extension of Branch Road to the north.  This 
extension would connect to Burgundy Lane, Merlot Lane, and Champagne Lane. 
 
Two new bridges would be constructed over the Estrella River.  These would be raised 
approximately 3 meters (9.8 feet).  Estrella Road and Whitley Gardens Drive would continue to have 
direct access to State Route 46. 
 
This alternative would require an estimated 2,250,000 cubic meters (2,940,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  Of that, 510,000 cubic meters (667,000 cubic yards) would be used to 
construct this alternative, leaving approximately 1,740,000 cubic meters (2,275,000 cubic yards) of 
excess material. Several utilities, including electrical, telephone, and gas, would need to be relocated 
outside of the state’s right of way as part of this alternative. 
 
2.3.3 Shandon Section Alternatives Under Consideration 
 
Shandon – Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Shandon, Alternative 1 mostly follows the existing highway alignment and proposes to widen the 
highway from two lanes to four with an 18.6 meter (61.0 feet) median throughout its length.  The 
proposed widening occurs first to the south of the existing roadway (from KP 66.3 to 67.0/PM 41.2 
to 41.6), then to the north (from KP 67.0 to 78.8/PM 41.6 to 49.0), and finally back to the south 
(from KP 78.8 to 80.8/PM 49.0 to 50.2).  Between KP 74.0 and 75.3 (PM 46.0 and 46.8), the 
highway alignment is shifted to the north to reduce environmental impacts to the Estrella River.  The 
maximum distance between the existing centerline and the new centerline in this area is 13.7 meters 
(44.9 feet).  Figure 2.3.3-1 shows the plan for the Shandon section. 
 
Two new bridges would be constructed over Cholame Creek using a design speed of 110 kph (68 
mph) versus the project standard of 130 kph (80 mph).   The lower design speed is proposed to 
reduce environmental impacts, required right of way and project cost.  Due to the use of the lower 
design speeds in this area design exceptions would be required. 
 
Shandon, Alternative 1 would also re-construct portions of the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area 
(SSRRA).  The rest area exit would be constructed farther to the south because of the widening 
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project.  New right-and left-turn lanes, along with a paved median crossover, would be constructed 
for the rest area from State Route 46.  A new road would also be constructed to access the 
expressway from the rest area.  Shandon, Alternative 1 proposes to replace the existing leach field 
and septic tank and add 11 new semi-truck parking spaces at the SSRRA.   
 
This alternative would require an estimated 530,000 cubic meters (693,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  In total, 570,000 cubic meters (746,000 cubic yards) of material would be 
needed to construct this alternative resulting in the need to import approximately 40,000 cubic 
meters (52,000 cubic yards) of material. 
 
Several utilities, including electrical, telephone, gas, jet fuel, and oil, would need to be relocated 
outside of the state’s right of way as part of this alternative. 
 
Shandon – Alternative 2 
 
Shandon, Alternative 2 is similar to Shandon, Alternative 1 in most aspects.  Shandon, Alternative 2 
also follows the existing highway alignment and proposes to widen the highway from two lanes to 
four with an 18.6 meter (61.0 feet) median throughout its length.  The proposed widening occurs 
first to the south of the existing roadway (from KP 66.3 to 67.0/PM 41.2 to 41.6), then to the north 
(from KP 67.0 to 78.8/PM 41.6 to 49.0), and finally back to the south again (from KP 78.8 to 
80.8/PM 49.0 to 50.2).  This alternative does not shift the alignment where the Estrella River 
parallels the highway.  Figure 2.3.3-1 shows the plan for the Shandon section. 
 
Two new bridges would be constructed over Cholame Creek.  Shandon, Alternative 2 differs in the 
location of the two new bridges.  The two new bridges for this alternative would be located slightly 
North of the existing bridges (see Figure 2.3.4-1).  This alternative is a full standard alternative 
designed throughout its length to the 130 kph (80 mph) design speed with no design exceptions 
proposed to reduce environmental impacts or project cost. 
 
Shandon, Alternative 2 would also re-construct portions of the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area 
(SSRRA).  The rest area exit would be constructed farther to the south because of the widening 
project.  New right- and left-turn lanes, along with a paved median crossover, would be constructed 
for the rest area from State Route 46.  A new entrance road alignment would also be constructed to 
access the expressway from the rest area.  Shandon, Alternative 2 also proposes to replace the 
existing leach field and septic tank and add 11 new truck parking spaces at the SSRRA.   
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Figure 2.3.3-1.  Map showing Shandon section alternatives under consideration 
 
This alternative would require an estimated 1,000,000 cubic meters (1,308,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  Of that, 540,000 cubic meters (706,000 cubic yards) of material would be 
needed to construct this alternative, leaving approximately 460,000 cubic meters (602,000 cubic 
yards) of excess material. 
 
Several utilities, including electrical, telephone, gas, jet fuel, and oil would need to be relocated 
outside of the State’s right of way as part of this alternative. 
 
2.3.4 Cholame Section Alternatives Under Consideration 
 
Cholame – Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Cholame, Alternative 1 begins at KP 80.8 (PM 50.2) and proposes the largest realignment of any 
section throughout the project.  Beginning at KP 80.8 (PM 50.2), this alternative proposes to 
construct four lanes of traffic around the existing Tosco Oil Pumping Plant to reduce impacts to 
Cholame Creek and the Tosco Oil Pumping Plant.  The new alignment rejoins the existing route at 
KP 84.0 (PM 52.2) and follows the existing alignment with the widening occurring to the north of 
the current alignment until KP 86.2 (PM 53.6).  The existing roadway in this area would be 
reconstructed into the expressway’s eastbound lanes with the two new westbound lanes separated by 
the standard 18.6 meter (61.0 feet) median.  From KP 86.2 to the end of the Cholame section at KP 
88.1 (PM 53.6 to 54.8), the roadway would be widened to the south, with the existing roadway 
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converted into the two westbound lanes and the two new eastbound lanes separated by an 18.6 meter 
(61.0 feet) median. Figure 2.3.4-1 shows the plan for the Cholame section. 
 
This alternative requires the construction of two new bridges over Cholame Creek at KP 81.5 (PM 
50.6), approximately 0.26 kilometers (0.16 miles) north of the existing crossing.  The existing 
Cholame Creek Bridge (No. 49-29) would be removed as this structure has been identified as being 
structurally deficient.  Existing rock slope protection used to protect this bridge will be removed and 
the creek bank restored back to its original slope.  Appropriate erosion control shall be used to 
minimize sedimentation into Cholame creek.  The existing roadway to the west of Bridge No. 49-29 
would remain for property access purposes.  The existing roadway from east of the existing bridge to 
where the new alignment rejoins the existing roadway at engineering station5 141+00 (see Volume 
II, Appendix A.3, Sheets C3-C5) would be removed and the land restored for wildlife habitat.  
 
This alternative would require an estimated 300,000 cubic meters (392,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  In total, 520,000 cubic meters (680,000 cubic yards) would be needed to 
construct this alternative, resulting in the need to import approximately 220,000 cubic meters 
(288,000 cubic yards) of material. 
 
Several utilities, including electrical, telephone, gas, jet fuel, and oil, would need to be relocated 
outside of the state’s right of way as part of this alternative. 
 
Cholame – Alternative 2 
 
Cholame, Alternative 2 begins at KP 80.79 (PM 50.2) and is similar to Cholame, Alternative 1, in 
most aspects.  Cholame, Alternative 2, however, proposes only a partial realignment of State Route 
46 around the Tosco Oil Pumping Station.  Beginning at KP 80.0 (PM 49.7), two new westbound 
lanes would be constructed around the existing Tosco Oil Pumping Plant.  This alternative proposes 
to reconstruct the existing roadway into the two eastbound lanes, splitting the expressway around the 
Tosco Oil Pumping Plant.  The westbound lanes rejoin the existing route at KP 84.0 (PM 52.2) with 
all four lanes following the existing alignment with the widening occurring to the north of the 
existing alignment until KP 86.2 (PM 53.6).  The existing roadway in this area would be 
reconstructed into the expressway’s eastbound lanes with the two new westbound lanes separated by 
the standard 18.6 meter wide (61.0 feet) median.  From KP 86.2 to the end of the Cholame section at 
KP 88.1 (PM 53.6 to 54.8), the roadway would be widened to the south with the existing roadway 
converted into the two westbound lanes and the two new eastbound lanes separated by an 18.6 meter 
(61.0 feet) median.  Figure 2.3.4-1 shows the plan for the Cholame section. 
 
This alternative requires the construction of a new bridge over Cholame Creek at KP 81.5 (PM 
50.6), approximately 0.28 kilometers (0.16 miles) north of the existing crossing.  The existing 
Cholame Creek Bridge (No. 49-29) would be removed and replaced with a wider structure as the 
bridge has been identified as being structurally deficient.  Existing rock slope protection used to 
protect this bridge will be removed and the creek bank restored back to its original slope.  
Appropriate erosion control shall be used to minimize sedimentation into Cholame creek. 
 
                                                 
5 An engineering station is an arbitrary reference number used by engineers to design the project.  This information can 
be found on the map sheets in Volume II and is located along the centerline of the proposed roadway. 
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Figure 2.3.4-1.  Map showing Cholame section alternatives under consideration 
 
This alternative would require an estimated 160,000 cubic meters (209,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  In total, 280,000 cubic meters (366,000 cubic yards) would be needed to 
construct this alternative resulting in the need to import approximately 120,000 cubic meters 
(157,000 cubic yards) of material. 
 
Several utilities, including electrical, telephone, gas, jet fuel, and oil, would need to be relocated 
outside of the state’s right of way as part of this alternative. 
 
2.3.5 Wye Section Alternatives Under Consideration 
 
Wye – Alternative 8b (Preferred Alternative) 
 
Wye, Alternative 8b proposes to construct a separated grade interchange in the Cholame Valley in 
the area locally known as the Wye.  Wye, Alternative 8b shifts the new alignment off of the existing 
State Route 46 alignment.  The new State Route 46 alignment curves back through the Wye 
section’s floodplain region to meet up with the existing State Route 46 alignment near KP 90.6 (PM 
56.3).  The new eastbound and westbound lanes for State Route 46 would be separated with an 18.6 
meter (61.0 feet) median.  State Route 41 would leave its existing alignment near KP 73.0 (PM 45.4) 
and would sweep down through the foothills to connect with State Route 46 near KP 89.4 (PM 55.6).  
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The existing State Route 41 roadway between KP 70.6 and 71.9 (PM 43.9 and 44.7) would be 
removed and the land rehabilitated to its natural condition.  Wye, Alternative 8b’s footprint pushes 
into the southwest foothills of the Wye section and is located farther east than any of the other Wye 
section alternatives.  This alternative has been moved further east than the other alternatives to 
reduce environmental impacts on the Cholame Valley floor.  Figure 2.3.5-1 shows the basic plan for 
this alternative.  For the details of Wye Section, Alternative 8b please see Volume II, Appendix A.4. 
 
Branch connections include southbound State Route 41 to westbound State Route 46, westbound 
State Route 46 to northbound State Route 41, and eastbound State Route 46 to northbound State 
Route 41.  A structure would be required for the eastbound State Route 46/northbound State Route 
41 movement, as it would be constructed over the new eastbound and westbound State Route 46 
lanes. A connection is also proposed to link southbound State Route 41 and eastbound State Route 
46. 
 
This alternative would remove the existing Cholame Creek Bridge (#49-36), which would have to be 
lengthened and raised to reduce flooding potential.  This bridge would be replaced with two 
structures that would carry eastbound and westbound traffic for State Route 46.  A second bridge, 
called an overflow, would be built beginning at KP 89.4 (PM 55.6).  This bridge would be 40 meters 
(131 feet) in length and would partially span the wetlands on the Cholame valley floor.  This 
alternative would require constructing three structures for the interchange. Under this alternative, the 
replacement structures for the Cholame Creek Bridge would not be located over a mapped surface 
rupture, but would be located within the San Andreas Fault Zone. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 2.3.5-1.  Map showing Wye Section, Alternative 8b 
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This alternative would require an estimated 665,000 cubic meters (870,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete. In total, 1,389,000 cubic meters (1,817,000 cubic yards) of material would 
be needed to construct this alternative, resulting in the need to import approximately 724,000 cubic 
meters (947,000 cubic yards) of material. 
 
Wye – Alternative 4 
 
Wye, Alternative 4 proposes to construct a separated grade interchange in the Cholame Valley in the 
area locally known as the Wye.  This alternative would realign the roadway for State Route 46 to the 
north of the existing Routes 41 and 46.  The existing State Route 41 would be rehabilitated to 
transport southbound traffic from State Route 41 to State Route 46.  The new eastbound and 
westbound lanes for State Route 46 would be constructed over State Route 41 and tie back into the 
existing State Route 46 roadway near KP 90.4 (PM 56.2).  Figure 2.3.5-2 shows the basic plan for 
this alternative.  For the details of Wye Section, Alternative 4 please see Volume II, Appendix A.4. 
 
Branch connections include eastbound State Route 46 to northbound State Route 41 and southbound 
State Route 41 to eastbound State Route 46.  The existing State Route 46 roadway between KP 88.3 
and 90.4 (PM 54.9 to 56.2) would be removed under this alternative and the land restored to the 
natural condition.  An additional connection would be made between southbound State Route 41 and 
the eastbound and westbound lanes of State Route 46 via Cholame Valley Road near KP 88.5 (PM 
55.0). 
 

 
 
Figure 2.3.5-2.  Map showing Wye Section, Alternative 4 
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Wye, Alternative 4 would require an estimated 40,000 cubic meters (52,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  In total, 60,000 cubic meters (78,000 cubic yards) would be needed to 
construct this alternative, resulting in the need to import approximately 20,000 cubic meters (26,000 
cubic yards) of material.   
 
Wye – Alternative 5 
 
Wye, Alternative 5 proposes to construct a separated grade interchange in the Cholame Valley in the 
area locally known as the Wye.  This alternative would rehabilitate the existing State Route 41 lanes 
into southbound lanes for State Route 41.  State Route 41’s northbound lanes would be constructed 
parallel and 18.6 meters (61.0 feet) to the south.  State Route 41 would tie into State Route 46 near 
Cholame Valley Road (KP 88.5, PM 55.0).  The existing State Route 46 roadway between KP 88.3 
and 90.4 (PM 54.9 to 56.2) would be removed and the land restored to the natural condition.  The 
interchange footprint for this alternative is smaller than the footprint for Wye, Alternative 4 and has 
been shifted west, away from the floodplain region and into the foothills of this section.  Figure 
2.3.5-3 shows the basic plan for this alternative.  For the details of Wye Section, Alternative 5 please 
see Volume II, Appendix A.4. 
 

 
 

Figure 2.3.5-3.  Map showing Wye Section, Alternative 5 
 
Branch connections include westbound State Route 46 near KP 90.6 (PM 56.3) to southbound State 
Route 41/westbound State Route 46, northbound State Route 41 to eastbound State Route 46 and 
westbound State Route 46 to northbound State Route 41.  A structure would be required for the 
westbound State Route 46 movement, as it would be constructed over the northbound and 

                                                 
6 A “mapped surface rupture” refers to an open fault line, identified on a map, resulting from earthquake activity. 
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southbound State Route 41 lanes.  Additionally, a left-turn is proposed to connect southbound State 
Route 41 and eastbound State Route 46.   
 
This alternative proposes to remove the existing Cholame Creek Bridge (#49-36) which would have 
to be lengthened and raised to reduce flooding potential.  This bridge would be replaced with two 
structures that would carry eastbound and westbound traffic between State Route 46 and State Route 
41.  This alternative would require the construction of three structures for the interchange.  Under 
this alternative, the replacement structures for the Cholame Creek Bridge would cross a mapped 
surface rupture from the 1966 earthquake on the San Andreas Fault. 
 
Wye, Alternative 5 would require an estimated 35,000 cubic meters (46,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  In total, 700,000 cubic meters (916,000 cubic yards) of material is needed 
to construct this alternative, resulting in the need to import approximately 665,000 cubic meters 
(870,000 cubic yards) of material.   
 
Wye – Alternative 7 
 
Wye, Alternative 7 also proposes to construct a separated grade interchange in the Cholame Valley 
in the area locally known as the Wye. Wye, Alternative 7 would parallel the existing State Route 46 
alignment with new eastbound and westbound lanes for State Route 46.  The new State Route 46 
alignment would be located almost directly north of the existing alignment and would include an 
18.6 meter (61.0 feet) median.  The existing State Route 46 roadway between KP 88.3 and 90.3 (PM 
54.9 to 56.1) would be removed and the land rehabilitated to its natural condition.  The existing State 
Route 41 roadway between KP 70.63 and 72.3 (PM 43.9 to 44.9) would also be removed and the 
land rehabilitated to its natural condition under this alternative.  The new State Route 46 alignment 
would tie into the existing State Route 46 roadway near KP 90.3 (PM 54.9).  The interchange 
footprint has been positioned away from the floodplain region into the southwest foothills of the 
Wye section.  Figure 2.3.5-4 shows the basic plan for this alternative.  For the details of Wye 
Section, Alternative 7 please see Volume II, Appendix A.4. 
 
Branch connections include westbound State Route 46 near KP 90.5 (PM 56.2) to westbound State 
Route 46, southbound State Route 41 to westbound State Route 46, and eastbound State Route 46 to 
northbound State Route 41.  A structure would be required for the westbound State Route 46 
movement, as it would be constructed over the northbound and southbound State Route 41 lanes.  
Additionally, a left-turn is proposed to connect southbound State Route 41 and eastbound State 
Route 46, and a right-turn is proposed to connect westbound State Route 46 with northbound State 
Route 41. 
 
This alternative proposes to remove the existing Cholame Creek Bridge (#49-36) which would need 
to be lengthened and raised to reduce flooding potential.  This bridge would be replaced with two 
structures that would carry eastbound and westbound traffic between State Route 46 and State Route 
41.  This alternative requires constructing three structures for the interchange.  Under this 
alternative, the replacement structures for the Cholame Creek Bridge would cross a mapped surface 
rupture from the 1966 earthquake on the San Andreas Fault. 
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Figure 2.3.5-4.  Map showing Wye Section, Alternative 7 
 
Wye, Alternative 7 would require an estimated 55,000 cubic meters (72,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  In total, 390,000 cubic meters (510,000 cubic yards) of material would be 
needed to construct this alternative, resulting in the need to import approximately 335,000 cubic 
meters (438,000 cubic yards) of material.   
 
Wye – Alternative 8 
 
Wye, Alternative 8 proposes to construct a separated grade interchange in the Cholame Valley in the 
area locally known as the Wye.  Wye, Alternative 8 would rehabilitate the existing State Route 46 
lanes into new eastbound lanes for State Route 46.  The new westbound lanes would be constructed 
18.6 meters (61.0 feet) parallel and to the north of the eastbound lanes.  State Route 41 would 
diverge from its existing alignment near KP 73.0 (PM 45.4) and would sweep down through the 
foothills to connect with State Route 46 near KP 89.4 (PM 55.6).  The existing State Route 41 
roadway between KP 70.6 and 71.9 (PM 43.9 and 44.7) would be removed and the land rehabilitated 
to its natural condition.  Wye, Alternative 8 locates the interchange away from the floodplain region 
(similar to Wye Section, Alternative 7).  The difference is that Wye, Alternative 8 shifts the 
interchange even farther up into the foothills than Wye Section, Alternative 7.  Figure 2.3.5-5 shows 
the basic plan for this alternative.  For the details of Wye Section, Alternative 8 please see Volume 
II, Appendix A.4. 
 
Branch connections include southbound State Route 41 to westbound State Route 46, westbound 
State Route 46 to northbound State Route 41, and eastbound State Route 46 to northbound State 
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Route 41.  A structure would be required for the eastbound State Route 46/northbound State Route 
41 movement, as it would be constructed over the new eastbound and westbound State Route 46 
lanes.  A connection is also proposed to link southbound State Route 41 and eastbound State Route 
46. 
 
This alternative proposes to remove the existing Cholame Creek Bridge (#49-36), which would need 
to be lengthened and raised to reduce flooding potential.  This bridge would be replaced with two 
new structures that would carry eastbound and westbound traffic for State Route 46.  This alternative 
requires constructing three structures for the interchange.  Under this alternative, the replacement 
structures for the Cholame Creek Bridge would cross a mapped surface rupture from the 1966 
earthquake on the San Andreas Fault. 
 

 
 
Figure 2.3.5-5.  Map showing Wye Section, Alternative 8 
 
Wye, Alternative 8 would require an estimated 175,000 cubic meters (229,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  In total, 830,000 cubic meters (1,086,000 cubic yards) would be needed to 
construct this alternative, resulting in the need to import approximately 655,000 cubic meters 
(857,000 cubic yards) of material.   
  
Wye – Alternative 9 
 
Wye, Alternative 9 proposes to construct a separated grade interchange in the Cholame Valley in the 
area locally known as the Wye and is similar to Wye, Alternative 8. Wye, Alternative 9 has the same 
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roadway alignments for Routes 41 and 46 as those proposed in Wye, Alternative 8.  The difference 
with this alternative occurs near KP 89.7 (PM 55.7) on State Route 46.  Instead of the branch 
connection from eastbound State Route 46 to northbound State Route 41 being constructed over 
State Route 46, Wye, Alternative 9 proposes to have the eastbound and westbound lanes of State 
Route 46 go over the branch connection.  The interchange footprint has been pushed into the 
southwest foothills of the Wye Section. Under this alternative, the replacement structures for the 
Cholame Creek Bridge would cross a mapped surface rupture from the 1966 earthquake on the San 
Andreas Fault.  Figure 2.3.5-6 shows the basic plan for this alternative.  For the details of Wye 
Section, Alternative 9 please see Volume II, Appendix A.4. 
 
Branch connections include southbound State Route 41 to westbound State Route 46 and from 
eastbound State Route 46 to northbound State Route 41.  Two turns are proposed to connect 
southbound State Route 41 to eastbound State Route 46 and westbound State Route 46 to 
northbound State Route 41. 
 
This alternative proposes to remove the existing State Route 46 bridge over Cholame Creek, the 
bridge would have to be lengthened and raised to reduce flooding potential.  This bridge would be 
replaced with two structures that would carry eastbound and westbound traffic for State Route 46.  
This alternative requires constructing four structures for the interchange. 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2.3.5-6.  Map showing Wye Section, Alternative 9 
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Wye, Alternative 9 would require an estimated 35,000 cubic meters (46,000 cubic yards) of 
excavation to complete.  In total, 480,000 cubic meters (628,000 cubic yards) of material would be 
needed to construct this alternative, resulting in the need to import approximately 445,000 cubic 
meters (582,000 cubic yards) of material.  
 
2.3.6 Cost Comparison of the Alternatives 
 
Increased energy costs that affect everything from the price of road building materials to the costs of 
actual construction have substantially increased the estimated cost for this project.  The current 
estimates range from $71.8 million to $100.4 million higher than those shown in the Project Study 
Reports completed between September 1997 and April 1999.  The current estimated costs for each 
alternative of the project are shown in Table 2.3.6-1 on the following page. 
 
Table 2.3.6-1.  Estimated Project Costs 

Cost* of the Alternatives Under Consideration 
(in Millions of Dollars) 

 **Right of Way Construction Total 
Alternative 8N 21.8 86.7 108.5 Estrella Alternative 9N 18.9 99.0 117.9 
Alternative 1 7.5 65.3 72.8 Shandon Alternative 2 7.6 70.5 78.1 
Alternative 1 25.3 47.3 72.6 Cholame Alternative 2 42.2 48.4 90.6 
Alternative 4 8.1 36.6 44.7 
Alternative 5 7.7 53.0 60.7 
Alternative 7 7.3 43.1 50.4 
Alternative 8 9.2 53.5 62.7 
Alternative 8b 7.2 69.1 76.3 

Wye 

Alternative 9 8.6 45.7 54.3 
* The cost shown is in 2005 dollars, not adjusted for inflation.  Construction cost includes all anticipated project 
costs except right of way acquisition; it includes landscaping, revegetation and some project mitigation costs 
** The cost indicated includes utility relocation costs, a significant percentage of the cost in this category, and some 
project mitigation costs. 

 
2.3.7 Funding and Programming 
 
The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project within the California Department of Transportation is 
actually two projects.  Due to the necessity to select logical termini for the project and to avoid 
segmentation concerns when evaluating environmental impacts, this document treats both projects as 
one.  Logical termini are defined as a project that has a logical starting and ending point.  This means 
that a project must have independent utility.  If a project, by itself, could not function except for the 
construction of another project than the first, and most likely the second, project would not contain 
“logical termini”.  Projects that do not have independent utility or logical termini may be considered 
segmented.  To avoid segmentation and have logical termini this document analyzes the 
environmental effects of both projects. 
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For the purposes of funding and programming, however, the proposed project is being treated as two 
projects.  The first project, identified by its expenditure authorization number (EA) 3307U0 includes 
the Estrella and Shandon sections of the project.  The second project, EA 330800, includes the 
Cholame and Wye portions of the project.  
 
The two projects covered by this environmental document would be financed through the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) with a combination of both Regional Improvement 
Plan (RIP) and Interregional Improvement Plan (IIP) funds.   
 
For EA 05-3307U0, the funding currently is 47% RIP and 53% IIP with $51,800,000 for 
construction and $10,400,000 for right of way acquisition currently programmed in the STIP.  In 
addition, there are $39,100,000 of Federal Demonstration Project funds specifically earmarked for 
this project.  Current estimates for the project are construction costs of $152,100,000 and right of 
way costs of $29,300,000.  After approval of both the final environmental document and the Project 
Report, additional right of way and construction funding would be sought in future STIP cycles and 
from federal transportation funding sources. 
 
EA 05-330800 is 100% IIP funded and is currently funded only through the Project Approval and 
Final Environmental Document Approval (PA&ED) portion of project development.  The project is 
listed and the construction phases are programmed in the year-2000 20 year Regional Transportation 
Plan.  After approval of both the final environmental document and the Project Report, IIP funding 
would be sought for the construction and right of way acquisition portions of this project in future 
STIP cycles.  
 
Approval of the project by the appropriate state and federal agencies is expected early in 2006.  Due 
to the size and cost of this project, construction would be done in phases.  To expedite delivery of 
the project, construction would not necessarily always proceed from west to east.  As appropriate 
fundable, usable and constructable roadway segments are identified, they would be split out as 
separate construction projects and moved through the final design and bidding phase and into the 
construction phase.  Construction for the first phases is expected to begin in the spring of 2007 and is 
expected to be complete in 2009. 
 
2.3.8 The Preferred Alternative 
 
Based on the comments received from federal, state, and local agencies, and the public, the 
California Department of Transportation, in conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration 
has selected a build alternative from each of the four sections of the project.  This preferred, or 
selected, alternative consists of the following alternative from each section: Estrella Section, 
Alternative 8N, Shandon Section, Alternative 1, Cholame Section, Alternative 1, and Wye Section, 
Alternative 8b.  Each of these alternatives, selected for construction, satisfies the purpose and need 
of the project and will accomplish the goals of the public, the Federal Highway Administration, the 
San Luis Obispo Council of Governments, and the California Department of Transportation.  Based 
on this preferred alternative, the Final Environmental Impact Report will be signed and certified. 
 
In the Estrella section of the project, Alternative 8N was chosen as the preferred alternative over 
Alternative 9N because it did not result in direct impacts to special status bat species, impacted 
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substantially less Fremont cottonwood woodland habitat, and improved habitat connectivity for the 
western spadefoot toad.  Alternative 8N has a lower cost than Alternative 9N, mainly due to a 
reduced amount of excavation in the Estrella grade portion of this section.  This reduced amount of 
excavation also resulted in the preferred alternative having substantially less temporary air and water 
quality impacts.  Finally, this alternative eliminates left-turn movements from Whitley Gardens drive 
reducing the potential for driver mistakes resulting in collisions. 
 
In the Shandon Section of the project, Shandon Section, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred 
alternative.  Alternative 1 was chosen over Alternative 2 because it impacts less non-wetland Other 
Waters of the United States and less San Joaquin kit fox and other upland species habitat.  There are 
no wetland impacts in this section.  Alternative 1 has no impacts to gypsum-loving larkspur, a rare 
plant, versus Alternative 2, which would have impacted one stand of the plant.  The preferred 
alternative in this section has a lower cost than Alternative 2, mainly due to a reduction in the 
amount of excavation throughout the section.  The substantially lower amount of excavation with 
Alternative 1, 530,000 m3 (693,000 yds3) compared to the 1,000,000 m3 (1,308,000 yds3) of 
excavation needed for Alternative 2, also reduces temporary air and water quality impacts 
substantially.  Finally, the realigned portion of roadway with Alternative 1 will result in substantial 
improvements to existing and future water quality in Cholame creek. 
 
In the Cholame section of the project, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred over Alternative 2 
because it has fewer impacts to San Joaquin kit fox and other upland species habitat.  The habitat for 
the western spadefoot toad and the southwestern pond turtle will be greatly improved with 
Alternative 1's proposed realignment around the Tosco oil pumping plant and away from the existing 
encroachment upon Cholame creek.  The cost for the preferred alternative is less than Alternative 2, 
mainly associated with fewer miles of utility pipelines that would need relocated.  Lastly, existing 
and future water quality will be greatly improved for Cholame creek with Alternative 1 by realigning 
the roadway around the Tosco plant and away from Cholame creek.  This realignment will also save 
future impacts to the environment and roadway maintenance funds by eliminating the existing 
longitudinal encroachment, which has proven to be problematic.  There were no wetland impacts in 
this section. 
 
In the Wye section of the project, Alternative 8b was chosen as the preferred alternative over the 
other five alternatives because it has the least impacts to wetlands.  Alternative 8b also does not 
isolate large blocks of habitat, provides an additional crossing structure to decrease habitat 
fragmentation, and improves corridor movements for the San Joaquin kit fox and other upland 
species, pronghorn antelope, and the western spadefoot toad.  The preferred alternative provides for 
better floodplain functioning with two new, longer bridges to the north of the existing bridge and 
provides an additional bridge over the lowest point in the valley to restore hydrologic connectivity.  
Lastly, this alternative would place the two new bridges furthest from the San Andreas Fault 
reducing the potential for damage to the bridges from ground displacement in the event of a seismic 
event. 
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2.4 Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn 
 
Eleven alternatives in the Estrella Section, five alternatives in the Shandon section, three alternatives 
in the Cholame section, and seven alternatives in the Wye section were considered but rejected for 
various reasons.  These alternatives and their reasons for being withdrawn are described below: 
 
2.4.1 Estrella Section Alternatives Withdrawn from Consideration 
 
Estrella – Alternative 1 (PSR) 
 
Estrella, Alternative 1 was originally proposed in the Estrella Section Project Study Report (PSR), 
September 1997.  This alternative proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with a 13.8 meter 
(45.3 foot) median.  This alternative proposed to widen mostly to the south except between the 
Estrella River and Almond Drive.  This alternative did not adjust the slope of the Estrella Grade to 
4%.  This alternative was eliminated due to substandard design, construction staging problems, large 
earthwork excavation quantities that would result in excessive environmental impacts, traffic 
impacts, and excessive costs. 
 
Estrella – Alternative 2 (PSR) 
 
Estrella, Alternative 2 was originally proposed in the Estrella Section Project Study Report, 
September 1997.  This alternative proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with a 10.8 meter 
(35.4 foot) median.  This alternative widened primarily to the south of the existing alignment and did 
not adjust the Estrella Grade to a 4% slope.  This alternative was also eliminated from further study 
due to substandard design, construction staging problems, and large earthwork excavation quantities 
that would result in excessive environmental impacts, traffic impacts, and excessive costs. 
 
Estrella – Alternative 3 (PSR) 
 
Estrella, Alternative 3 was originally proposed in the Estrella Section Project Study Report, 
September 1997.  This alternative proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with a 13.8 meter 
(45.3 foot) median.  The alignment for this alternative proposed widening the roadway to the south 
of the existing alignment except between Union Road and Estrella Road where a new alignment was 
proposed 0.25 kilometers (0.16 miles) north of the existing alignment. This alternative was 
eliminated from further study due to substandard design, construction staging problems, large 
earthwork excavation quantities that would result in excessive environmental impacts, traffic 
impacts, and excessive costs. 
 
Estrella – Alternative 4 (PSR) 
 
Estrella, Alternative 4 was originally proposed in the Estrella Section Project Study Report, 
September 1997.  This alternative proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with a 13.8 meter 
(45.3 foot) median and included reducing the Estrella Grade to a slope of 4%.  This alternative was 
eliminated from further study due to substandard design, construction staging problems, large 
earthwork excavation quantities that would result in excessive environmental impacts, traffic 
impacts, and excessive costs. 
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Estrella – Alternative 1 
 
Estrella, Alternative 1 updated the Project Study Report’s Alternative 1 with full standard median 
widths and design speed criteria including reducing the grade of the Estrella Grade to 4%.  This 
alternative was eliminated due to construction staging problems that could not be resolved. 
Construction staging was not feasible from an engineering standpoint and would have resulted in 
excessive costs and environmental impact. 
 
Estrella – Alternative 2 
 
Estrella, Alternative 2 updated the Project Study Report’s Alternative 2 with full standard median 
widths and design speed criteria including reducing the grade of the Estrella Grade to 4%.  This 
alternative was eliminated due to construction staging problems that could not be resolved. 
Construction staging problems with this alternative would result in excessive costs. 
 
Estrella – Alternative 3 
 
Estrella, Alternative 3 updated the Project Study Report’s Alternative 3 with full standard median 
widths and design speed criteria including reducing the grade of the Estrella Grade to 4%.  This 
alternative was eliminated due to construction staging problems that could not be resolved.  
Construction staging was not feasible from an engineering standpoint and would have resulted in 
excessive costs and environmental impact. 
 
Estrella – Alternative 4 
 
Estrella, Alternative 4 updated the Project Study Report’s Alternative 4 with full standard median 
widths and design speed criteria.  This alternative maintains the existing Estrella Grade at the current 
6% but adds a truck-climbing lane.  This alternative was eventually eliminated because of the 
excessive earthwork excavation quantities and impacts to existing properties and to sensitive 
environmental resources located near the beginning of the project (Airport Road to Jardine Road).  
Portions of this alternative were combined with Estrella, Alternative 5 resulting in Estrella Section, 
Alternative 9N, a viable alternative. 
 
Estrella – Alternative 5 
 
Estrella, Alternative 5 followed the same alignment as Estrella, Alternative 4, but used a reduced 
median width of 14.1 meters (46.3 feet) to minimize right of way and environmental impacts.  This 
alternative was eliminated from further study because it used a nonstandard median width 
throughout the entire section.  Portions of this alternative were combined with Estrella, Alternative 4 
resulting in Estrella Section, Alternative 9N, a viable alternative. 
 
Estrella – Alternative 6 
 
Estrella, Alternative 6 is essentially the same as Estrella, Alternative 5 except that it proposed to 
widen the highway primarily to the north of the existing roadway between Airport Road and Jardine 
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Road.  This alternative was eliminated because it substantially increased the amount of right of way 
required for construction and substantially impacted a vernal pool, an environmentally sensitive 
resource.  
 
Estrella – Alternative 7 
 
Estrella, Alternative 7 proposed to widen the existing highway to four lanes with a variable median 
width to meet the full design standards.  This alternative would widen the highway primarily to the 
south of its existing alignment and would reduce the Estrella Grade to 4%.  This alternative would 
raise the Estrella Bridge by 12 meters (39.4 feet).  It was proposed by the Value Engineering Team 
to close access from Whitley Gardens Drive to State Route 46 and provide local access through 
Estrella Road.  This alternative was eliminated from further study because no acceptable engineering 
design could be developed to create the required on and off ramps at Estrella Road. 
 
2.4.2 Shandon Section Alternatives Withdrawn from Consideration 
 
Shandon – Alternative 1 (PSR) 
 
Shandon, Alternative 1 (PSR) proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with a 13.8 meter (45.3 
feet) median.  This alternative was eliminated because of substandard design features. 
 
Shandon – Alternative 2 (PSR) 
 
Shandon, Alternative 2 (PSR) also proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with a 13.8 meter 
(45.3 feet) median.  This alternative was similar to Shandon, Alternative 1 (PSR) except that it 
proposed standard design features for the 110 kph (68 mph) design speed.  This alternative was 
withdrawn from consideration based on its substandard design features. 
 
Shandon – Alternative 3 (PSR) 
 
Shandon, Alternative 3 (PSR) proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with a 10.8 meter (35.4 
feet) median.  This alternative was withdrawn from consideration because of its substandard median 
width. 
 
Shandon – Alternative 4 (PSR) 
 
Shandon, Alternative 4 (PSR) proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with a 13.8 meter (45.3 
feet) median.  This alternative was also withdrawn from consideration because of its substandard 
median width. 
 
Shandon – Alternative 5 (PSR)  
 
Shandon, Alternative 5 (PSR) proposed to increase the length of the two existing passing lanes to 3.2 
kilometers (2.0 miles).  The westbound passing lane is currently located from KP 71.8 to 69.7 (PM 
44.6 to 43.3) and the eastbound passing lane is currently located from KP 73.9 to 75.8 (PM 45.9 to 
47.1).  This alternative would help to increase passing safety in this area but would not alleviate 
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future congestion.   This alternative was withdrawn from consideration because it did not adequately 
meet the purpose and need of the project. 
 
2.4.3 Cholame Section Alternatives Withdrawn from Consideration 
 
Cholame – Alternative 4 (PSR) 
 
Cholame, Alternative 4 (PSR) proposed to widen the highway to four lanes with an 18.6 meter (61.0 
feet) median and full design standards throughout.  This alternative proposed to realign the highway 
through the Tosco property between KP 81.3 and 82.0 (PM 50.5 to 51.0).  This alternative would 
require removing and/or relocating both the Tosco Pumping Plant and the Jack Ranch Café.  This 
alternative was eliminated due to the high costs to remove and/or relocate the Tosco Pumping Plant 
and due to public support to avoid adversely impacting the Jack Ranch Café. 
 
Cholame – North Alignment Option (PSR) 
 
This option was proposed for each of the alternatives presented in the PSR.  It offered the option of 
widening the highway to the north of the existing alignment between KP 83.0 and 88.13 (PM 51.6 to 
54.7).  The eastbound lanes would be constructed from the existing roadway and new westbound 
lanes would be constructed parallel and 18.6 meters (61.0 feet) to the north.  This option would shift 
the alignment away from the encroaching Cholame Creek, but would require removing and/or 
relocating the Jack Ranch Café.  This option was withdrawn from consideration due to public 
support to avoid adversely impacting the Jack Ranch Café. 
 
Cholame – Alternative 3 
 
Cholame, Alternative 3 closely followed the existing State Route 46 alignment to avoid impacting 
the Tosco Pumping Plant.  The existing State Route 46 roadway would be constructed into the 
eastbound lanes, and the westbound lanes would be constructed 18.6 meters (61.0 feet) to the north.  
Due to the proximity of the new eastbound lanes to Cholame Creek, an extended bridge structure 
(viaduct) would be required for the eastbound lanes.  This alternative was withdrawn from 
consideration because of excessive costs, potentially significant floodplain encroachment, and 
substantial environmental impacts associated with the construction and location of the viaduct. 
 
2.4.4 Wye Section Alternatives Withdrawn from Consideration 
 
Wye – Alternative 1 
 
Wye, Alternative 1 proposed to construct a full standard, double flyover interchange (similar to what 
would be found on a full standard freeway type of interchange).  Most of the footprint for the 
interchange was situated in the sensitive wetland/alkaline salt-flat area of the Cholame Valley.  This 
alternative was withdrawn from consideration due to the large wetland impacts and excessive 
structure costs. 
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Wye – Alternative 2 
 
Wye, Alternative 2 also proposed to construct a full standard, double flyover interchange.  The main 
difference was the shape of the interchange.  This alternative was also proposed in the sensitive 
wetland/alkaline salt-flat area of the Cholame Valley and was withdrawn from consideration due to 
the large wetland impacts and excessive structure costs. 
 
Wye – Alternative 3 
 
Wye, Alternative 3 is similar to Wye, Alternative 2 except that the footprint for the interchange was 
shifted east, toward the foothills, in an attempt to reduce the impacts to wetlands.  Substantial 
adverse impacts to wetlands were unavoidable under this alternative and as a result, this alternative 
was withdrawn from consideration. 
 
Wye – Alternative 6 
 
This alternative was similar to Wye, Alternative 3 described above except that instead of a fully 
separated interchange, branch connections for eastbound State Route 46 to northbound State Route 
41 and southbound State Route 41 to eastbound State Route 46 were combined onto one structure.  
This alternative was withdrawn from consideration because of the potential operational conflicts and 
reduced level of safety that could occur from combining the two branch connections. 
 
Wye – Alternative 8a 
 
Wye, Alternative 8a is similar in design to viable Wye Section, Alternative 8 but proposed a larger 
radius curve near Cholame Creek.  This alternative was withdrawn from consideration because the 
safety benefits of this slightly larger radius curve were deemed inconsequential compared to the 
increased impacts to wetlands that would occur by constructing this alternative. 
 
Wye – Alternative 10 
 
Wye, Alternative 10 is similar to the viable Wye Section, Alternative 8 except that this alternative 
proposed shifting the footprint of the interchange west, away from the foothills and towards the flat 
floodplain region.  This alternative was withdrawn from consideration because of its greater impacts 
to wetlands. 
 
Wye – Alternative 8b (viaduct) 
 
Wye Section, Alternative 8b (viaduct) is similar to the viable Wye Section, Alternative 8b except 
that this alternative proposed the construction of a 300 meter (984 foot) bridge over the delineated 
wetland area.  The purpose of this bridge feature was to promote wildlife crossing opportunities, 
restore floodplain connectivity, and reduce impacts to wetlands.  This alternative was withdrawn 
from consideration because it is impracticable due to construction cost, future maintenance and 
replacement costs, seismic risk, and reduced traffic safety, while offering little gain in resource 
protection. 
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The wetland avoidance that the viaduct would achieve offers little public benefit at great expense.  It 
would degrade the wetlands that it would avoid, would not achieve any additional, measurable 
benefit for floodplain or wildlife habitat connectivity, and would not provide for any wetland 
restoration beyond what was already proposed.  Lastly, the viaduct variation of Alternative 8b would 
compromise the purpose and need for the project by introducing additional fixed objects and vertical 
drops in the clear recovery zone reducing the safety for the traveling public. 
 
The viaduct would add an estimated minimum of $8.5 million to the project.  That equates tomore 
than $2 million per acre of wetland that the viaduct would avoid.  This was considered an 
unreasonable expenditure and, therefore, impracticable under federal regulations (CFR 23 Section 
777). 
 
The 1.59 hectares (3.93 acres) of wetlands that the viaduct design variation would have avoided 
contribute relatively little to the hydrologic and biogeochemical functions of the many hundreds of 
acres of wetlands in this complex, and would contribute even less when placed under a bridge.  
Indirect impacts from shade to these wetlands that would have been avoided would result in the loss 
of the vegetation under the bridge.  Ultimately, the impacts from shade would result in bare ground 
as it is under the existing Cholame Creek Bridge.  Due to the loss of the vegetation below the 
proposed bridge, there would be little benefit compared to the overflow variation. 
 
The wetlands that this alternative would have protected have surface waters only in heavy rainfall 
years.  The fact that these wetlands are considered an ideal corridor for pronghorn antelope, an 
upland species specific to arid grasslands, is a testament to the marginal wetland hydrology and 
infrequency of surface waters.  Most of the hydrology is subsurface and related to the high 
groundwater table, which is supported by the large watershed that drains into this very flat valley.  
The hydraulics studies conducted for this project concluded that the features included in any 
variation of Alternative 8b would restore and enhance the floodplain functions.  The viaduct design 
variation is not justified by any hydraulic analysis.  
 
Because the overflow variation selected as the preferred alternative achieves the goals of habitat 
connectivity, the viaduct has diminished returns.  The extra costs needed to construct the viaduct 
design variation will provide no measurable benefits as compared to the overflow variation for the 
pronghorn antelope population that exists in the Cholame Valley.  The overflow variation of 
Alternative 8b, selected as the preferred alternative best achieves the purpose and need for the 
project while minimizing impacts to the environment and making the best use of public funds.  It is 
for all these reasons that the viaduct design variation of Alternative 8b has been considered yet 
rejected. 
 
2.4.5 Alternatives Presented at the Initial Meeting 
 
At the initial public scoping meeting in December 1999, several alternatives were displayed for 
public review and comment.  The Shandon and Cholame section alternatives presented at that time 
are still under consideration with the exception of Cholame, Alternative 3.  Estrella, Alternatives 1, 2 
and 3, presented at the initial meeting, have been withdrawn from consideration for the reasons 
explained in the above section.  Wye Section, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 have also been withdrawn 
from consideration for the reasons explained in the above section. 
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2.5 The No-build Alternative 
 
The no-build alternative would not expand any portion of the existing two-lane highway to a four-
lane divided expressway.  This alternative would not alleviate traffic congestion or bring the 
roadway up to design standards for safety.  Due to the present and foreseeable future congestion 
problems, the funding of minor projects for left-turn lanes, passing lanes and concrete median 
barriers would continue. 
 
Impacts to biological, physical, social, and cultural resources would not occur under the no-build 
alternative.  However, the necessary smaller safety and congestion relief projects would have 
incremental impacts to some or all of these resources.  Under CEQA, the resources analysis for each 
of the smaller projects would likely result in a less than significant impact.  But by avoiding attention 
to the entire project corridor, these smaller projects could cumulatively result in significant impacts.  
On smaller projects, mitigating for a significant cumulative impact is difficult due to lack of funding 
on these lower budget projects.  By looking at potential impacts on a larger corridor analysis level 
impacts can more easily be avoided and minimized.  When mitigation in the form of compensation is 
required, higher budgets from a larger project help to adequately offset not only the project impacts 
but potential cumulative impacts as well. 
 
The no-build alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for the project.  As discussed in the 
Purpose and Need Section, if the improvements to State Route 46 were not constructed, traffic 
volumes in the year 2025 would theoretically increase to 24,500 vehicles per day as compared to the 
existing 12,500.  In addition, the level of service (LOS) for this route would decrease to a 
substandard “F” from the existing LOS of “E”.  As the number of vehicles per day increases and the 
level of service decreases, drivers would become less patient and more frustrated.  Opportunities for 
passing and for making left-turns from businesses, homes, and county roads would become 
increasingly more difficult and dangerous. 
 
Due to the increases in population in the Central Valley and along the Central Coast of California, a 
safe and efficient east/west connection from Interstate 5 to State Route 101 is necessary.  The 
designation of State Route 46 as the main connector between these two large regions of the state 
further decreases the viability of the no-build alternative. 
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Chapter 3: Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures 

 
 
This section evaluates the affected environment, potential impacts, and proposed mitigation 
measures (including avoidance, minimization, and best management practices) for environmental 
resources for each section and alternative in the project.  In cases where the impacts and mitigation 
measures are the same, the discussion will state that it applies to all alternatives.  In cases where the 
impacts differ, the impacts and mitigation measures will be discussed separately for each alternative. 
 
As a result of comments on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report from 
federal, state, and local agencies, and the public, new information has been added, additional studies 
undertaken, and additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures added.  This new 
information can be easily found by observing the text with the vertical line in the margin. 
 
3.1 Physical Environment 
 
3.1.1 Air Quality 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Meteorology 
 
San Luis Obispo County is part of the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), which also includes 
Santa Barbara and Ventura counties.  The climate of the San Luis Obispo area is strongly influenced 
by its proximity to the Pacific Ocean.  Warm, dry summers and cool winters with occasional rainy 
periods characterize the Mediterranean climate of the project area.  Maximum summer temperatures 
in the county average about 70 degrees Fahrenheit near the coast, while inland valleys are often in 
the high 90s.  Minimum winter temperatures in the county range from the low 30s near the coast to 
the low 20s inland. 
 
Airflow around the county plays an important role in the movement and dispersion of pollutants.  
The speed and direction of local winds are controlled by the location and strength of the Pacific high 
pressure system and other global weather patterns, topographical factors, and circulation patterns 
that result from temperature differences between the land and the sea.  The region is also subject to 
seasonal “Santa Ana” winds.  These are typically hot, dry northerly winds that blow offshore at 15-
20 mph, but can reach speeds up to and over 60 mph.  Two types of temperature inversions (warmer 
air on top of cooler air) are created in the area: subsidence and radiation.  The subsidence inversion 
is a regional effect created by the Pacific high pressure cell in which air is heated as it is compressed 
when it flows from the high pressure to the low pressure areas inland.  This type of inversion 
generally forms at about 300 to 600 meters (1,000 to 2,000 feet) and is most frequent during summer 
months.  Radiation inversions (often referred to as surface inversions) occur most often during the 
winter and are formed by the more rapid cooling of air near the ground during the night.  Both types 
of inversions limit the dispersal of air pollutants within the regional airshed.  The more stable the air 
(low wind speeds, uniform temperatures), the lower the amount of pollutant dispersion. 
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Pollutants 
 
The federal and state Environmental Protection Agencies (EPA) designate the pollutants that are 
considered primary and secondary criteria pollutants.  Through studies, they establish the regulatory 
standards for these pollutants.  The regulatory standards established are the levels of the pollutants in 
the atmosphere that are determined to be acceptable and the threshold level in the atmosphere at 
which these pollutants are considered to have polluted the air.  California EPA standards tend to be 
more restrictive than the federal EPA standards for pollutants.  Primary criteria pollutants are 
emitted directly from a source, such as an automobile or exhaust stack for a factory into the 
atmosphere.  Primary criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), reactive organic gases 
(ROG), nitric oxide (NOx), fine particulate matter (PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb).  
Secondary criteria pollutants are created by chemical and photochemical reactions that occur in the 
atmosphere.  Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone (O3), and sulfate and nitrate particulates.  
It is these oxidants that are commonly referred to as “smog”. 
 
Regulatory Agencies 
 
The federal and state governments have been empowered by the federal and state Clean Air Acts to 
regulate the emission of airborne pollutants and have established ambient air quality standards for 
the protection of public health.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the 
federal agency designated to administer air quality regulation, while the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) is the state equivalent in California.  Local control in air quality management is 
provided by the CARB through county-level or regional Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD’s).  
The CARB establishes air quality standards and is responsible for control of mobile emissions 
sources, while the local APCD’s are responsible for enforcing standards and regulating stationary 
sources.  The CARB has established 14 air basins statewide.  The county is located in the South 
Central Coast Air Basin and is within the jurisdiction of the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution 
Control District (SLOAPCD). 
 
Current Ambient Air Quality 
 
The SLOAPCD is in attainment for all federal ambient air quality standards (AAQS) and is non-
attainment for State AAQS for PM10 (fine particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter).  
Sources of reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxide, the principle components of ozone, are motor 
vehicles, fossil fuel combustion, and industrial processes.  PM10 may be composed of several types 
of fine solid or liquid particles, including dust, smoke, ash, mist, and fumes.  Sources of particulates 
include combustion of fuels, agricultural practices, construction activities, road dust, industrial 
processes, along with natural sources such as sea spray, forest fire smoke, and wind-blown dust. 
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Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to air quality applies to all of the alternatives. 
 
Emissions due to construction operations for all alternatives would exceed the thresholds established 
by the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD).  Therefore best management 
practices would be used for construction of any of the preferred alternatives.  Specific minimization 
and mitigation measures for each sub-phase of construction would be determined by Caltrans in 
conjunction with staff at the SLOAPCD prior to the bidding process for each sub-phase of 
construction. 
 
Discussion 
 
Short-term impacts to local air quality are expected during construction of the proposed project.  
Construction would be done in phases and it is expected that each of the four phases would last two 
to three years.  Unpleasant odors from construction activities, such as diesel exhaust and fumes from 
fresh asphalt-concrete used in road building may, at times, be present.  These odors would not be 
present for long periods of time and would quickly dissipate.   
 
Greater than 243 hectares (600 acres) of surface area would be disturbed during the 10 to 12 years of 
construction.  Project emissions estimates suggest that the project would exceed quarterly and daily 
emissions thresholds for NOx established by the SLOAPCD.  Tables 3.1.1-1, 3.1.1-2, 3.1.1-3, and 
3.1.1-4 show the expected emissions from construction for each section of the project based on the 
estimated quantities of construction work for each section.   
 
Table 3.1.1-1.  Estimated Construction Emissions (Vehicles) 

SLOAPCD THRESHOLD 
FACTOR DAILY 

(Pounds) 
QUARTERLY 

(Tons) 

Estrella* 
(tons per 
quarter) 

Shandon 
(tons per 
quarter) 

Cholame 
(tons per 
quarter) 

Wye 
(tons per 
quarter) 

CO NA NA 4.7 4.8 3.3 2.0 
ROG 185 lb 2.5-6 tons 1.5 1.8 2.2 2.1 
NOx 185 lb 2.5-6 tons 18.0 21.9 26.1 25.0 
PM10 185 lb 2.5 tons 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.1 

*  These figures include all construction vehicles that would commonly be used on a project.  
 
Table 3.1.1-2.  Estimated Construction Emissions (Asphalt Use) 

FACTOR Estrella Shandon Cholame Wye 
Total asphalt concrete (tons) 232,265 202,000 120,000 70,000 
Emulsion Tons 700 480 300 270 
Asphalt (6% of AC, 65% of emulsion) (tons) 14,391 12,432 7,395 4,376 
ROG (.04 lb/ton ac) (lb.) 576 457 272 161 
Days paving 116 101 78 70 
Daily emissions of ROG (lb.) 5.0 4.5 3.5 2.0 
Quarterly emissions of ROG (Tons) 0.17 0.15 0.12 0.07 
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Table 3.1.1-3.  Estimated Construction Emissions (PM10 from Grading) 
Activity Estrella Shandon Cholame Wye 

Total area to grade (Acres) 200 230 160 160 
Exposed for (Quarters) 8 8 8 8 
Active daily grading (Acres) 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.4 
Quarterly PM10 (Tons) 3.4 3.6 3.1 3.1 
Total PM10 (Tons) 27 29 25 25 

 
Table 3.1.1-4.  Estimated Construction Emissions Total Quarterly (Tons) 

Pollutant Estrella Shandon Cholame Wye 
CO 4.7 4.8 3.3 2.0 

ROG 1.7 2.0 2.3 2.2 
NOx 18.0 21.9 25.1 26.0 
Pm10 4.2 4.6 4.3 4.2 

 
Table 3.1.1-5, Post Combustion Retrofit Schedule, describes the number of pieces of equipment that 
the SLOAPCD recommends to be equipped with after-treatment control devices based on the 
projected amount of project emissions.  The table also shows the expected quarterly project 
emissions for each section of the proposed project.  Because the projected quarterly emissions of 
NOx for the project exceed the highest threshold established by the SLOAPCD, the number and type 
of pieces of equipment that would be equipped with after-treatment control devices would be 
discussed and agreed to in conjunction with the SLOAPCD staff.  This agreement would be made 
prior to the start of each phase of construction. 
 
Table 3.1.1-5.  Post Combustion Retrofit Schedule 

SLOAPCD Thresholds for Overall 
Project Quarterly Emissions of 

ROG, NOx, and PM10 (tons/quarter) 
Recommended Number of Pieces of 
Construction Equipment to Control 

<2.5 None 
2.5-6.0 1 
6.0-7.0 2 
7.0-8.0 4 

>8.0 Discuss with SLOAPCD Staff 
 

Expected Project Quarterly Emissions (tons) Section Name 
ROG NOx PM10 

Estrella 1.7 18.0 4.2 
Shandon 2.0 21.9 4.6 
Cholame 2.3 25.1 4.3 

Wye 2.2 26.0 4.2 
 
General plans are written, analyzed, and approved in order to structure the way land is used and will 
be used in the future in a county or city.  When these plans are written, projects specifically called 
out in the plans have been analyzed in terms of their effect on the environment.  The environmental 
impacts from these projects, including air quality impacts, have been accounted for through this 
planning process.  Projects such as this, which are called out specifically in the San Luis Obispo 
County General Plan, that have some air quality impacts have been accounted for in the planning by 
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the local air pollution control district.  A project found in the general plan should be justified by a 
defensible purpose and need statement at the time of proposal and its impacts should be minimized 
and mitigated even though they may have been accounted for by other agencies in their planning as 
well. 
 
The existing level of service of this highly used route justifies the purpose and need for the project 
(see Section 1.3.2).  Also, the proposed project can be found in several community and local agency 
plans (see Section 3.3.4) and Caltrans growth analysis shows that the proposed project would not 
influence growth or promote land use changes (see Section 3.3.4).  Further, the project as proposed 
would not negatively affect the county’s South Central Coast Air Basin attainment designation for 
Carbon Monoxide, Particulate Matter, and Ozone.   
 
The California Air Resources Board revised its PM10 standards in June 2002.  It did not adopt a daily 
standard for PM2.5 because errors were discovered in the software used to develop health risk values.  
However, an annual standard for PM2.5 was adopted. 
 
Table 3.1.1-6.  Current Daily and Annual Thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 

State Criteria National 
20 ug/m3 PM10 (annual arithmetic mean), not to be exceeded 50 ug/m3 
50 ug/m3 PM10 (24 hour average) 150 ug/m3 
12 ug/m3 PM2.5 (annual arithmetic mean), not to be exceeded 15 ug/m3 
65 ug/m3 PM2.5 (24 hour average 65 ug/m3 

 
Table 3.1.1-6 shows that standards for PM2.5 are higher than those for PM10.  In dealing with 
construction emissions, PM2.5 is always a fraction of PM10.  Therefore, by minimizing emissions of 
total suspended particulate below the level of significance, emissions of PM2.5 and PM10 will 
likewise be reduced below the level of significance.   
 
Construction activities for the proposed project will be spread out over about 12 years.  Work will be 
done in four phases with each phase lasting about 3 years.  Recent conversations with the Resident 
Engineer for the proposed project have determined that it is a reasonable assumption that 
construction grading will not exceed 1.6 hectares (4.0 acres) per day of active grading/excavating for 
any phase of the project.  This amount is within the 1.6 hectares (4.0 acres) per day that is allowed in 
the SLOAPCD CEQA Guide to remain within the 2.5 tons per quarter PM10 threshold.  This is a 
more accurate estimate of quarterly grading than was used in the draft environmental document, 
because it was based on a conversation with the probable Resident Engineer for the project.  The 
quarterly grading estimates will be further refined for consultation with SLOAPCD after design 
quantities and construction phasing are better understood.   
 
Total suspended particulate emissions will be reduced below a level of significance by implementing 
Caltrans Standard Specification and by using emission reduction measures recommended by the 
SLOAPCD.  Reduction of total suspended particulate emissions below a level of significance will 
correspondingly minimize emissions of the PM10 and PM2.5 fractions of total suspended particulate. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant long-term air quality impacts would result from 
the construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
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Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
A Caltrans field inspector or a qualified individual designated by Caltrans shall be responsible for 
ensuring that the identified air quality measures are implemented.  In addition to these measures, the 
inspectors will be responsible for identifying and ordering operation changes to ensure that excessive 
simultaneous operation of diesel construction equipment does not occur, particularly if that 
equipment is fairly localized.  Their duties may include holidays and weekends when work may not 
be in progress.  This individual shall have a current Visible Emissions Certificate to enforce the 20% 
opacity threshold for fugitive dust emissions.  The name, contact number, and qualifications of this 
person shall be supplied to the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) prior to 
the beginning of each construction phase and any time that there is a change in the person 
designated.  This individual shall notify the Air Pollution Control District should they observe and 
are unable to correct significant inconsistencies with their air quality oversight responsibilities.  
 
In addition, Caltrans will work proactively and cooperatively with staff at the Air Pollution Control 
District to determine the most appropriate methods to reduce air quality emissions during each sub-
phase of construction.  Caltrans shall supply emissions estimates to the SLOAPCD prior to the 
release of bid packages for each sub-phase of construction so that SLOAPCD and Caltrans staff can 
work together to identify the appropriate air quality mitigation to reduce the impacts to less than 
significant levels.  SLOAPCD will work with Caltrans to define the applicable number and type of 
after-treatment control devices to be included in the bid specifications for each sub-phase.  
 
Caltrans will also work with SLOAPCD staff to determine the best haul routes for each sub-phase of 
construction.  A special provision will be written for each sub-phase of construction designating 
routes and areas where the contractor cannot haul.  These non-haul routes and areas shall be 
designated to minimize impacts to communities and sensitive receptors. 
 
One of the major pollutants that would be emitted during construction is particulate matter (PM).  
PM10 comprises about 65% of the different types of particulate matter.  Caltrans Standard 
Specifications contains measures for controlling emissions of dust and air pollution from 
construction sites.  Implementation of these measures is required on all Caltrans construction 
projects.  In addition, implementation of the following measures would be used to minimize 
emissions of particulate matter on this project. 
 
PM10 Minimization Measures: 
 

• The amount of disturbed areas would be reduced where possible. 
• Water trucks or sprinkler systems would be used in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne dust 

from leaving the site.  Increased watering frequency would be required whenever wind speeds 
exceed 25 mph.  Reclaimed (non-potable) water would be used whenever possible. 

• All dirt stock-pile areas would be sprayed as needed to prevent airborne dust from leaving the 
site. 

• Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved project re-vegetation and landscape 
plans would be implemented as soon as possible following completion of any soil disturbing 
activities. 

• All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved would be completed as soon as possible. 
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• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials on public roads are to be covered or 
would maintain at least two feet of freeboard in accordance with California Vehicle Code 
Section 23114. 

• Any visible soil carried onto adjacent paved roads would be swept at the end of each day.  Water 
sweepers with reclaimed water would be used where feasible. 

• Fugitive dust emissions from any source during this project will not exceed 20% opacity, with 
the exception of specific pieces of equipment that are allowed to emit at higher opacity limits 
under a permit.  Should 20% opacity be exceeded, the Contractor must expand their dust control 
effort to bring the emissions to below the limit. 

• Caltrans would use after-treatment control devices on some of the most highly used and high 
emitting pieces of construction equipment.  The determination of the number and type of 
equipment that shall be retrofitted with these devices shall be discussed and agreed to in 
conjunction with the SLOAPCD staff prior to the bidding process for each sub-phase of 
construction. 

 
All PM10 minimization measures would be shown in the contract specifications.  In addition, the 
contractor would designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program and to order 
increased watering, as necessary, to prevent the transport of dust offsite.  Their duties would include 
holidays and weekend periods when work may not be in progress.  The name and telephone number 
of such persons would be provided to the SLOAPCD prior to the beginning of project construction. 
 
The following best management practices would be implemented to help further reduce construction 
emissions of nitrogen oxides, reactive organic gases, and PM10. 
 

• Schedule truck trips to minimize impacts to traffic flow. 
• Should Caltrans and the SLOAPCD review of emission estimates indicate that planned 

construction activities would be substantially greater than the APCD's Tier 3 emission threshold, 
then phasing of construction activities will be one option for emission reduction. 

 
The following measures to further reduce construction emissions were recommended by the 
SLOAPCD staff7 and would be included in the contractor’s bid package so they can account for 
capital and labor in their costs. 
 

• Operate construction equipment in proper tune according to manufacturer’s specifications. 
• Use only California Air Resources Board approved fuel for all diesel-powered equipment used 

during construction. 
• To the extent feasible, use electric grid power to replace diesel-powered generators and to power 

air compressors and light sources. 
• Diesel equipment shall not be allowed to idle for more than 10 minutes. 
• Install catalytic converter after-treatment control devices on some of the project’s higher usage, 

higher emitting pieces of non-road, diesel-powered construction equipment8 during each sub-
phase of the construction project.  The determination of the number and type of equipment that 

                                                 
7 Response to Notice of Preparation letter prepared by SLOAPCD staff, dated January 25, 2000. 
8 The number of after treatment control devices and the type of equipment they would be used upon shall be determined 
by representatives of Caltrans and the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District and shall be identified prior to the 
bidding process for each sub-phase of construction. 
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shall be retrofitted with these devices shall be based on finalized emissions estimates calculated 
for each sub-phase.  Caltrans and the Air Pollution Control District shall work together to 
determine the appropriate level of control prior to the opening of the bidding process for each 
sub-phase of construction. 

 
To reduce the potential for impacts associated with naturally occurring asbestos, geologic 
evaluations shall be sent to the SLOAPCD for review and concurrence on issues dealing with 
naturally occurring asbestos during the design phase of the project.  Any naturally occurring asbestos 
found during geologic evaluations shall be delineated in the construction contract as such and 
excavated in conformance with the appropriate requirements. 
 
3.1.2 Geology/Seismic and Soil Types 
 
Affected Environment 
 
San Luis Obispo County is located in the Central Coast of California.  It is one of the largest 
counties (in area) in California and contains many minor mountain ranges and valleys.  Soils in 
Cholame Valley, in the area of the proposed interchange locations, are comprised of unconsolidated 
stream and floodplain deposits.  Unconsolidated stream and floodplain deposits refer to a type of 
geologic formation that is uncemented, that is the particles of this formation are not bound together 
by heat, pressure, or strongly cemented by agents such as clay.  The ground water level is very close 
to or at the ground surface in the study area.  Water levels range from the ground surface to 
approximately 2.0 meters (6.6 feet) below the ground surface.  Loose, unconsolidated, and saturated 
soils may liquefy during an earthquake.  Liquefaction potential under the existing soil and ground 
water conditions in the Wye section is considered moderate to high.  Liquefaction is a characteristic 
of soil whereby the soil behaves like a liquid during major ground motion associated with 
earthquakes.  This is important because, if liquefaction impacts are not considered in the design of 
the roadway or structures, they could be damaged by strong earthquake shaking. 
 
State Route 46 within the project limits crosses flat to slightly rolling terrain along the Estrella River 
and Cholame Creek floodplains.  The project borders the western face of the Temblor Range of the 
Coast Range Province.  Natural earth materials exposed within the project limits include Quaternary 
age Plio-Pleistocene deposits of the non-marine Paso Robles formation, Quaternary river and stream 
terrace deposits, and Quaternary recent alluvium.  In general, the materials are uncemented mixtures 
of sand, silt, and clay with some portions of weakly cemented Paso Robles formation. 
 
The San Andreas Fault Zone is centered approximately 0.40 kilometers (0.25 miles) west of the 
existing State Routes 46/41 junction, which places the zone within the project limits.  It crosses the 
route within Cholame Creek where bridge #49-36 crosses the creek.  The San Andreas Fault is 
considered “active” by Caltrans.  The maximum credible earthquake9 that the San Andreas Fault is 
capable of is 7.50 on the Richter scale.  The White Canyon Fault crosses State Route 46 
approximately 2.6 kilometers (1.6 miles) west of the Cholame Creek Bridge #49-36.  The White 
Canyon Fault is considered “potentially active” and is capable of an earthquake of 7.0 in magnitude. 

                                                 
9 Maximum Credible Earthquake is defined as the severest earthquake that is believed to be possible at the site on 
the basis of geological and seismological evidence, New Mexico State Office of Seismic Design and Evaluation of 
Dams, Appendix D. 
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The San Andreas Fault, in this region, has been categorized into the Parkfield segment and the 
Cholame segment, with State Route 46 being defined as the boundary between the southern end of 
the Parkfield segment and the northern end of the Cholame segment.  The fault separates into several 
branches within the Cholame Valley.  The mapped fault rupture zones precisely follow these 
branches and, during major earthquakes, any one of the branches may accommodate some of the 
land surface displacement that can occur along the fault. 
 
Recent studies on the Southern California segment of the San Andreas fault have identified at least 
12 major earthquakes that have occurred in the last 2000 years.  Historical accounts of faulting in the 
project area begin with the Fort Tejon earthquake that occurred on January 9th, 1857.  This event 
resulted in approximately 3.5 meters (11.5 feet) of slip on the northern Cholame section near the 
project area.  Since the 1857 event, five significant earthquakes have affected the project area: 1881, 
1901, 1922, 1934, and 1966.  All of these earthquakes occurred along the Parkfield segment and 
ranged in magnitude between 5 and 6 on the Richter scale.  During these earthquakes, strong ground 
motions were generally felt within the entire project area.  Surface ground movements were noted in 
each of these events often in the form of cracks in the ground and within private homes, fallen 
chimneys, broken oil pipelines, and a displaced centerline for State Route 46.  The event in 1966 
displaced the white centerline on State Route 46 by 119.4 millimeters (4.7 inches). 
 
Soil Types 
 
According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service,10 there are 35 different soil types within 
the project area.  These soils vary greatly according to their drainage, liquefaction, and erosive 
characteristics and their suitability for large structure construction.  Their suitability for use as a 
construction material or for highly productive cropland also varies greatly. 
 
The soil types found within the project area that are considered highly productive for cropland and 
that meet the criteria for prime farmland include the following: 
 
¾ Arbuckle fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
¾ Arbuckle fine sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 
¾ Elder loam, flooded, 0 to 5 percent slopes 
¾ Hanford and Greenfield gravelly sandy loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
¾ Mocho clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
¾ Mocho clay loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 
¾ Pico fine sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 
¾ Rincon clay loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 
¾ San Emigdio fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 
¾ San Emigdio fine sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 
¾ Sorrento clay loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 

 
The soil types in the Wye section, where the Cholame Creek bridges are proposed for reconstruction 
over the San Andreas Fault, include the Capay silty clay, Clear Lake clay, Mocho clay loam, 2 to 9 
percent slopes, and the Balcom – Nacimiento association, moderately steep.  The Capay and Clear 
Lake soils are rated by the soil survey manual as poor for use as roadfill construction material due to 
                                                 
10 Soil Survey, San Luis Obispo County, CA, May, 1983 
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a low strength rating and high shrink-swell potential.  The Mocho soil is rated as fair for use as 
roadfill construction material.  The Balcom and Nacimiento soils are also both rated as poor for use 
as roadfill material due to their shallow depth to bedrock and low strength rating. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to geology, seismic, and soil types applies to all of the alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of geology, seismic, and soil impacts were conducted on a project basis and not 
separate for each alternative.  Site specific recommendations for slope steepness for cuts and fills 
would occur for any of the alternatives.  All build alternatives would be constructed across 
potentially active earthquake faults within the project area, and any structures for those alternatives 
would be constructed to current Caltrans standards for seismic safety.  Soil would be disturbed 
during construction of any of the alternatives and best management practices measures would be 
used to minimize soil erosion during and after construction of the proposed project. 
 
Discussion 
 
All of the build alternatives for the project would result in exposed cut and fill slopes that would be 
subject to erosion.  These areas would be treated with appropriate erosion control material: erosion 
control blankets installed with fiber, compost, seed, fertilizer, and stabilizing emulsion in a 
hydroseed application, with fiber rolls installed on the slopes to stabilize the soil.  Additional soil 
amendments may also be used as needed to stabilize the soil.  Seeds of plants indigenous to the area 
would be used to re-vegetate the exposed cut slopes.  Duff11 may be collected and used in some 
areas. 
 
Bridges would be constructed over the Estrella River in the Estrella section of the project (two new 
bridges under Alternative 8N and two new bridges under Alternative 9N).  In the Shandon section, 
bridges would be constructed over Cholame Creek (two new bridges under both alternatives).  In the 
Cholame section, bridges would also be constructed over Cholame Creek (two new bridges under 
both alternatives).  Each of the six Wye section alternatives propose the construction of bridges that 
serve as flyovers over the expressway.  In that section, the greatest seismic hazard would be ground 
displacement and ground shaking.  Liquefaction is also a substantial seismic hazard.  All bridges 
would be designed to withstand the maximum credible earthquake associated with nearby faults 
without catastrophic failure.  The design of these bridges would be site specific to each bridge 
location. 
 
Additional, site specific, paleoseismic12 studies would be completed after the selection of the 
preferred alternative in the Wye section to provide the best available technical information to the 

                                                 
11 “Duff” is material containing organic matter and plant seeds.  It is used to control soil erosion and to reestablish native 
ground cover. 
12 “Paleoseismic” refers to the history of seismic events determined by looking at the layers of rock beneath the surface 
and how they have been shifted by earthquakes in the past. 
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designers.  This information would be used to recommend special design features to be incorporated 
into the design of the structures in the Wye section. 
 
Site specific geotechnical studies would be conducted to assure that the integrity of project features 
would not be compromised by unstable soils.  Cut slopes and embankments (fill slopes) would be 
designed to minimize the potential for offsite landslides, subsidence of offsite structures, or damage 
from lateral spreading.  Project structures would be designed to withstand ground motion or 
liquefaction of the foundation soils from earthquake activity on the nearby faults.  If any foundation 
soils are found to be expansive, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
appropriate measures would be taken to prevent damage to project facilities. 
 
At the Shandon Roadside Rest Area, a portion of the leach field would be removed and new leach 
lines constructed adjacent to the remaining lines.  The soils in this area have been used for the septic 
system since the construction of the roadside rest area and have functioned normally during that time 
for septic system use.  A percolation test would be conducted, prior to the construction of the new 
portion of the leach field, to ensure the suitability of the soils for that purpose.  No other septic tank 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems are proposed and no soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks would be used. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant geology, seismic hazard, or soil impacts would 
occur as a result of the construction of any of the build alternatives.  In addition, no known 
geotechnical conditions exist that would preclude the construction of any of the build alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Caltrans Standard Specifications (Section 20) contains provisions to prevent the erosion of soil 
during and immediately following construction activities.  In addition, Caltrans National Pollutants 
Discharge Elimination System Permit serves to protect water quality by preventing soil erosion.   
 
Caltrans would minimize potential seismic impacts to all proposed structures through the standard 
practice of site specific bridge design.  All bridges and other structures would be designed to 
withstand the maximum credible earthquake associated with nearby faults without catastrophic 
failure. 
 
At the Shandon Roadside Rest Area, a percolation test would be done on the soils in the area 
designated for the new leach field prior to construction to ensure the suitability of the soil for that 
purpose. 
 
3.1.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
Affected Environment 
 
An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was conducted for this project.  This included a records check and 
initial and secondary field reviews of the project impact area of each of the viable alternatives, 
including the existing highway. 
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In addition to the route itself, several features throughout the project area could involve potential 
areas of hazardous waste contamination.  The features capable of producing areas of hazardous 
waste are summarized in Table 3.1.3-1 and explained in the Environmental Impacts section. 
 
Table 3.1.3-1.  Potentially Hazardous Project Features/Areas 

Potentially Hazardous Project Features Within the Project Study Area 

Project Feature Project Location 
Tosco Oil Pipelines Shandon and Cholame Sections 
Chevron Oil Pipelines Shandon and Cholame Sections 
U.S. Navy Jet Fuel Pipeline Shandon and Cholame Sections 
Tosco Oil Pumping Plant Cholame Section 
Cockrum’s Garage Cholame Section 
Agricultural fuel tanks Various spot locations 
State Route 46 – outside shoulders (ADL)* Entire Project 
Five State Route 46 Bridges – lead-based 
paint and asbestos 

KP 64.29, 68.24, 77.76, 81.53, 88.14  
(PM 39.95, 42.40, 48.32, 50.66, 54.77) 

*Aerial Deposited Lead 
 
The Paso Robles Municipal Airport is located near the beginning (western end) of the proposed 
project.  Airport Road, commonly referred to as the beginning of the Route 46 Corridor 
Improvement Project, is a county road used for access to the airport.  The first kilometer (0.62 miles) 
of the proposed project is within the two-mile boundary of the airport. 
  
The San Luis Obispo County Office of Emergency Services plans for and implements large scale 
evacuations for all or portions of San Luis Obispo County in the event of an emergency.  Different 
types of procedures are developed for many different types of emergency situations.  This applies to 
the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project most directly in that state highway routes are often 
designated as escape routes during emergencies.  These routes must potentially move large amounts 
of citizens to safer areas during disasters. 
 
The discussion of the Paso Robles Municipal Airport and the San Luis Obispo County Office of 
Emergency Services is included in this section to comply with questions on the CEQA Checklist 
found in Chapter 5 of this document. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to hazards and hazardous materials applies to all of the alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of hazardous materials and hazards impacts was conducted on a project basis 
and not separate for each alternative.  All alternatives would potentially result in the discovery of 
contaminated materials.  Underground petroleum product pipelines would need to be relocated for 
any of the build alternatives.  This would be the most likely area for encountering hazardous 
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materials during construction.  All alternatives would include special contingency plans in the event 
that suspected hazardous materials were encountered during construction.  All alternatives would 
have the same effect with regards to the Paso Robles Municipal Airport and San Luis Obispo County 
Office of Emergency Services. 
 
Discussion 
 
Hazardous Materials 
 
Several areas of potential chemical contamination were identified in an Initial Site Assessment 
prepared for this project.  A Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) was conducted in the areas 
identified in the ISA as having the potential for chemical contamination.  The areas that required 
further investigation included the following: 
 

• Tosco oil pipeline 
• Chevron oil pipeline 
• U.S. Navy jet fuel line 
• Cockrum’s Garage 
• State Route 46 
• Five State Route 46 bridges 

 
The Tosco and Chevron oil pipelines and the U.S. Navy jet fuel line are all found within the project 
area and would require partial relocation under all of the “build” alternatives in the Shandon, 
Cholame, and Wye sections.  These pipelines have been preliminarily tested using a passive soil-gas 
sampling technique.  Only one sampled area of the pipelines resulted in substantial levels of 
contamination.  This area, near the existing State Routes 46/41 junction has been recommended for a 
more detailed follow-up investigation.  This investigation would be conducted after the selection of 
the preferred alternative.   
 
A few of the samples taken for the pipelines indicated small levels of petroleum products.  However, 
no large areas of contamination were found during the investigation.  Due to the length of lines to be 
tested and time and budget constraints, the initial sampling was not conducted at a statistically 
significant level.  Therefore, areas of substantial contamination could be discovered during the 
construction phase of the project under all of the build alternatives in the Shandon, Cholame, and 
Wye sections.  No pipeline relocation would be necessary in the Estrella section of the project. 
 
The records check portion of the Initial Site Assessment revealed that no substantial contamination 
events have occurred at the Tosco Oil Pumping Plant.  Secondary testing was conducted at the 
Cockrum’s Garage location based on recommendations in the Initial Site Assessment.  The 
secondary investigation results coincided with the initial investigation results.  There are very low 
concentrations of diesel and motor oil in the soil at Cockrum’s Garage.  The levels of contamination 
are below the thresholds where soil use restrictions would apply. 
 
The potential for encountering aerial deposited lead along State Route 46 was identified in the Initial 
Site Assessment.  A subsequent investigation was done to determine the presence or absence of 
aerial deposited lead.  The result of the study indicated that the levels of lead in the soil within the 
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project limits are below the standard regulatory thresholds and that the soil is non-hazardous and 
may be managed without restrictions. 
 
The five existing bridges within the project area have been tested for asbestos and lead based paint 
contamination.  Tests revealed that chrysotile asbestos is present in trace amounts in Bridges #49-36 
and #49-29.  No asbestos was detected in the three remaining bridges.  Lead was detected in two 
samples of white paint collected from guardrails on Bridge #49-95 and in two samples of silver paint 
collected from the superstructure of Bridge #49-33.  No contamination was detected in the three 
remaining bridges or in the soil below the five bridges within the project area. 
 
None of the proposed alternatives would propose the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials.  No hazardous materials would be handled within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school.  No alternatives would be located on a hazardous materials site pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and therefore would propose no disturbance to said site or sites.   
 
Hazards 
 
The western portion of the proposed project is found within 3.2 kilometers (two miles) of the Paso 
Robles Airport.  Caltrans Aeronautics Program13 reviewed the proposed project and found that 
because no structures are proposed in the area near the airport that PUC Section 21655 does not 
apply to the project.  If the construction of the alternatives in the Estrella section of the project 
require the use of any temporary structures, cranes, or towers within 3.2 kilometers (two miles) of 
the Paso Robles Airport boundary, the airport manager and the Division of Aeronautics must be 
notified.  In addition, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) would be notified via FAA Form 
7460-1 before construction of the project would begin.  The project would not result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 
 
In addition, no private airstrips are located within the vicinity of the proposed project, so the 
alternatives would not create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 
 
State Route 46 is not a pre-designated evacuation route by the County Office of Emergency Services 
(COES) but could be used in the event of an emergency.  The Emergency Services staff stated that 
prolonged, single-lane control (where one lane is used temporarily for both directions of traffic 
under the control of a flagperson) might affect emergency services in the event of an emergency.  
This practice during construction would be avoided to the maximum extent possible to prevent major 
traffic backups along the route.  In addition, discussion with COES staff also revealed that, upon 
completion of any of the build alternatives, the proposed project would be a benefit to their office 
and the public in the event of an emergency.  The project would not impair the implementation of 
any adopted emergency response or emergency evacuation plans. 
 
Finally, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to any wildfires. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts by exposing humans to hazards or 
hazardous materials or by generating hazardous waste would occur from the construction of any of 
the build alternatives. 
                                                 
13 Caltrans Aeronautics Program, Site Investigation Response Memo, February 22, 2000. 
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Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
If suspected contaminated soil is discovered during construction of the project, all work would stop 
in the suspected contaminated area.  The material would be sampled in place to determine the 
content and concentration of the hazardous material.  All hazardous materials found would be 
removed, handled, and disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations.  If any other 
suspected hazardous materials are discovered during construction operations, formal procedures 
specified by the Caltrans Headquarters Hazardous Waste Management Section would be 
implemented immediately.  All hazardous materials involvement would be coordinated with the 
appropriate federal, state, and local regulatory agencies. 
 
If asbestos-containing materials (ACM) identified on Bridges #49-36 and #49-29 would be disturbed 
during construction, they would be treated as a hazardous material and disposed of by a licensed and 
certified asbestos abatement contractor.  This would be done before any construction activities that 
would disturb the ACM to a point at which it could possibly become airborne. 
 
A Notification for Renovation and Demolition of Asbestos Containing Materials would be submitted 
to the Regional Air Pollution Control District 10 days prior to the beginning of the project.   
 
Peeling, lead-containing paint on Bridge #49-95 would be removed and disposed of by a certified 
and licensed abatement contractor in conjunction with any planned demolition work associated with 
this project.  All painted surfaces on Bridge #49-33 would be treated as lead-containing and handled 
using the same procedure described above for Bridge #49-95.  This would occur only during any 
maintenance, demolition, or renovation activities associated with this project. 
 
A notification of construction would be filed with the FAA, using FAA Form 7460-1, prior to the 
beginning of construction activities. 
 
During construction, single-lane traffic control would be minimized to the maximum extent feasible 
so that emergency services would have the most free flow traffic conditions available in the event of 
an emergency. 
 
3.1.4 Hydrology, Floodplains, and Water Quality 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Hydrology and Floodplains 
 
There are several rivers and creeks throughout the project area.  According to the Floodplain 
Insurance Rate Maps for San Luis Obispo County prepared by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), State Route 46 crosses the following identified floodplains: Dry Creek, Estrella 
River, Pine Creek, Shimmin Canyon, McMillan Canyon, Cholame Creek (three crossings), and 
White Canyon. 
 
According to FEMA, all of these floodplains are designated as Zone A.  This means they are Special 
Flood Hazard Areas that are capable of being inundated by a 100-year flood.  Because detailed 
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studies have not been conducted by FEMA for Zone A-type floodplains, base flood elevations and 
flood hazard factors have not been determined. 
 
The two main floodplains within the project area are Cholame Creek and the Estrella River.  
Beginning at its headwaters, Cholame Creek flows about 20.9 kilometers (13 miles) southeasterly 
through mountainous terrain and canyon walls, gradually moving into more level terrain and flowing 
via a wide channel for 20.1 kilometers (12.5 miles).  Cholame Creek then changes directions and 
flows in a southwesterly direction for 12.1 kilometers (7.5 miles) through foothills to where it joins 
the Estrella River.  State Route 46 runs roughly parallel to the creek, which meanders back and forth 
under the highway.  State Route 46 has three existing bridges (Bridges #49-94, #49-29, and #49-36) 
that cross Cholame Creek.  Between KP 81.6 and 83.7 (PM 50.7 to 52.0), State Route 46 runs 
directly parallel and very close to Cholame Creek.  Due to the proximity of the creek and highway in 
this location, Cholame Alternatives 1 and 2 propose to reroute all or a portion of State Route 46 
away from the creek. 
 
Near KP 77.2 (PM 48.0), Cholame Creek discharges into the Estrella River, which is the ultimate 
outfall14 for the project.  The other minor floodplains mentioned above have the Estrella River as 
their direct outfall except for White Canyon, which discharges directly into Cholame Creek. 
 
The Estrella River meanders in a southwesterly direction through the project site roughly parallel to 
State Route 46 on its south side.  State Route 46 crosses the Estrella River floodplain with Bridge 
#49-33.  Ultimately, the Estrella River merges into the Salinas River several miles downstream of 
that bridge. 
 
Water Quality 
 
Water quality depends mainly on the hydrologic characteristics of the drainage basin, the makeup of 
the soils in the watershed, and sources of pollution in the watershed.  The quality of storm water 
varies greatly depending on climatic and land use conditions.  Urban and industrial runoff generally 
contains more pollutants than rural runoff.  Storm water may contain unacceptable levels of many 
pollutants including: 
 
¾ Petroleum hydrocarbons (gasoline and diesel) 
¾ Oils 
¾ Brake material 
¾ Organic material 
¾ Pesticides 
¾ Heavy metals (copper, lead, cadmium, and zinc) 
¾ Fertilizers 
¾ Trash 
¾ Sediment 
¾ Nutrients 
¾ Phosphates 

 
Caltrans National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit does not allow for 
Caltrans to affect a beneficial use or exceed water quality standards designated by the Regional 

                                                 
14 This means that all of the water that flows from or through the project area ultimately ends up in the Estrella River. 
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Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in the Central Coast (Region 3) Water Quality Control 
Plan, also known as the Basin Plan (November 1998).  Not all drainages or tributaries to the main 
surface bodies of water are assigned a beneficial use designation15.  It is assumed that if a surface 
body of water is not specifically identified within the Basin Plan to have beneficial uses, it is given 
the beneficial use designations of the river or creek that it empties into.  When a creek’s or river’s 
beneficial use is threatened by pollution, the State Water Resources Control Board or the 
Environmental Protection Agency puts it on a list.  This list is known as the 303(d) list and it 
identifies the pollutant(s) that are impairing the beneficial use for that body of water.  The creeks or 
rivers found in the project area are not on the 303(d) list.  Table 3.1.4-1 identifies the assigned 
beneficial uses for the creeks and rivers in the project area.  Table 3.1.4-2 identifies the meaning of 
the abbreviations used for the beneficial use designations and contains the definitions of the 
designations.  Also included are examples of the uses identified as beneficial uses. 
 
Table 3.1.4-1.  Designated Beneficial Uses of the Creeks and Rivers in the Project Area 

 Beneficial Use Designation 
Drainage MUN AGR GWR REC1 REC2 WILD WARM SPWN RARE COMM 

Estrella River & Dry 
Creek X X X X X X X X  X 

Cholame Creek & 
McMillan Creek X X X X X X X  X X 

Huer Huero Creek X X X X X X X  X X 

 
The proposed project is located within the Estrella Basin watershed.  The watershed drains a 245,594 
hectares (606,873 acre) area, with 2,271 kilometers (1,411 miles) of naturally occurring waterways.  
There are no dams within the watershed.  There are 1,143 stream crossings within the watershed and 
896 kilometers (557 miles) of near-stream roads.  The land use within the watershed varies, but is 
predominantly used for agricultural and ranching activities with small areas of clustered 
development (towns and communities) and scattered single family homes.   
 
 

                                                 
15 A beneficial use designation is a declaration of what a river or creek is used for.  The standards are defined for water 
quality based on the beneficial uses designated for the water body in question. 
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Table 3.1.4-2.  Definitions of the Assigned Beneficial Uses in the Project Area 
Abbreviation Beneficial Use Definition 

MUN Municipal & Domestic 
Water Supply 

Community, military, or individual water supply systems including, but not 
limited to, drinking water supply. 

AGR Agricultural Supply Farming or ranching including, but not limited to, irrigation, stock watering, 
or support of vegetation for grazing. 

GWR Ground Water 
Recharge 

Natural or artificial recharge of ground water for purpose of future 
extraction or maintenance of water quality. 

REC1 Contact Water 
Recreation 

Recreational activities involving body contact with water, where ingestion 
of water is reasonably possible.  Example: swimming, fishing, & wading. 

REC2 Non-Contact Water 
Recreation 

Recreational activities close to water, but not normally involving body 
contact with water.  Example: picnicking, hiking, & boating. 

WILD Wildlife Habitat Terrestrial ecosystems including, but not limited to, preservation and 
enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation, and wildlife. 

WARM Warm Freshwater 
Habitat 

Warm water ecosystems including, but not limited to, preservation or 
enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish or wildlife. 

SPWN Spawning Habitat High quality habitats suitable for reproduction or early life stages of fish.  
This use is applicable only for the protection of anadromous16 fish. 

RARE Rare, Threatened, or 
Endangered Species 

Habitats necessary for the survival of plant and animal species identified 
under state or federal law as rare, threatened, or endangered. 

COMM Commercial & Sport 
Fishing 

Commercial or recreational collection of fish or other organisms including, 
but not limited to, uses of the organism for human consumption or bait. 

 
Storm drainage systems consist of many different features associated with a highway, expressway, 
or freeway.  Drainage ditches, dikes, culverts, drop inlets that direct water to culverts, retention 
basins and detention basins are some of the features commonly seen along the highway.  Culverts 
that cross under a highway typically carry water from a drainage ditch on one side of the highway to 
another drainage ditch on the other side or to a creek or river.  The maintenance and design of these 
features are important to water quality.  If ditches are not vegetated or paved, the water flowing 
through them can gather sediment from the ditch itself and transfer that sediment to a natural body of 
water causing a type of water pollution known as sedimentation.  Another example is how culverts 
are designed, specifically at their outlet.  If no rock or hard surfaces are placed at the outlet of a 
culvert, the water, which has been concentrated in the culvert, has more energy to cause erosion 
when it reaches the ground surface.  All of these features are needed on a highway project.  If 
designed correctly and maintained, they can effectively transport the water from storms to a natural 
water body while not degrading (and sometimes improving) the quality of that water. 
 
The two main floodplains within the project area are Cholame Creek and the Estrella River.  Near 
KP 77.2 (PM 48.0), Cholame Creek empties into the Estrella River, which is the ultimate receiving 
body of water for the project.  Ultimately, the Estrella River merges into the Salinas River several 
miles downstream of the project area. 
 

                                                 
16 Anadromous fish are born in fresh water, live their life in salt water (the ocean), and return to fresh water to reproduce. 
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Three main surface bodies of water are located within or near the Estrella Section: Huer Huero 
Creek, Dry Creek, and the Estrella River.  Huer Huero Creek is a northerly flowing seasonal creek 
that empties into the Salinas River.  Dry Creek is a branch of Huer Huero Creek and crosses the 
highway through a box culvert at approximately KP 54.9 (PM 34.1).  Field analysis resulted in the 
identification of many areas of erosion and deficiencies in the existing storm drainage system.  A 
lack of energy dissipaters at the outlet of culverts and water crossings has caused erosion 
downstream.  In addition, biofiltration swales17 are in place to reduce pollutants from entering the 
creeks and rivers.  The existing biofiltration swales were designed to accommodate water flow and 
not for water quality.  Recent changes to the standards that show how to construct biofiltration 
swales have resulted in the designation of those along the route as having a substandard design. 
 
Within the Shandon Section, there are two surface bodies of water: McMillan Canyon Creek and 
Cholame Creek.  McMillan Canyon Creek ultimately flows into Cholame Creek and currently 
crosses State Route 46 through a box culvert at approximately KP 73.5 (PM 45.7).  Both Shandon 
Section alternatives propose to replace the existing box culvert with a bridge to carry the eastbound 
and westbound lanes of traffic.  The existing bridge over Cholame Creek in the Shandon Section has 
substantial erosion problems and has been identified by Caltrans as scour critical18.  Field analysis 
resulted in the identification of many areas of existing erosion and drainage problems.  A lack of 
energy dissipaters at the outlet of culverts and water crossings has caused localized erosion.  In 
addition, only biofiltration swales are in place to reduce pollutants from entering the creeks. 
 
Within the Cholame Section, there is one main surface body of water, Cholame Creek, which flows 
to the west, parallel to the highway on the south side before crossing State Route 46 at KP 81.5 (PM 
50.6).  After crossing the highway the creek flows parallel along the north side of the existing State 
Route 46.  Field analysis resulted in the identification of many areas of existing erosion and drainage 
problems.  A lack of energy dissipaters at the outlet of culverts and water crossings has caused 
downstream erosion problems.  In addition, many of the biofiltration swales and roadside ditches 
lack sufficient vegetation to effectively filter pollutants.   
 
Between KP 81.6 and 83.8 (PM 50.7 to 52.0) Cholame Creek runs parallel and directly adjacent to 
the existing State Route 46.  Previous projects have been constructed to stabilize the creek channels 
in this area to prevent the creek from eroding the highway fill.  Figure 3.1.4-1 shows the area in 
discussion.  You can see the previous hard slope protection (HSP) projects that have been 
constructed to eliminate erosion of the highway fill.  Those projects have ultimately failed to 
stabilize the creek channel.  Currently the HSP is severely undermined and no longer working 
effectively.  Because of the close proximity of the creek to the highway in this area, there is little to 
no vegetation between the highway and the creek to filter pollutants before they enter the creek.  
Sheet flow, during storm events, could move roadway pollutants directly into the creek. 
 

                                                 
17 A biofiltration swale is an engineered, vegetated drainage ditch designed to retain water for the purpose of filtering out 
sediment and chemical pollutants. 
18 Scour critical is a designation given to a bridge when Caltrans Structures Maintenance branch determines that a major 
storm event could cause a bridge’s foundation to become unstable. 
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Figure 3.1.4-1.  Cholame Creek in the vicinity of Route 46 in the Cholame Section 
 
The Wye section of the project has one main surface body of water, Cholame Creek.  The Wye 
section also has a large wetland19 area within it.  Field analysis resulted in the identification of many 
areas of existing erosion and drainage problems.  A lack of energy dissipaters at the outlet of culverts 
and water crossings has caused downstream erosion problems.  In addition, many of the biofiltration 
swales and roadside ditches lack sufficient vegetation to operate effectively. 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
Caltrans operates under a permit that regulates storm water that flows from Caltrans properties.  The 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requires Caltrans to implement 
best management practices (BMPs) to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent 
practicable for industrial activities and to use BMPs that meet the best conventional technology/best 
available technology criteria for construction activities.  The NPDES permit also states that Caltrans 
must not contribute to or cause harm to the beneficial uses or exceed water quality standards 
assigned to a surface body of water.  The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has a 
Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) that establishes beneficial uses for water bodies and 
identifies water quality objectives to protect water quality under the federal Clean Water Act. 
 

                                                 
19 The function and value of the wetlands in the Wye section and in the rest of the project are discussed in the Biological 
Resources Section, 3.2.1. 

Here you can see the hard slope 
protection installed to try and 
prevent Cholame Creek from 
damaging the highway fill. 
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The RWQCB was consulted during the development of this project and during the preparation of the 
water quality technical report.  Coordination would continue throughout the project including during 
BMP selection, construction of the project, and for long-term maintenance issues.  At this time, the 
Central Coast RWQCB has not identified any special requirements for the proposed project. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to hydrology and floodplains applies to all of the alternatives.  The 
discussion of impacts to water quality is separate for each alternative. 
 
Hydrology and floodplain resource impacts are similar for all of the project alternatives, therefore, 
the analyses of hydrologic and floodplain impacts were conducted on a project basis and not separate 
for each alternative.  Designated floodplains would be crossed with all of the build alternatives.  
Structures and roadway proposed in the floodplain areas would be designed to avoid impacts to the 
capacity of the floodplain20.  Hydrologic analysis would be conducted for culverts and bridge 
locations to identify the proper size that these water conveyance structures should be to avoid 
impacts to the floodplain and/or the highway facility. 
 
Water quality impacts are also very similar for most of the project alternatives.  Water quality 
impacts to the Estrella section, Shandon section, and Wye section alternatives are very similar, 
although the analysis conducted was separate for each alternative.  Adverse impacts to water quality 
would result from the addition of impervious surfaces (two new lanes).  Beneficial impacts to water 
quality would result from the opportunity to upgrade the storm drainage system to current standards 
and to incorporate BMPs that include both design pollution prevention BMPs and treatment BMPs to 
reduce potentially polluted storm water that flows from Caltrans property.  Within the Cholame 
Section, water quality impacts were substantially different between Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.  
Cholame section, Alternative 1 would result in an overall benefit to water quality by realigning a 
section of the highway substantially farther from Cholame Creek.  Cholame Section, Alternative 2 
also realigns the highway farther from Cholame Creek but it only proposes to realign the westbound 
lanes.  The eastbound lanes would remain on the current alignment along the creek. 
 
Discussion 
 
Hydrology and Floodplains 
 
A Floodplain Evaluation/Location Hydraulic Study was conducted for the proposed project.  The 
approved Floodplain Evaluation Report Summaries can be found in Volume II, Appendix D of this 
Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
 
As a part of the design process, the existing culvert capacities would be analyzed in order to be 
upgraded, extended, or replaced as necessary to follow the Caltrans cross-culvert criteria and federal 

                                                 
20 When material is placed in an area prone to flooding, the size of the floodplain is reduced.  During a flood event, water 
will go elsewhere, often into areas not prepared for a flood. 
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standards for the proposed roadway widening.  By following these criteria, impacts or 
encroachments to these floodplains would be minimized to less than substantial levels. 
 
The individual discharges at each ephemeral and intermittent creek crossing are not expected to have 
appreciable secondary or cumulative effects to aquatic ecosystems.  Nearly all sediment input during 
precipitation events would still come from the intensively managed agriculture fields, vineyards that 
lack groundcover, and heavily grazed arid grasslands that surround the project.  Conveying this 
runoff from one side of the road to the other is not expected to appreciably affect the aquatic 
ecosystems of ephemeral drainages and creeks.  Conveyance of intermittent creeks would be under 
bridges, where flows are unimpeded and floodplains retained, so those aquatic ecosystems are 
expected to remain intact as well. 
 
Throughout the project existing culverts will need to be extended.  Each culvert location is site 
specific and no one design or treatment will work for all of the culverts in the project area.  In 
general, Caltrans is aware that culverts concentrate and increase the velocity of the flow at their 
outlets.  This condition will be improved at the existing culverts and at the new culvert locations by 
the use of flared end section treatments and rock slope protection (RSP) to dissipate and reduce the 
velocity of the flow.  Surface roadway water, including that from bridges and bridge abutments, will 
be conveyed to basins or swales for treatment, according to the NPDES permit, and released without 
exceeding the existing flows to avoid changes to the up and down stream conditions.  Culverts to be 
extended that have existing vertical drop-offs due to scour erosion at the inlet or outlets will be 
rehabilitated to correct the condition. 
 
A few of the specific crossings in each section were discussed in detail with the US Environmental 
Protection Agency.  Table 3.1.4-3 describes these crossings, the existing condition, and the agreed 
upon treatment with the new highway project.  New culverts would be oversized and buried below 
grade with energy dissipation constructed at the outfall to prevent scouring and erosion.   
 
All build alternatives within the proposed project would require the construction of new bridges and 
widening of existing bridges.  Also, existing bridges may be removed and reconstructed in other 
locations due to horizontal alignment changes, capacity changes, or scour problems.  The design of 
all new, widened, and re-constructed bridges would use the Caltrans bridge design guidelines and 
federal floodplain standards and would comply with state and federal criteria.  Use of these design 
processes and established criteria would minimize impacts to designated floodplains. 
 
The existing Cholame Creek Bridge (Bridge #49-36), near the State Routes 46/41 junction has been 
inundated in the past during extreme storm events.  Because this route is considered essential for 
interstate and regional commerce, both of the Cholame section alternatives and all of the Wye 
section alternatives propose to raise the vertical profile to minimize the potential for future flooding. 
 
Within the Cholame section, the length and height of the two new bridges proposed in Cholame 
Section, Alternative 1 and Cholame Section, Alternative 2 would be increased to mitigate for 
potential rises in water-surface in Cholame Creek associated with a raised highway in this area.  In 
addition to increasing the length and height of the bridge, a series of box culverts placed under State 
Route 46 is proposed to mitigate against potentially unacceptable backwaters associated with the 
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raising of the highway.  These box culverts would be installed under either of the proposed build 
alternatives. 
 
Table 3.1.4-3.  Specific Culvert Locations and Agreed Treatments 
Section JD* Label Common Name Proposed Action 

Estrella OW 4 None Culvert Extension and new 12' x 12' box culvert for wildlife 
passage and overflow.  Box culvert to be buried below stream 
grade, bat roosts to be added where temperatures are feasible for bat 
habitat. 

Estrella OW 12 None Culvert to be extended and biostabilization methods to be used 
instead of rock slope protection to stabilize area.   Where river 
meander is to be shortened, rock slope protection shall be 
minimized to the extent practicable and vegetation used for scour 
protection as much as possible.  Oaks may be planted on the top of 
bank if feasible. 

Estrella OW 15 Pine Creek If culvert is to be extended, the perched outfall shall be corrected.  
If culvert is to be replaced, new culvert will be installed below 
stream grade. 

Shandon OW 18 Shimmin Canyon If culvert to be replaced, new culvert will be installed below grade.  
Revegetation plan shall look at a mix with goal to establish coyote 
brush and salt bush for wildlife habitat. 

Shandon OW 19 None If culvert is to be extended, the perched outfall shall be corrected.  
If culvert is to be replaced, new culvert will be installed below 
stream grade.  Crevices for bat roosts to be added where 
temperatures are feasible for bat habitat. 

Shandon OW 20 McMillan Canyon Existing culvert to be replaced with a bridge structure. 
Cholame OW 26/27 White Canyon If culvert to be replaced, new culvert will be installed below stream 

grade. 
*Jurisdictional Delineation 
 
A supplemental Floodplain Hydraulics Study21 was conducted for the Wye Section at the request of 
the Environmental Protection Agency.  Three different treatments for floodwaters for Wye Section, 
Alternative 8b were analyzed.  The three different treatments included the original proposal of a 
series of box culverts and two different bridge lengths.  The overflow variation included a bridge 40 
meters (131 feet) in length and the viaduct variation included a bridge 300 meters in (984 feet) in 
length. 
 
The HEC-1 program, a commonly accepted method to model stormflow in the Watershed Modeling 
System program, was used to determine the flow for 6 different design storms: 100 year, 50 year, 25 
year, 10 year, 5 year, and 2 year.  The quantities of flows for each storm are shown in Table 3.4.1-4. 
 
Table 3.4.1-4.  Watershed Flows in the Cholame Valley from Two Watersheds 

Storm Frequency Watershed 
Flow 100 year 50 year 25 year 10 year 5 year 2 year 
Total (m3/s) 387 301 239 159 113 58 
 
The main feature controlling the floodwater elevations within the Wye area is the reduction of the 
width of the valley just downstream of the existing Cholame Creek Bridge.  The valley narrows from 

                                                 
21 See Appendix H for the full report referenced in this section. 
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about 1600 meters (5240 feet) wide in the northern part of the valley to 200 meters (660 feet) wide 
in the southern part of the valley, southwest of the existing highway and bridge. The rapid narrowing 
of the valley, a natural topographic feature, constricts the flow backing it up into the Wye area, 
making the flow deeper there than it would normally be.  Although the highway has a small effect on 
floodwater elevation, the narrowing of the valley is the controlling factor that sets the floodwater 
elevation in the Wye area, not the bridges as is common in other floodplains. 
 
Table 3.1.4-5 shows the difference in water surface elevations for each of the alternatives in the Wye 
section for each of the six design storms modeled.  The difference is calculated by subtracting the 
water elevation at the outlet side of the bridge from the inlet side of the bridge.  Differences in 
elevation are compared rather than comparing the elevations themselves in order to remove the bias 
of the location of the alternatives in the valley.  Comparing the differences in elevation removes 
influence of the location of the highway and shows the effect of the highway itself on the water 
surface elevation. 
 
Table 3.1.4-5.  Difference in Water Surface Elevation Up- and Downstream of the Highway 

Storm Frequency 
100 year 50 year 25 year 10 year 5 year 2 year Alternative 

(8b variation) 
m ft m ft m ft m ft m ft m ft 

Existing 
Condition 0.00* 0.00* 0.00* 0.00* 0.00* 0.00* 0.07* 0.23 0.13 0.43 0.12 0.39 

Alt. 4 0.13 0.43 0.11 0.36 0.12 0.39 0.13 0.43 0.14 0.46 0.14 0.46 

Alts. 5, 7, 8, 
& 9 0.07 0.23 0.05 0.16 0.05 0.16 0.06 0.20 0.06 0.20 0.05 0.16 

Alt. 8b 
(original) 0.05 0.16 0.03 0.10 0.04 0.13 0.03 0.10 0.03 0.10 0.04 0.13 

Alt. 8b 
(overflow) 0.04 0.13 0.03 0.10 0.03 0.10 0.03 0.10 0.03 0.10 0.03 0.10 

Alt. 8b 
(viaduct) 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.10 

*Roadway is overtopped 
 
For the existing conditions, the 100 year, 50 year, 25 year, and 10 year storms overtop the highway 
high enough that the highway has little effect on the floodwater elevation.  The highway affects 
floodwater elevations more during the 2 and 5 year design storms, when water does not overtop the 
highway.  Alternative 8b (original) and Alternative 8b (overflow) have about the same effect on 
floodwaters, which is about 3 centimeters or just over one inch.  Alternative 8b (viaduct) has the 
least effect on the floodwater elevation, except during the more frequent 2 year and 5 year storms 
when the effect is closer to that of the overflow and original alternatives.  This is because little water 
is flowing through the viaduct during these smaller storms. 
 
For Alternatives 5, 7, 8, and 9 there is a slightly higher effect.  Alternative 4 has the greatest effect 
because it has two bridges (the existing bridge remains) through which the flow must pass.  In all, 
the bridges have very little effect on backwater created during storm events.  The differences in 
elevations are insignificant due to the natural narrowing of the valley downstream from the proposed 
project area. 
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To show how small the effect of each alternative is, Table 3.1.4-6 shows the difference in water 
surface elevation between the narrow portion of the valley and the outlet side of the bridge area.  
There are no bridges or culverts between the areas modeled.  The difference in water surface 
elevation is due solely to the topography of the creek. 
 
Table 3.1.4-6.  Difference in Water Surface Elevation due to Natural Topography 

Storm Frequency 
100 year 50 year 25 year 10 year 5 year 2 year Alternative 
m ft m ft m ft m ft m ft m ft 

All 
Alternatives 0.66 2.17 0.64 2.10 0.71 2.33 0.77 2.53 0.81 2.66 0.93 3.05 

 
The main difference between these two tables is that in Table 3.1.4-5 the water is backed up and 
slow and in Table 3.1.4-6 the water is somewhat faster and free flowing.  If the narrowing of the 
valley did not already back up the water, the alternatives would have a greater effect on the water 
surface elevation in the Wye area. 
 
This can be illustrated by mapping the extent of flooding in the Wye area for each alternative.  When 
the water surface elevations for the different alternatives are plotted on a contour map, the lines are 
too close together to show a difference.  Effectively, the extent of the flooding in the Wye area is the 
same for all alternatives.  The extent of the flooding can be seen on the maps included in Volume II, 
Appendix D of the EA/FEIR. 
 
Of the three design variations for Wye Section Alternative 8b, all have been shown to maintain and 
enhance flood control functions in the Cholame Valley floor.  Thus, in terms of flooding and 
hydraulics, there is little difference between the variations. In terms of floodplain connectivity, 
however, Alternative 8b with the overflow or viaduct variation would provide a natural substrate and 
greater hydrologic connectivity.  This is due to the proposed structures in the low point of the valley 
instead of the proposed culverts seen with the other alternatives, including the original Alternative 
8b design.  Given this, the overflow variation of Wye Section, Alternative 8b would have greater 
benefits to the natural connectivity of the floodplain than the remaining alternatives.  This is one of 
the reasons why the overflow bridge has been included in the design of Wye Section, Alternative 8b. 
 
Based on preliminary design, the following policies under the CFR, Title 23, Part 650 would be 
followed and upheld: incompatible use and development of floodplain would be avoided; 
longitudinal and significant impacts would be avoided; the project would preserve natural and 
beneficial floodplain values; and a base flood increase of more than 0.3 meters (1 foot) would also 
be avoided. 
 
This project would not propose the placement of any housing.  Therefore, no housing would be 
proposed within a 100-year flood hazard area. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to hydrologic or floodplain resources 
would result from the construction of any of the alternatives. 
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Water Quality 
 
Impacts from the proposed alternatives would primarily be related to an increase in the amount of 
impervious surface and an increase in sources of pollutants.  Construction of the proposed project 
would not result in an increase in traffic.  However, projected increases in traffic (see Section 1.3.2) 
would result in an increase in pollutants such as litter, heavy metal from brake and exhaust materials, 
and petroleum related pollutants.  Additionally, any of the alternatives would result in an increase in 
the amount of pavement in the corridor.  This would result in an increase in the amount of storm 
water runoff and an increase in potential for storm water pollution.  Table 3.1.4-7 lists sources of 
typical storm water pollutants from highways and maintenance activities on highways and the 
associated pollutant that could be expected in storm water runoff. 
 
Table 3.1.4-7.  Typical Pollutants Found in Storm Water Runoff from Highways 

Product/Source Pollutants 
Exhaust products Oil and grease, volatile organic compounds (VOC’s) 
Brake pad dust Heavy metals 
Tire residues Heavy metals 
Leaks/spills of fuel, oil, antifreeze, solvents Oil and grease, VOC’s 
Fertilizers and pesticides Nutrients (nitrates, phosphates), VOC’s 
Litter, vegetation debris Gross solids, sediment 
 
Estrella Section, Alternative 8N would affect water quality.  Adverse impacts to water quality would 
result from the creation of additional impervious surfaces22 leading to an increase in storm water 
runoff.  New cuts, until stabilized with erosion control, would result in an increase in the potential 
for sediment discharges.  Flow conveyance systems, resulting in point source discharges would 
increase the velocity of storm water runoff, which could affect downstream stability.  The additional 
bridge over the Estrella River would create more storm water runoff, which could potentially carry 
pollutants that would drain to the Estrella River; however, stormwater on the bridge would be 
collected and conveyed along the bridge to a vegetated swale.  This would prevent any direct 
discharge of stormwater from the bridge to the river.  The elimination of the Estrella Road and State 
Route 46 at-grade intersection and the elimination of left-turns from Whitley Gardens Drive onto 
State Route 46 would potentially benefit water quality.  Eliminating these turning movements from 
this alternative would reduce the potential for accidents near the Estrella River, which would reduce 
the potential for pollutants that could be spilled during an accident from entering the river.  
Beneficial impacts to water quality would also result from the opportunity to improve the overall 
storm drainage system and to fix areas with erosion problems.  By improving the overall safety of 
the route, the potential for accidents would decrease and thus reduce the potential for pollutant spills 
as a result of an accident.  In addition, the construction of new bridges with this alternative would 
provide an opportunity to repair existing scour problems associated with the existing bridge. 
 

                                                 
22 Impervious surfaces (pavement) often trap pollutants that drop from vehicles and increase the amount of storm water 
runoff because they do not allow rain to become absorbed into the soil.  The trapped pollutants are then carried via the 
storm water runoff to surface bodies of water, adversely affecting water quality. 
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Estrella Section, Alternative 9N would affect water quality.  Adverse impacts to water quality would 
result from the creation of additional impervious surfaces leading to an increase in storm water 
runoff.  The additional bridge over the Estrella River would create more storm water runoff, which 
could potentially carry pollutants that would drain to the Estrella River; however, stormwater on the 
bridge would be collected and conveyed along the bridge to a vegetated swale.  This would prevent 
any direct discharge of stormwater from the bridge to the river.  Beneficial impacts to water quality 
would result from the opportunity to improve the overall storm drainage system and to fix areas with 
erosion problems.  By improving the overall safety of the route, the potential for accidents would 
decrease and thus reduce the potential for pollutant spills as a result of an accident.  The construction 
of new bridges with this alternative would provide an opportunity to repair existing scour problems 
associated with the existing bridge. 
 
Shandon Section, Alternatives 1 and 2 would both affect water quality.  Adverse impacts to water 
quality would result from the creation of additional impervious surfaces leading to an increase in 
storm water runoff.  The additional bridge over Cholame Creek would create more storm water 
runoff, which could potentially carry pollutants that would drain to Cholame Creek; however, 
stormwater on the bridge would be collected and conveyed along the bridge to a vegetated swale.  
This would prevent any direct discharge of stormwater from the bridge to the creek.  The addition of 
several new large-vehicle parking spots at the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area would also 
increase the amount of impervious surface leading to an increase in storm water runoff.  Replacing 
the box culvert at McMillan Creek with a bridge structure would also increase storm water runoff 
from the new bridge decks that could result in an additional source of pollution.  Beneficial impacts 
to water quality from Shandon Section, Alternative 1 or 2 would also result.  Water quality benefits 
would result from the opportunity to improve the overall storm drainage system and to fix areas with 
erosion problems, including the existing Cholame Creek Bridge, which is classified as scour critical, 
and the box culvert at McMillan Creek, which has erosion problems associated with it.  Relocating a 
portion of the leach field at the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area would result in an opportunity to 
remove existing pollution problems associated with this leach field by bringing the leach field up to 
current standards and to an improved state of condition.  By improving the overall safety of the 
route, the potential for accidents would decrease and thus reduce the potential for pollutant spills as a 
result of an accident. 
 
The greatest benefit to water quality in the Shandon section would come with Shandon Section, 
Alternative 1.  The proposed shift in alignment away from the Estrella River between kilopost 74.0 
and 75.3 (postmiles 46.0 and 46.8) would correct the existing parallel encroachment on the creek in 
this section.  By shifting the roadway away from the top of the creek bank, sheet flow from the 
roadway, which could carry contaminants, would have a vegetated area to filter through prior to 
entering the creek system.  Vegetation is known to be effective at filtering out roadway pollutants.  
Further benefits would be gained in the event of an unforeseen accident.  By creating a distance 
between the traveled way and the creek, the potential for vehicles or trucks in an accident to veer off 
the road and into the creek is reduced.   Moving the highway away from the river would also avoid 
potential bank stabilization projects in the future by allowing the creek to pursue it's natural 
meandering tendencies.  Lastly, benefits to water quality would be obtained by providing area for 
vegetation to become established, helping to stabilize the creek bank and possibly, in the event trees 
become established, providing additional shade and riparian habitat to the creek. 
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Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would affect water quality.  Adverse impacts to water quality would 
result from the creation of additional impervious surfaces leading to an increase in storm water 
runoff.  The additional bridge over Cholame Creek would create more storm water runoff, which 
could potentially carry pollutants that would drain to Cholame Creek; however, stormwater on the 
bridge would be collected and conveyed along the bridge to a vegetated swale.  This would prevent 
any direct discharge of stormwater from the bridge to the creek.  Beneficial impacts to water quality 
from this alternative would also result.  Water quality benefits would result from the opportunity to 
improve the overall storm drainage system and to fix areas with erosion problems.  From KP 80.1 to 
84.0 (PM 49.8 to 52.2), the eastbound and westbound lanes would be realigned away from the creek 
and the existing lanes, which directly parallel the creek (see Figure 3.1.4-1), would be removed with 
the roadbed restored to a more natural, vegetated condition.  This realigned section would benefit 
water quality in several ways: 
 

• Direct discharge of storm water, which could carry pollutants, from the highway to the creek 
would be eliminated.  Storm water from this section would be able to be treated with 
conventional BMPs. 

• Potential pollutants that currently could drain directly into the creek from vehicle accidents 
would be eliminated. 

• Future bank stabilization projects to protect the highway, which could adversely impact water 
quality during construction and on a permanent basis, would be eliminated. 

 
Realigning this section with Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would also provide an opportunity to 
restore riparian vegetation to this section of Cholame Creek.  This would benefit water quality by 
providing shade to keep stream temperatures cooler, a natural source of nutrients for the creek 
system, and vegetation to filter pollutants.  Finally, with improvement of the overall safety of the 
route, the potential for accidents would decrease and thus reduce the potential for pollutant spills as a 
result of an accident. 
 
Cholame Section, Alternative 2 would affect water quality. Adverse impacts to water quality would 
result from the creation of additional impervious surfaces leading to an increase in storm water 
runoff.  The addition of an extra bridge over Cholame Creek would create more storm water runoff, 
which could potentially carry pollutants that would drain to Cholame Creek; however, stormwater on 
the bridge would be collected and conveyed along the bridge to a vegetated swale.  This would 
prevent any direct discharge of stormwater from the bridge to the creek.  From KP 80.1 to 84.0 (PM 
49.8 to 52.2), the westbound lanes would be realigned away from the creek and the existing lanes, 
which directly parallel the creek (see Figure 3.1.4-1), would be rebuilt to become the eastbound 
lanes.  No overall benefits to water quality would result from the realignment of only a portion of the 
proposed four lanes.  Beneficial impacts to water quality would result from the opportunity to 
improve the overall storm drainage system and to fix areas with erosion problems.  In addition, by 
improving the overall safety of the route, the potential for accidents would decrease and thus reduce 
the potential for pollutant spills as a result of an accident. 
 
The Wye Section alternatives would all affect water quality in a similar manner.  Adverse impacts to 
water quality would result from the creation of additional impervious surfaces leading to an increase 
in storm water runoff.  The additional bridge over Cholame Creek, for all alternatives, would create 
more storm water runoff, which could potentially carry pollutants that would drain to Cholame 
Creek; however, stormwater on the bridge would be collected and conveyed along the bridge to a 
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vegetated swale.  This would prevent any direct discharge of stormwater from the bridge to the 
creek.  Beneficial impacts to water quality would result from the opportunity to improve the overall 
storm drainage system and to fix areas with erosion problems.  In addition, correcting the floodplain 
deficiencies in this section by raising the overall grade of the highway would improve water quality 
by reducing the chances of flooding that could cause extensive erosion of creek banks and highway 
fill.  Wye Section Alternatives 4 and 8b are more beneficial to stream morphology and hydraulics 
because the new bridges would be located over a straighter reach of the creek.  This would result in 
less potential for future bank stabilization projects and the potential for less scour during winter high 
flow events.  With Wye Section Alternative 8b the addition of a bridge in a low point of the 
floodplain would further benefit water quality by providing a natural substrate and greater area for 
floodwaters to flow through, reducing the need for culverts and the potential for scour associated 
with them. 
 
Temporary Impacts to Water Quality 
 
Construction activities could affect water quality temporarily due to the potential for pollutants to be 
discharged to surface bodies of water or the storm drainage system.  Soil and associated building 
material (road base and soil amendments) could enter a stream channel and cause an increase in 
suspended sediments, sedimentation of aquatic habitat, and introduce compounds that could 
potentially be toxic to aquatic organisms.  Construction materials such as fuel, oil, paints, and 
concrete could be harmful to fish and other aquatic organisms if released into the environment.  The 
extent of impacts related to construction activities depends upon how easily the soil being worked 
with erodes, the type of construction activities that are occurring, the extent and duration of 
disturbed areas, the timing of storm events, the proximity to stream channels, and the use of 
preventative BMPs.  Large cuts and fills could be a source of sediment discharges if they are not 
adequately stabilized with both sediment and erosion control. 
 
Caltrans compliance with the NPDES permit and General Construction permit would ensure that the 
project would have a less than substantial impact on water quality.  Caltrans, District 5 has a full 
time stormwater coordinator who regularly inspects Caltrans construction sites for compliance with 
the statewide NPDES permit.  Maintenance of installed BMPs is required of the contractor.  The 
Resident Engineer also takes an active role in monitoring compliance with the NPDES permit and 
acts as a daily monitor of installed BMPs.  The Resident Engineer has the authority to shut the job 
down should the contractor refuse to maintain the BMPs required as part of the Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to floodplains, hydrology, or water 
quality would occur, as a result of this project, from any of the alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Hydrology and Floodplains 
 
Existing culvert capacities would be analyzed to be upgraded, extended, or replaced as necessary to 
follow the Caltrans cross-culvert criteria and federal standards for the proposed roadway widening. 
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The design of all new, widened, and re-constructed bridges would use the Caltrans bridge design 
guidelines and Federal floodplain standards and would comply with state and federal criteria. 
 
To minimize the potential for rises in water-surface elevations in Cholame Creek associated with 
raising the highway profile grade in the Cholame section area, the length and height of the two new 
bridges proposed in Cholame Section, Alternatives 1 and 2 would be increased.  In addition to 
increasing the length and height of the bridge, a series of box culverts placed under State Route 46 
would be proposed to minimize the effects of potentially unacceptable backwaters associated with 
the raising of the highway profile grade.  These box culverts would be installed under any of the 
proposed build alternatives. 
 
Water Quality 
 
Caltrans is required by the NPDES permit to control the discharge of pollutants from Caltrans 
facilities, activities, and properties to the maximum extent practicable.  To comply with these criteria 
Caltrans would incorporate approved design pollution prevention and treatment BMPs into the 
project design.  The current detail of project design, however, does not allow for location specific 
BMPs to be identified in the environmental document.  The project design team would work with the 
District Stormwater Coordinator and the RWQCB to identify appropriate location specific to 
minimize impacts to water quality to the maximum extent practicable.  Examples of treatment 
BMP’s that would be evaluated and incorporated into the project include: 
 
¾ Biofiltration strips and swales23 
¾ Infiltration basins 
¾ Detention basins 
 
A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared, approved, and implemented 
prior to the start of any ground disturbing activities.  The Resident Engineer would approve the 
SWPPP before construction begins.  The SWPPP would identify the BMPs that would be 
implemented to reduce or eliminate the potential for short-term impacts to water quality as a result of 
construction. 
 
BMP measures for construction would include the use of the following: 
 
¾ Sediment control barriers (silt fences, hay bales, drain inlet protection) would be used. 
¾ Existing vegetation would be preserved as much as possible. 
¾ All disturbed areas would be stabilized with vegetation or hard-surface treatment upon 

completion of construction in any specific area. 
¾ All inactive disturbed soil areas would be temporarily stabilized with both sediment and 

temporary erosion control 10 days before the beginning of the rainy season (October 15th). 
¾ No more than 8 hectares (20 acres) of ground would be disturbed at any one time during 

construction. 
¾ No more than 2 hectares (5 acres) of ground would be disturbed at any one time during the rainy 

season (October 15th to April 15th), unless approved by the resident engineer. 

                                                 
23 Definition of these types of permanent treatment BMPs can be found in the Water Quality Technical Report, available 
upon request. 
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¾ Erosion control methods such as hydroseeding, erosion control blankets, and emulsion would be 
used during the rainy season. 

 
Caltrans would submit a Notice of Construction (NOC) to the RWQCB 30 days prior to the start of 
construction. 
 
To minimize impacts to water quality, temporary erosion and sediment control BMPs would be 
implemented at all times from October 15th to April 15th. 
 
A BMP implementation schedule would be included in the SWPPP. 
 
3.1.5 Noise 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound.   Sound, traveling in the form of waves from a source, exerts a 
sound pressure level (referred to as sound level) that is measured in decibels (dB), with zero dB 
corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the 
threshold of pain.  Pressure waves traveling through air exert a force registered by the human ear as 
sound.  Human response to noise is subjective and can vary greatly from person to person.  Factors 
that can influence individual response include intensity, frequency, and time pattern of the noise; the 
amount of background noise present before the intruding noise; and the nature of work or human 
activity that is exposed to the noise.  The adverse effects of noise include interference with 
concentration, communication, and sleep.  At the highest levels, noise can induce hearing damage.  
Figure 3.1.5-1 shows decibel readings for common indoor and outdoor activities for ease of 
understanding. 
 
Caltrans uses the A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale to measure environmental noise.  Environmental 
noise typically fluctuates over time, and different noise descriptors are used to account for this 
variability.  The noise descriptor used by Caltrans for this project is the energy-equivalent noise level 
(Leq).  The noise level experienced at a receptor (such as a home, school, or park) depends on the 
magnitude of the initial sound, the distance between the source and the receptor, the presence or 
absence of noise barriers and other shielding features, and the amount of noise attenuation 
(lessening) provided by the natural terrain. 
 
Noise level readings were recorded in the project area from October to December 2000.  The 
measured existing, background noise levels within the project area range from 55 dBA Leq(h)24 to 
73 dBA Leq(h).  When adjusted for peak hour traffic, the noise levels at most receptors increased 
from 1 to 4 dBA Leq(h).  The Leq(h) noise descriptor represents the steady state equivalent of the 
time varying sound energy over the period of measurement (one hour).  
 

                                                 
24 The equivalent steady state sound level, during the peak traffic hour, which contains the same acoustical energy as the 
time varying sound for the same period, measured in decibels (dB) on the “A-weighted” scale.  (The average sound level 
during peak hour traffic.) 
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COMMON LEVELS OF NOISE 
 

 
Figure 3.1.5-1.  Common activities and their associated noise levels in decibels 
 
Readings were taken at 19 locations to evaluate noise levels at 26 locations considered “sensitive 
receptors” throughout the proposed project area.  Sensitive receptors are residences, businesses, 
and/or recreational areas that are within several hundred feet of the existing and/or proposed route.  
Noise measurements are taken at these locations to determine the level of impact, if any, from the 
proposed project.  Noise receptor maps can be found in Volume II, Appendix B.  Residences situated 
near the existing State Route 46 experience the highest ambient noise levels. 
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Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts from noise is separate for each alternative. 
 
The noise impacts from the proposed project alternatives would be different for each of the Estrella 
section alternatives.  The noise impacts are very similar, however, for the Shandon section, Cholame 
section, and Wye section alternatives.  Increased noise levels to sensitive receptors would result from 
the construction of any of the build alternatives in the Estrella and Shandon sections.  Estrella 
section, Alternative 8N would result in noise increases to six sensitive receptors.  Estrella section, 
Alternative 9N would result in noise increases to seven sensitive receptors.  Increased noise levels to 
one sensitive receptor would result from the construction of both of the Shandon section alternatives.  
Increased noise levels to one sensitive receptor in the Cholame section would result from both 
Cholame section alternatives.  No permanent impacts would result from any of the Wye section 
alternatives.  Construction noise impacts would be temporary and would result during construction 
of the alternatives in their relative sections.  Best management practices would be used for all 
alternatives to minimize construction noise levels to the greatest extent possible. 
 
Discussion 
 
Noise abatement measures are generally most effective when installed nearer the source or the 
receptor.  Barriers are generally not feasible to build when residences are widely scattered, 
driveways open onto the highway, or when residences are farther than about 91.4 meters (300 feet) 
from the edge of the roadway.  In this case, earthen berms are more effective than barriers at 
reducing traffic noise levels and are often more aesthetically pleasing. 
 
Noise levels were recorded from October to December 2000.  Noise levels are shown in Tables 
3.1.5-1, 3.1.5-2, and 3.1.5-3.  Since the predicted noise levels for current peak hour traffic exceed 67 
decibels at some residences, abatement of these impacts would be considered.  In cases where 
individual or widely scattered residences are exposed to excessive traffic noise levels, an earthen 
berm would be recommended wherever possible to attenuate some of the traffic noise.  Where 
several residences are located close to each other, as occurs at Whitley Gardens and near Branch 
Road, one or more soundwalls would be considered.  At no location was a substantial noise increase, 
defined as an increase of 12 decibels or more, caused by any of the proposed alternatives for the 
project.  Receptors 2, 13, 14, 14A, 16, 16A, and 22 would have a lower noise level after construction 
of the alternatives than what is current.  The reason for this is that all or part of the traffic would be 
moved farther away from the receptor than it is currently.  This would result from the construction of 
the wider medians and proposed realignments.  Please see Volume II, Appendix B for maps showing 
the locations of the sensitive receptor readings. 
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Table 3.1.5-1.  Ambient (Background) and Predicted Noise Levels – Estrella Section 
 
Bold letters indicate levels that approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria.  

Receptor 
# 

Existing Receptor 
Peak Hour  
(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2005 
Alt 8N 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2025 
Alt 8N 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2005 
Alt 9N 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2025 
Alt 9N 

(dBA Leqh) 
1 61 65 69 65 69 
2 73 69 70 69 70 

3 (j)* 67 67 68 67 68 
3 (h)* 55 55 60 55 60 

4a 56 56 60 56 60 
4b 68 68 69 68 69 
5 65 66 67 66 67 
6 58 take25 take take take 
7 63 56 57 55 56 
8 65 take take take take 
9 not used 

10 68 take take 68 69 
11 59 58 59 58 59 
12 63 61 62 62 63 
13 71 66 67 68 69 
14 60 57 58 59 60 

14A 60 58 59 61 62 
15 55 54 55 55 56 
16 73 69 70 68 69 

16A 56 53 54 53 54 
*  Contribution from Jardine Road (j), highway (h) 
 
Table 3.1.5-2.  Ambient (Background) and Predicted Noise Levels – Shandon Section 
 
Bold letters indicate levels that approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria.  See Appendix B for receptor maps.  

Receptor 
# 

Existing Receptor 
Peak Hour  
(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2005 
Alt 1 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2025 
Alt 1 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2005 
Alt 2 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2025 
Alt 2 

(dBA Leqh) 
17 65 67 68 67 68 
18 54 56 57 56 57 
19 55 57 58 57 58 
20 56 62 63 62 63 
21 62 62 63 62 63 

 
Table 3.1.5-3.  Ambient (Background) and Predicted Noise Levels – Cholame Section 
 
Bold letters indicate levels that approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria.  See Appendix B for receptor maps.  

Receptor 
# 

Existing Receptor 
Peak Hour  
(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2005 
Alt 1 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2025 
Alt 1 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2005 
Alt 2 

(dBA Leqh) 

Build 2025 
Alt 2 

(dBA Leqh) 
22 71 69 70 69 70 

 
 
Table 3.1.5-4 describes information related to the receptor so that the information from Table 3.1.5-5 
can be correlated to the location within the project area. 

                                                 
25 “Take” means that under the associated alternative the sensitive receptor would be removed by the project. 
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Table 3.1.5-4.  Receptor Location Information 
 

Receptor 
# Station Section Direction APN Address 

1 51+40 Estrella EB 026-211-036 - 
2 68+00 Estrella WB 015-031-027 - 
3 86+00 Estrella WB 015-082-001 - 

4a 109+00 Estrella WB 015-133-045 - 
4b 109+00 Estrella EB 015-191-064  
5 115+20 Estrella EB 015-191-061 825 Hwy 46 E 
6 170+50 Estrella EB 019-241-017 4690 Estrella Rd 

6A 168+80 Estrella EB 019-231-002  
7 171+20 Estrella EB 019-241-021 - 
8 171+50 Estrella EB 019-241-026 4940 Estrella Rd 
9 175+00 Estrella WB 019-251-024 - 

10 175+40 Estrella EB 019-241-014 - 
11 176+00 Estrella WB 019-251-024 - 
12 177+80 Estrella WB 019-251-017 - 
13 179+20 Estrella WB 019-251-018 - 
14 180+70 Estrella WB 019-261-002 - 

14A 181+70 Estrella WB 019-021-026  
15 182+60 Estrella WB - 125 Almond Dr 
16 186+00 Estrella WB 019-261-012 10580 Hwy 46 E 

16A 184+80 Estrella WB 019-261-011  
17 121+70 Shandon EB 019-151-018 - 
18 168+00 Shandon WB - On McMillan Canyon Road 
19 209+00 Shandon WB 017-163-066 - 
20 220+20 Shandon WB 017-163-058 - 
21 223+60 Shandon WB 017-163-055 - 
22 171+20 Cholame WB 017-101-004 Jack Ranch Cafe 

 
At Receptors 2 and 13, noise levels have been predicted to be greater than 67 decibels and it has 
been determined that a sound barrier at this location is either unreasonable or unfeasible. Volume II, 
Appendix C contains the Worksheets A and B that show the calculations and methodology used to 
determine whether noise abatement measures would be reasonable or feasible.  Receptor 3 also has 
noise levels predicted to be greater than 67 decibels with no noise abatement proposed.  The 
dominant noise source for this receptor has been determined to be from traffic on Jardine Road, a 
county road.  Receptor 10 has been predicted to have noise levels greater than 67 decibels under 
Estrella Section, Alternative 9N, with no noise abatement proposed.  A barrier at this location would 
not be feasible due to the access opening for Whitley Gardens Drive. 
 
Table 3.1.5-5 shows the receptors along the proposed project that may be impacted by highway 
noise and the recommended measures to reduce noise impacts.  When the impact would occur from 
more than one of the alternatives for that section, the alternatives that would result in an impact are 
shown in the “Alt” column. 
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Table 3.1.5-5.  Potentially Impacted Receptors and Abatement Measures 

Section Alt Receptor 
Barrier 

size 
(feet) 

Noise 
Reduction 

(dBA) 
# of 

Residences 
Noise abatement measure 

(metric station) 

Estrella 8N 
9N 1 302 x 8 3 1 

Minimize amount of cut on 
eastbound side where possible.  
Barrier at this location would not be 
reasonable due to excessive costs. 

Estrella 8N 
9N 2 400 x 10 5 2 Barrier at this location would not be 

reasonable due to excessive costs. 

Estrella 8N 
9N 3 na na 2 

Barrier at this location would not be 
feasible because noise levels are 
attributed to Jardine Road. 

Estrella 8N 
9N 4b, 5 2493 x 6 6 8 

Construct 6 feet tall earth berm 
between STA 109+40 and 117+00 
on the eastbound side at the right of 
way line. 

Estrella 8N 
9N 10 na na 1 

Barrier at this location would not be 
feasible due to opening at Whitley 
Gardens Drive. 

Estrella 8N 
9N 13 787 x 10 5-6 2 Barrier at this location would not be 

reasonable due to excessive costs.  

Estrella 8N 
9N 16 280 x 10 5-6 2 

Construct 10 feet tall sound wall 
between STA 185+60 and 187+65 
on the westbound side at the right of 
way line.  Landowner subsequently 
requested no sound wall. 

Shandon 1 
2 17 656 x 8 5 1 

Reduce cut to the greatest extent 
possible between STA 119+00 and 
121+40.  Barrier at this location 
would not be reasonable due to 
excessive costs. 

 
The project would be under construction for approximately 2 to 3 years per section.  During this 
period, it is expected that local noise levels would increase when and where construction equipment 
is operating.  Night work is not expected during the construction period, so no disturbance of local 
residents’ normal sleep activities is expected.  While paving operations proceed rather quickly, 
grading and application of road base materials can take longer.  Pile driving activities can be very 
loud. 
 
Temporary Impacts 
 
A certain amount of sporadic disruptive noise due to construction is inevitable.  Impacts from a pile 
driver striking a steel beam or reinforced concrete piles, or a jackhammer breaking up pavement, 
cannot be muffled.  This type of work would be limited to daytime hours. 
 
The number and location of structures that would require piles would not be known until test borings 
are taken to determine the exact composition of the underlying soils.  If required pilings are 
proposed within 91.4 meters (300 feet) of residences, special considerations for these locations 
would be included in the construction contract to lessen the noise impact.  These may include the use 
of temporary wooden noise barriers, which could be relocated as needed.  Placement of permanent 
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barriers prior to the start of construction, when they would not interfere with construction activities, 
would be recommended to screen construction noise. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant noise impacts would occur to sensitive receptors 
from any of the alternatives as a result of the proposed project. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
CEQA considers noise impacts to be a “significant effect” when a proposed project would 
substantially increase the background noise levels for adjoining areas.  Noise abatement measures 
are applied to areas where noise can be intrusive: residences, parks, schools, hospitals, etc. (Category 
B activities).  Caltrans noise policy, approved in October 1998, requires consideration of noise 
abatement measures when predicted noise levels from a Type 1 project26 substantially exceeds 
existing noise levels, or when the project noise levels approach or exceed the noise abatement 
criteria shown in Table 3.1.5-6.  A substantial increase is considered to be 12-dBA or more.  When 
noise levels approach or exceed 67 dBA27 Leq(h) on the A (weighted for the human ear’s response 
to sound) scale at receptors located within 91.4 meters (300 feet) of the highway, abatement of noise 
impacts would be considered when deemed reasonable and feasible and when desired by the affected 
residents.   
 
Table 3.1.5-6.  Categories of Noise and Their Activity Description 

Activity 
Category Leq (h) Description of Activity Category 

A 57 (Exterior) 
Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and 
serve an important public need and where the preservation of those 
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B 67 (Exterior) Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, 
residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries and hospitals. 

C 72 (Exterior) Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A or B 
above. 

D NA Undeveloped lands. 

E 52 (Interior) Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, 
libraries, hospitals and auditoriums. 

 
Soundwalls are the normal method of noise abatement used by Caltrans.  Noise insulation can be 
considered only on a case by case basis when post construction noise levels equal or exceed 75 dBA.  
Noise abatement is recommended when it is found to be reasonable and feasible.  Noise abatement is 
feasible when a sound barrier can reduce noise levels by 5 dBA or more.  Reasonability is 
determined by considering current and future noise levels, existence of the residence prior to the 
construction of the highway, the number of residences that would benefit from the barrier, and the 
cost of the noise barrier relative to the cost per residence.  Table 3.1.5-7 shows the reasonableness 
determination information and estimated costs.  The figures in the “reasonable cost” column are the 

                                                 
26 Type 1 project is a proposed federal or federal-aid project for the construction of a highway on a new location or the 
physical alteration of an existing highway which significantly changes either the horizontal or vertical alignment or 
changes the number of through traffic lanes (Caltrans Highway Design Manual). 
27 Category B activities (Table 3.1.5-6). 
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values determined from Worksheets A and B28.  The final determination to construct a noise barrier 
is made by the project development team after soliciting input from the affected residents.  If more 
than 50% of the immediately affected residents29 are opposed to proposed sound barriers, the barrier 
would not be constructed. 
 
Table 3.1.5-7.  Reasonableness Determination for Noise Minimization Measures 

Section, 
Alternative 

Receptor 
# 

Number of 
Residences 

Barrier 
# 

Reasonable 
Cost 

Barrier Area in 
Square Meters 

(Sq. Ft.) 
Estimated 

Cost 

Estrella, Alternative 
8N and 9N 1 1 7 $48,000 224 

(2,416) $79,700 

Estrella, Alternative 
8N and 9N 2 2 1 $94,000 372 

(4,000) $132,000 

Estrella, Alternative 
8N and 9N 4b, 5 8 2 $384,000 1390 

(14,960) $60,000 

Estrella, Alternative 
8N and 9N 13 2 4 $48,000 731 

(7,870) $259,700 

Estrella, Alternative 
8N and 9N 16 1 6 $96,000 260 

(2,800) $92,40030 

Shandon, 
Alternative 1 and 2 17 1 8 $45,000 488 

(5,248) $173,184 

 
In Table 3.1.5-7, the estimated cost for Barriers 1 and 4 exceed the reasonable cost determined from 
Worksheets A and B.  Because the estimated costs are greater than what is determined to be 
reasonable, Barriers 1 and 4 would not normally be considered.  However, the receptors that would 
be protected by Barriers 1 and 4 would have an overall decrease in noise levels with the construction 
of either of the Estrella section alternatives.  By dividing the traffic with an 18.6 meter (61.0 ft.) 
median, some of the vehicles, which generate the noise, would be moved farther from the receptors.  
This would cause a net decrease in noise levels for these receptors as noted in Table 3.1.5-1.  If 
during final design these conditions substantially change, the abatement measures might not be 
provided.  A final decision on the installation of abatement measures will be made upon completion 
of the project design and the public involvement process. 
 
To reduce the level of impact to sensitive receptors, the following minimization measures are 
recommended. 
 
For both Estrella section, Alternatives 8N and 9N: 
 
¾ Receptor 1: Minimize amount of cut on eastbound side to the greatest extent possible. 
 
¾ Receptors 4b and 5: Construct 6 foot tall earthen berm between engineering station31 (STA) 

109+40 and 117+00 on the eastbound side at the right of way line (Estrella Section, map sheet 
E8 and E9, Appendix A.1 in Volume II). 

                                                 
28 Worksheets A and B can be found in Volume II, Appendix C. 
29 “Immediately affected residents” is defined as the residents in the first row of homes adjacent to the highway. 
30 While barrier is reasonable, property owner did not want a barrier constructed. 
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¾ Receptor 16: Construct 10 foot tall soundwall between STA 185+60 and 187+65 on the 

westbound side at the right of way line (Estrella Section, map sheet E18, Appendix A.1 in 
Volume II).  Between the draft environmental document and this final environmental document, 
Caltrans contacted the landowner at Receptor 16 to discuss the soundwall option.  The 
landowner formally expressed opposition to this soundwall.  Since this residence was the only 
one affected by the soundwall and Caltrans was formally requested to not construct it, no sound 
wall would be provided for Receptor 16.  However, screen planting will be provided by the State 
to reduce the visual effect for this residence. 

 
For Shandon section, Alternatives 1 and 2: 
 
¾ Receptor 17: Reduce cut to the greatest extent possible between STA 119+00 and 121+40. 
 
For all build alternatives within the project, the following minimization measures would be used to 
reduce construction noise impacts: 
 
¾ The Resident Engineer would schedule the noisiest construction activities during times least 

likely to disturb local residents. 
 
¾ The telephone number of the Resident Engineer would be provided to residents in the event that 

a complaint or concern arises during construction. 
 
¾ Construction information would be posted in local news media before the start of each phase of 

construction. 
 
¾ In areas where sensitive receptors are identified, temporary sound barriers consisting of sheet 

plywood on safety shape barrier may be used to reduce potential construction noise impacts. 
 
¾ All equipment used in construction would have the manufacturers’ recommended noise 

abatement measures, such as mufflers, engine covers, and engine vibration isolators, intact and 
operational. 

 
¾ All equipment operating on the project site would conform to the “Sound Control Requirements” 

of the Special Provisions that would be part of the contract and to Section 7-1.01I of Caltrans 
Standard Specifications. 

 
3.1.6 Topography 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The topography of the project area is composed of flat agricultural plains, river bottom land, and 
rolling hills occasionally giving way to steeper terrain that is almost mountainous.  The topography 
of the project begins within the Salinas River Valley and extends east through a topographic divide, 

                                                                                                                                                                   
31 An engineering station is an arbitrary reference number used by engineers to design the project.  This information can 
be found on the map sheet identified in the text and is located along the centerline of the proposed roadway. 
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referred to herein as the Estrella Grade, to the Estrella River Valley.  From there the topography 
extends east towards the Cholame Creek Valley and through this region to the Cholame Valley 
where the current State Routes 46/41 junction is located and where the separated grade interchange 
is proposed. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to topography applies to all of the alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar the analyses of topography impacts were conducted on a project basis and not separate for 
each alternative.  Changes to the topography in the project vicinity would result from the 
construction of any of the build alternatives.  Construction techniques such as slope rounding would 
be used for all alternatives to minimize the effect of the new construction and newly exposed cut 
slopes. 
 
Discussion 
 
The topography would be changed by the construction of any of the build alternatives.  Proposed 
cuts and fills32 would alter the topography throughout the project.  In the Estrella and Shandon 
sections, the proposed widening occurs adjacent to the existing highway where the topography has 
already been altered by the construction of the original highway, which resulted in the existing 
condition.  Additional impacts to the existing topography from the proposed alternatives would be 
lessened due to the existing disturbance.  Most of the project would only expand the width of the 
route by moving an existing cut or fill.  Changes to the existing topography are lessened because the 
major disturbance has already occurred.  To compare moving an existing cut or fill to a situation 
where an unaltered hill is cut or an unaltered swale is filled, the degree of alteration of the 
topography is greater when disturbing new ground.  In the Cholame and Wye sections, a portion of 
the proposed alternatives would be on new alignments.  The portions with the new alignment would 
affect the topography more than when widening along the existing route.   
 
All new cut and fill slopes shall incorporate slope-rounding and be finish graded with a rough 
appearance, where possible, to create the look of age.  Slope-benching33 would be minimized to the 
greatest extent possible in order to blend the new slopes in with the existing topography.  The new 
cut and fill slopes would be contour graded and treated with erosion control to minimize erosion of 
the slope surface.  Planting fast growing vegetation on freshly exposed bare soil surfaces is one 
method of erosion control.  Other methods, such as the use of soil binders, which coat the exposed 
soil surface with a non-erodable material, may also be used. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to topographical features in the project 
area would result from the construction of any of the proposed alternatives.  

                                                 
32 “Cuts” refer to areas of ground that were removed to build the highway.  “Fills” refer to areas of ground where soil 
was added to build the highway. 
33 “Slope-benching” is defined as constructing a flat bench in the middle of a large cut to prevent erosion. 
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Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Slope rounding and contour grading would be used on all new cut and fill slopes. 
 
Slope-benching would be minimized to the greatest extent possible. 
 
3.1.7 Paleontology Resources 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Fossils recovered in place by qualified paleontologists can reveal important information about the 
history and changing environments of the area where people now live. 
 
The proposed project is shown as having areas of high and low potential for encountering fossil 
resources.  The formations encountered in the vicinity of the project and their corresponding 
sensitivities are shown in Table 3.1.7-1. 
 
Table 3.1.7-1.  Project Geologic Formations 

Route Kilopost (Postmile)  Sensitivity Formation  Type of Rock 

41 70.5/77.7 (43.8/48.3) Low QAL (Quaternary 
Alluvium) Alluvial Deposits 

46 
51.8/53.4 (32.2/33.2) 
64.2/66.5 (39.9/41.3) 
67.9/90.0 (42.2/55.9) 

Low QAL (Quaternary 
Alluvium) Alluvial Deposits 

46 
53.4/64.2 (33.2/39.9) 
66.5/67.9 (41.3/42.2) 
90.0/90.6 (55.9/56.3) 

High Paso Robles 
Plio-Pleistocene 

non-marine 
sediments 

 
According to the portion of the United States Geologic Survey Geologic Map of the San Luis Obispo 
Quadrangle, the sediments found within the limits of the project are largely Quaternary Alluvium.  
The project crosses through road-cuts of the Paso Robles Formation at several locations between 
Airport Road and Whitley Gardens.  The Paso Robles Formation may contain Plio-Pleistocene non-
marine sediments, which are soil materials that were deposited between 5 million and 10,000 years 
ago.  These deposits may contain fossils of land based animals.  Most of the project however is in fill 
or over Quaternary Alluvium and Quaternary Terrace Deposits. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to paleontology resources applies to all alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of paleontology resources impacts were conducted on a project basis and not 
separate for each alternative.  Because certain portions of the project area could contain paleontology 
resources, site specific analysis to determine the potential for encountering fossils during 
construction would be conducted after the selection of the preferred alternative.  Construction 
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monitoring may be required if this analysis determines that there is high potential for encountering 
fossils during construction. 
 
Discussion 
 
There appears to be a low probability of encountering paleontological resources through most of the 
project.  In the Paso Robles Formation, because of the “high” probability rating (see Table 3.1.7-1), 
an evaluation would be performed by a professional paleontologist prior to the start of construction. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts would be expected to paleontology 
resources from the construction of any of the alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Proposed project areas within the Paso Robles Formation would be evaluated by a professional 
paleontologist upon the selection of a preferred alternative.  The determination may be made that 
construction monitoring by a professional paleontologist would be required at certain locations 
during construction.  Furthermore, if any plant or vertebrate fossil remains are found during 
construction operations, earth-moving operations would be halted immediately in the vicinity of the 
discovery and the District Archaeologist or District Paleontology Coordinator contacted immediately 
to review the discovery.  Construction operations would not resume in the discovery area until a 
qualified archaeologist or paleontologist could evaluate the finds and recommend a course of action 
to preserve any important fossil remains.  Mitigation of any discoveries would include removal, 
preparation, and curation of any important remains. 
 
3.1.8 Mineral Resources 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The affected environment includes the length of the entire project and its footprint throughout.   
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to mineral resources applies to all alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of mineral resources impacts were conducted on a project basis and not separate 
for each alternative.  Because no mining is proposed as a part of this project, no impacts would occur 
under any of the build alternatives. 
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Discussion 
 
The alternatives would not propose any mining onsite or offsite the project area.  In addition, no 
locally important mineral resource recovery sites have been delineated within the project footprint in 
the local general plan or any other land use plans.   
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to a known mineral resource or a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site would result from the construction of any of the proposed 
alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
No avoidance and minimization measures, BMP’s or mitigation is proposed for mineral resource 
impacts. 
 
3.2 Biological Environment 
 
3.2.1 Biological Resources  
 
On December 12, 2005 the United States Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Biological Opinion that 
the State Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of the federally endangered San Joaquin kit fox, the federally threatened California tiger salamander, 
and the California red-legged frog in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
All publicly funded projects must be evaluated to determine if any endangered or threatened species 
may be affected. The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA) are the federal and state laws that enforce protection of threatened and 
endangered species.  The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the agency primarily 
responsible for regulation of the FESA and the California Department of Fish and Game regulates 
the CESA.  A species list was requested by Caltrans and was received from the USFWS on August 
8, 2002.  This list can be found in Volume II, Appendix J of the EA/DEIR.   
 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act covers protection of wetland resources.  The United States Army 
Corps of Engineers regulates this section of the Clean Water Act and issues permits if wetland 
resources are affected by a proposed project.  The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
also regulates wetland resources and riparian habitats.  A Section 1600 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement must be obtained from this agency if work in wetlands or a riparian area is proposed.   
 
For approximately three years, representatives of the USFWS and CDFG have been involved in the 
development of this project.  Coordination with the USFWS has occurred formally under the 
National Environmental Policy Act 404 Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA 404 MOU) process 
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resulting in USFWS concurrence with the project at various stages.  Joint field reviews of the project 
area with USFWS, CDFG, and Caltrans representatives have been valuable in the development of 
the project and particularly with the characterization of the biological resources and communities in 
and surrounding the project area.  The coordination effort with these agencies will continue through 
the formal consultation process required by the FESA and CESA. 
 
Vegetation 
 
Vegetation within the study area exhibits human and domestic animal influences, including 
residential/commercial development and farming/ranching operations.  These influences have 
resulted in the introduction of exotic (non-native) plant species that compete aggressively with the 
native species.  The vegetation communities within the project can be divided into six different 
categories: California annual grasslands, riparian woodland, valley sink scrub, agricultural 
(cropland) areas, vineyards, and oak woodland/savanna.  In addition, ruderal habitat exists along the 
existing route throughout the project area.  Ruderal habitat is best described as a mix of native and 
introduced, weedy plant species resulting from road construction and recurring disturbance from 
maintenance and other activities. 
 
In the Estrella section of the project, vineyards slightly predominate over oak woodlands and 
grassland communities.  Tree species such as blue oak (Quercus douglasii) and valley oak (Quercus 
lobata) dominate the oak woodland, while western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Fremont’s 
cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii), and willows (Salix spp.) are found in the riparian 
woodland along the Estrella River.  The dominant ground cover in this section consists of vineyards, 
agricultural areas, and disturbed grasslands consisting mainly of non-native annual grasses and forbs 
(broad-leaved flowering plants). 
 
The Shandon section of the project is composed fairly equally of vineyards, agricultural areas, and 
California annual grasslands.  Historically grazed and used for row crops, vineyards are quickly 
becoming the dominant vegetation type within this section.  The grasslands consist mainly of non-
native annual grasses and forbs.  Riparian woodland is also found in small patches along Cholame 
Creek. 
 
The Cholame section of the project is predominantly characterized by disturbed grasslands.  At the 
western end of this section, some dryland farming still occurs, although grazing is the historical as 
well as existing dominant land use.  The disturbed grasslands in this section consist mainly of non-
native annual grasses and forbs. 
 
The Wye section of the project also contains grassland, yet a unique natural community known as 
valley sink scrub occurs within the project area.  Valley sink scrub, in the Wye area, is characterized 
by low, open succulent shrublands dominated by alkali tolerant plant species such as frankenia 
(Frankenia salina), spear oracle (Atriplex patula), wedge scale (Atriplex truncata), alkali weed 
(Cressa truxillensis) and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata).  Valley sink scrub soils are typically dark, 
sticky clay soils that often have a brilliant white salty crust over them.  Grazing has altered much of 
this community in the Cholame Valley, where non-native annual grasses now dominate much of the 
Cholame Valley floor. 
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The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDF&G), and publications by the California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS) were consulted to determine what threatened, endangered, or special concern 
plant species might be present within the project area.  Table 3.2.1-1 describes the sensitive plant 
species that were listed as having potential to be found within the project area. 
 
Plant surveys, conducted during each species’ blooming season, found three special status plants 
within the project area: crownscale, straight-awned spineflower, and gypsum-loving larkspur.  Table 
3.2.1-1 also describes the status of the plant species found in the project area. 
 
Table 3.2.1-1.  Potentially Occurring Sensitive Plant Species in the Project Area 
Common Name Taxon Status Bloom Season 
Oval-leaved snapdragon Antirrhinum ovatum CNPS 4 May – November 
Crownscale* Atriplex coronata var. coronata CNPS 4 April – October 
Dwarf calycadenia Calycadenia villosa CNPS 1B May – October 
California jewel-flower Caulanthus californicus FE, SE, CNPS 1B February – May 
Straight-awned spineflower* Chorizanthe rectispina CNPS 1B June – July 
Hall’s tarplant Deinandra halliana (formerly Hemizonia 

halliana) 
CNPS 1B April – May 

Gypsum-loving larkspur* Delphinium gypsophilum ssp. 
gypsophilum 

CNPS 4 April – May 

Recurved larkspur Delphinium recurvatum CNPS 1B March – May 
Kellogg’s horkelia Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea CNPS 1B April – September 
Pale-yellow layia Layia heterotricha CNPS 1B March – June 
Munz’s tidy-tips Layia munzii CNPS 1B March – April 
Panoche pepper-grass Lepidium jaredii ssp. album CNPS 1B February – June 
Jared’s pepper-grass Lepidium jaredii ssp. jaredii CNPS 1B March – May 
Showy madia Madia radiata CNPS 1B March – May 
Shining navarretia Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. raidans CNPS 1B May – June 
Rayless ragwort Senecio aphanactis CNPS 2 January – April 
Mason’s neststraw Stylocline masonii CNPS 1B March – April 
 

FE Federally listed as Endangered  
SE State listed as Endangered. 
CNPS 1B, 2, 4: California Native Plant Society lists. 
* Observed during project studies in the project area. 
 
Crownscale was found in only one location within the project area, although it occurs throughout the 
Cholame Valley.  This plant was found in abundance in the Wye section of the project and scattered 
along Cholame Creek in the Cholame section.  The largest patch of crownscale was found south of 
the existing State Route 41 and north of the existing State Route 46 in the middle of the Wye. 
 
The straight-awned spineflower was found in several locations near the intersection of Bitterwater 
Road and State Route 46.  Although the plant was found outside of the project impact area, it was 
close to the proposed cut and fill lines. 
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Gypsum-loving larkspur was found in 12 large patches (stands34) and as two isolated plants in open 
oak woodland and grassland on steep northeast facing slopes.  The westernmost patch was found on 
a north-facing slope above the Estrella River in the Estrella section of the project.  Another patch 
was found on a north slope above Cholame Creek, just north of Shandon in the Shandon section.  
Two patches were found on a north facing slope near Davis Road and the remaining eight were 
found in a cluster in the Wye section. 
 
Wildlife 
 
The CNDDB, USFWS, and CDF&G were consulted to determine which threatened, endangered, or 
species of concern might be present within the project area.  Table 3.2.1-2 identifies the species that 
were identified by one or more of the sources listed above as having potential to be found within the 
project area. 
 
Biological surveys for the species in Table 3.2.1-2 found several sensitive wildlife species within the 
project area: pronghorn antelope, pallid bat, Yuma myotis (a bat), big brown bat, Townsend’s big-
eared bat, western pipestrelle, Mexican free-tailed bat, California horned lizard, San Joaquin 
coachwhip, southwestern pond turtle, western burrowing owl, and vernal pool fairy shrimp.  In 
addition to those species observed during project studies in the project area, suitable habitat for the 
following species was found within the project area and it has been determined that these species are 
or could be present: Tulare grasshopper mouse, San Joaquin kit fox, San Joaquin pocket mouse, 
California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, western spadefoot toad, California horned 
lark, and grasshopper sparrow.  Table 3.2.1-2 also describes the status of the animal species found in 
the project area. 
 
The existing highway is a wildlife migration barrier for wildlife. The barrier effect increases with the 
increased size and use of a road; likewise, the number of successful wildlife crossing events 
decreases with the size and use of a road (Brandenburg 1996, Forman and Alexander 1998).  The 
existing route, being mostly in a rural setting, is frequently crossed by many species of wildlife.  
This is most evident, unfortunately, by the varied and frequent wildlife species found dead along the 
highway.  The existing project area acts as a barrier for migration for many small animal species 
such as San Joaquin kit fox, American badger, coyote, California horned lizard, and other 
amphibian, mammal, and reptile species.  The Wye section of the project bisects important 
movement corridors for larger wildlife species as well as smaller animals.  The pronghorn antelope 
and blacktail deer use this north/south trending valley area to move north and south.  The area 
surrounding the Wye section of the project also serves as an important potential movement corridor 
for an expanding herd of Tule elk.  As this herd of Tule elk increases in numbers, it will require a 
larger home range to survive.  Individuals have been observed crossing the highway in this location 
and would likely continue to cross the highway to move south toward larger, undeveloped lands. 
 
The entire project area is listed on the California Natural Diversity Database as within the range for 
the San Joaquin kit fox.  Radio-collared foxes from Camp Roberts have been tracked as they moved 
through the project area toward the Carrizo Plain and the project vicinity.  For the San Joaquin kit 

                                                 
34 A “stand” is a grouping of plants defined by some arbitrary border.  This may be a change in vegetation type, a 
physical feature such as a creek, ridge line, or rock outcropping, or based on a coordinate location.  For these stands of 
gypsum-loving larkspur, a change in vegetation (where the larkspur was no longer found) defined the stand boundaries. 
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fox, the existing route acts as a barrier between the species core population and satellite populations 
(defined as a partially isolated population that is within a group of other populations of the same 
species).  The project area bisects the link between the Carrizo Plain core population and the 
southern Salinas Valley satellite population.  The project area also crosses the link between the 
Antelope Valley/Blackwell’s Corner satellite population and the southern Salinas Valley satellite 
population (satellite populations are sub-populations that depend upon immigration of species from 
the core population for survival).  The project area is identified in the USFWS Upland Species 
Recovery Plan as an important link between these populations of endangered San Joaquin kit fox.  
This link, and the kit fox, is also being affected by habitat loss as traditional cattle rangelands are 
converted to vineyards and subdivisions.   
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Table 3.2.1-2.  Potentially Occurring Sensitive Animal Species in the Project Area 
 Common Name Scientific Name Status  

giant kangaroo rat Dipodomys ingens  SE, FE 
Tulare grasshopper mouse Onychomys torridus tularensis FSC, CSC 
pronghorn antelope* Antilocapra americana Protected game species 
San Joaquin kit fox Vulpes macrotis mutica FE, ST 
San Joaquin pocket mouse Perognathus inornatus inornatus  FSC, BLMS 
pallid bat* Antrozous pallidus CSC, FSS, BLMS, WBWG, 

CDFG protected 
big brown bat* Eptesicus fuscus CDFG protected 
Yuma myotis* Myotis yumanensis FSC, BLMS, CDFG protected 
Townsend’s big-eared bat* Corynorhinus townsendii CSC, FSC, FSS, BLMS, 

WBWG, CDFG protected 
Western pipestrelle* Pipistrellus hesperus CDFG protected 

Mammals 

Mexican free-tailed bat* Tadarida brasiliensis CDFG protected 
California red-legged frog Rana aurora draytonii FT, CSC 
California tiger salamander Ambystoma californiense FT, CSC Amphibians 
Western spadefoot toad Scaphiopus hammondi hammondi FSC, CSC 
California horned lizard* Phrynosoma coronatum fontale FSC, CSC 
blunt-nosed leopard lizard Gambelia silus FE 
San Joaquin coachwhip* Masticophis flagellum ruddockii FSC, CSC Reptiles 

Southwestern pond turtle* Clemmys marmorata pallida FSC, CSC 
mountain plover (wintering) Charadrius montanus CSC 
burrowing owl (burrowing 
sites)* 

Athene cunicularia FSC, CSC 

California horned lark Eremophila alpestris actia CSC 
grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum MNBMC 

Birds 

prairie falcon (nesting) Falco mexicanus CSC 
Conservancy fairy shrimp Branchinecta conservitio FE 
longhorn fairy shrimp Branchinecta longientenna FE 
San Diego fairy shrimp Branchinecta sandiegonensis FE 
vernal pool fairy shrimp* Branchinecta lynchi FT 

Invertebrates 

vernal pool tadpole shrimp Lepidurus packardi FE 
 

BLMS – Bureau of Land Management Sensitive species 
CDFG protected – protected under CA Fish and Game code as a non-game species 
CSC – California Special Concern species 
FE – Federally listed as Endangered  
FSC – Federal Special Concern species (former Category 2 candidate)  
FSS – Forest Service Sensitive species 
FT – Federally listed as Threatened 
MNBMC – U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Migratory Non-game Birds of Management Concern 
SE – State listed as Endangered 
ST – State listed as Threatened 
WBWG – Western Bat Working Group 
* Observed during project studies in the project area. 
 
Surveys for California red-legged frogs did not find any frogs within the biological study area for the 
proposed project, although presence is assumed based on known occurrences at the eastern end of 
the Wye section.  It was found that some components of high quality habitat do exist adjacent to and 
within the project area, although no dispersal corridors35 exist due to the existing traffic levels.  The 
dates of the USFWS protocol surveys for California red-legged frogs and the personnel who 
conducted those surveys can be found below. 

                                                 
35 Dispersal corridors are areas that animals use to move between patches of habitat.  A heavily traveled highway, for 
instance, can prevent young frogs from crossing, limiting the direction they can go to seek out new habitat.  
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Date      Personnel 
10/11/01 (night)     Dave Hacker, Larry Bonner 
10/18/01 (night)     Dave Hacker, Ryan Todaro 
10/22/01 (day)     Dave Hacker, Brandy Russ 
10/23/01 (night)     Dave Hacker, Mitch Dallas 
10/24/01 (night)     Dave Hacker, Mitch Dallas 
10/26/01 (day)     Dave Hacker, Mitch Dallas 
5/15/02   (night)     Dave Hacker, Dr. Norman J. Scott Jr. 
8/22/02   (night)     Dave Hacker, Tom Edell 

  
Surveys for bats identified six different species using the existing structures along and adjacent to 
State Route 46. The Estrella River Bridge (Bridge #49-33), the two Cholame Creek bridges near 
Shandon and the Tosco Plant (Bridges 49-36 and 49-29 respectively), and abandoned house were 
found to be habitat for the six bat species listed in Table 3.2.1-2.  The abandoned house has since 
been destroyed by the private property owner. 
 
General Biological Environment Discussion 
 
The project crosses portions of the state that contain populations of many rare, threatened, and 
endangered species that occur only in California and are important features of California’s natural 
heritage.  These species have been affected by large-scale agricultural conversion and urban 
development and persist in the project area because cattle ranching and limited grain crops are the 
primary land uses (when considering the project as a whole).  Large, private landholdings still 
provide habitat for these species despite rapidly changing land uses, including conversion of grazing 
land to vineyards.  These lands provide vital links between large, undeveloped public and private 
lands south and north of the project area. 
 
Several specific areas that the project crosses were identified as important wildlife habitat for many 
species.  Riparian woodland at the Estrella River crossing near Whitley Gardens is an important 
migratory bird nesting and stopover area.  An important bat roost and a large population of 
southwestern pond turtles were found in the Cholame section.  Several kilometers of permanent 
pools in Cholame Creek are important foraging area for these bats.  Grasslands, valley sink scrub, 
and the tall grasses and forbs in the south end of the Cholame Valley (all in the Cholame Section of 
the project) provide important habitat for pronghorn antelope, tule elk and many of the species listed 
in Table 3.2.1-2. 
 
Of approximately 14,164 hectares (35,000 acres) of land within one mile of the project limits, there 
are roughly 2,064 hectares (5,100 acres) of vineyards, 2,145 hectares (5,300 acres) of other 
croplands, and 688 hectares (1,700 acres) of residential or commercial use.  The remaining 9,267 
hectares (22,900 acres) are mostly used for rangeland and roads.  Figure 3.2.1-1 illustrates the land 
uses surrounding the project used for the biological analysis.  The segments described on this figure 
were developed and used for analysis of impacts to many species in the project area and were 
specifically developed to analyze potential impacts to San Joaquin kit fox.  As can be seen in the 
figure, Segment 2 is the most developed and fragmented portion of the surrounding project area.  
This segment contains the lowest habitat quality in the surrounding project area.    Segments 1 and 3 
are similar in their fragmentation and intensity of development.  Segment 4 is clearly the least 
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developed portion of the surrounding project area.  This area contains a greater diversity of native 
wildlife species and higher quality of habitat for those different species. 
 
Land-use intensity and disturbance adjacent to the right-of-way are greatest in the west and least to 
the east.  Most of the right-of-way in the Estrella section is mowed regularly and is dominated by 
non-native annual species.  From Airport Road to Whitley Gardens, the dominant land uses are 
vineyard, residential, and golf course.  Wildlife habitat is highly fragmented by roads, vineyards, 
wildlife exclusion fencing around vineyards, and other incompatible features that have dominated 
the landscape since the early 1990s.  The dominant land uses between Whitley Gardens and Shandon 
are cattle grazing, vineyards, and annual crops such as alfalfa and barley.  This area is quickly 
converting to vineyards, and several large tracts of grazing land were converted during 1999 and 
2000.  From Shandon to the Tosco Oil Pumping Plant, the dominant land use is a mosaic of grazing 
land and annual crops.  Land use in the remainder of the project area, from the Tosco plant through 
the Wye Section, is primarily grazing.  The lack of intensive land use has resulted in the lowest 
degree of habitat fragmentation for wildlife, making this part of the project area the most diverse and 
valuable for wildlife and plants alike.   
 

 
Figure 3.2.1-1.  Existing land use within one-mile of the project area 
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Wetlands & Vernal Pools 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers San Francisco District verified a Jurisdictional Wetland 
Delineation for the proposed project on February 22, 2002 and on September 22, 2004.  This 
delineation identified several areas with wetlands varying in value and function.  Wetlands’ “value” 
is described in terms of quality and relative role of importance in the ecosystem in the general area.  
Wetlands’ “function” refers to how altered or degraded the wetland area is as compared to a 
“pristine” wetland in a similar area.  Most of the wetland areas within the project limits are 
associated with natural, seasonal creeks and streams.  Some of the wetland areas are located adjacent 
to the existing route and are associated with the existing highway drainage.  The largest wetland area 
is in the Wye section of the project.  Figure 3.2.1-2 shows an aerial view of the wetlands in the Wye 
area.  This wetland area exists north of the existing State Route 46, within the “wye” (between 
existing Routes 46 and 41), and south of the existing State Route 46.  
 

 
Figure 3.2.1-2.  Wetlands in the Wye area 
 

This photo shows the vast amount of wetlands in the Wye area.  The 
arrows point to several of the wetlands in the area.  Note: The proposed 
project would not affect all of the wetlands seen in this photo.

Route 46 

Route 41 
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The wetlands found within the project area were largely seasonal.  They have standing water during 
the winter and early spring, and they dry out in summer.  Except in the Wye section, wetlands found 
were seasonal, palustrine, emergent wetlands associated with grassy swales and degraded 
intermittent channels.  The seasonal wetlands are largely dominated by Mediterranean barley, 
perennial ryegrass and rabbit’s foot grass.  Most of the seasonal wetlands in the Estrella section 
contained wetland grasses such as Mediterranean barley. 
 
The wetlands in the Wye section of the project contain the greatest function and value within the 
entire project.  These alkaline wetlands of the Cholame valley are a mixture of palustrine and 
lacustrine emergent wetlands and scrub-shrub wetlands.  The wetlands south of the existing State 
Route 46 have greater habitat value than the wetlands in between the existing Routes 46 and 41 and 
north of the existing State Route 41.  The wetlands that exist north of the existing State Route 41 and 
in between the existing Routes 46 and 41 in the Wye section are highly degraded.  They are 
continually disturbed by grazing and contain a large component of annual grasses.  In addition, the 
existing Routes 46 and 41 have contributed to the lack of function and value in these areas, 
interrupting the natural hydrology by bisecting historically connected wetland areas.  The wetlands 
south of the existing State Route 46 have a higher function and value associated with them.  Open 
surface water is present there during most years and persists for a longer period of time than in the 
wetland areas north of the existing State Route 46.  These wetlands contain a greater diversity of 
native plants.  The wetland areas south of the existing State Route 46 contain a high percentage of 
permanent wetland vegetation, native grasses, and forbs, which are favorable for wildlife.  These 
wetland areas are important for migratory birds and are a fawning ground for the local herd of 
pronghorn antelope. 
 
In addition to wetlands, the Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation identified several areas of Other 
Waters of the United States (Other Waters).  Other Waters are most simply defined as the area 
between the ordinary high water mark from the edge of the near bank to the ordinary high water 
mark on the opposite bank of a non-tidal creek, river, or stream36.  An example of Other Waters 
would be the Estrella River. 
 
Three potentially affected vernal pools exist within the project limits.  A vernal pool is a small 
temporary pool that forms in a depression on the ground.  Vernal pools are flooded during the rainy 
season and may fill and empty several times during one rainy season. Vernal pools often contain 
specialized plants and animals that have adapted to this pattern of wet and dry conditions.  Water 
collects in these pools because it cannot move deeper into the ground due to a hardpan that is found 
in the soil.  A hardpan is a layer of clay or mineral that water cannot pass through easily.  
 
The first vernal pool occurs in the Estrella section of the project south of State Route 46, east of Mill 
Road (see Figure 3.2.1-3).  This vernal pool covers approximately 0.75 acres and contains a 
federally protected species of fairy shrimp: Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi).  Spike 
rush (Eleocharis macrostachya), water pygmy weed (Crassula aquatica), and coyote thistle 
(Eryngium sp.) were the dominant plants in the pool.  The pool has been regularly disturbed in the 

                                                 
36 Simple definition derived from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Final Summary Report: Guidelines for Jurisdictional 
Determinations for Waters of the United States in the Arid Southwest, page 7.  In addition to the definition described 
above, tidal waters are also Waters of the United States. 
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past, evidenced by disking up to the pool boundary, and therefore contains a number of non-native, 
weedy plant species in addition to the ones described above. 
 

 
Figure 3.2.1-3.  Vernal pool located south of Route 46 and north of Mill Road 

 
Two other vernal pools are located in the Estrella section of the project north of State Route 46, 
directly across the highway from the eastern end of the Hunter Ranch Golf Course.  The vernal pool 
closest to State Route 46 covers approximately 0.04 hectares (0.09 acres) while the other vernal pool 
covers approximately 0.01 hectares (0.03 acres).  Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), 
federally listed as threatened, were found in low numbers in the larger pool.  Native popcorn flower 
(Plagiobothrys sp.), Mediterranean barley, and other non-native, weedy species dominate this 
shallow, heavily disturbed pool.  Cattle grazing continually disturbs these pools. 
 
Table 3.2.1-3 shows the total amount of wetlands, vernal pools, and other Waters of the US that 
were found within the study limits. 
 
Table 3.2.1-3.  All Waters of the United States Found in the Study Limits 

Wetlands Other Waters of the US Project Section acres hectares 
Vernal Pools 

# of pools acres hectares 
Estrella 0.48 0.19 4 2.03 0.82 
Shandon 0.00 0.00 0 9.08 3.67 
Cholame 0.06 0.02 0 7.79 3.15 
Wye 66.01 27.71 0 6.25 2.53 
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Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to biological resources is separate for each proposed alternative.  
 
Impacts to special status plants, plant communities, wildlife species, wetlands and other other waters 
would result from the construction of any of the proposed build alternatives.  Impacts to biological 
resources in the Estrella section differ only slightly between alternatives, although the analysis was 
separate for each alternative.  Impacts to biological resources in the Shandon section are similar for 
each alternative and differ mainly at the Cholame Creek crossing near Shandon where a population 
of a rare plant would be more affected under Shandon Section, Alternative 2 than Shandon Section, 
Alternative 1.  Shandon Section, Alternative 2 would also result in greater impacts to San Joaquin kit 
fox habitat than Alternative 1.  The Cholame section alternatives have the greatest differences in 
impacts.  Cholame Section, Alternative 2 would generally affect a greater amount of habitat for 
many of the discussed species than Cholame Section, Alternative 1.  In addition, Cholame Section, 
Alternative 1 would provide an opportunity to restore a substantial amount of upland habitat along a 
portion of Cholame Creek.  This strip of upland habitat is currently degraded due to the proximity of 
the existing highway to Cholame Creek and would be beneficial to many of the species in the project 
area.  The Wye section alternatives have similar impacts to many of the species discussed in this 
section and differ greatly only in their impacts to wetlands, gypsum-loving larkspur, and San Joaquin 
kit fox habitat.  In general, Wye Section, Alternative 4 would have greater impacts to San Joaquin kit 
fox and wetlands, while Wye Section, Alternative 8b would result in greater impacts to gypsum-
loving larkspur. 
 
Note: The Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures discussion, for the Biological 
Resources section, is contained within each species impacts discussion. 
 
Discussion 
 
Vegetation 
 
The project would affect three natural communities of special concern and two sensitive plant 
species.  The Natural Environment Study prepared for this project concluded with determinations of 
the severity of impact for each species listed in Table 3.2.1-1. Some species were observed directly 
during studies for this project.  Some species were not observed during studies for this project, but it 
was determined that suitable habitat conditions were present and that the species were potentially 
present.  Both of these factors were considered when making a determination of affect for the 
alternatives proposed.  For this discussion, only the species that were confirmed or assumed to be 
present will be discussed in detail.  A summary table (Table 3.2.1-6) is included at the end of this 
section that identifies each species, the determination of impacts from the proposed project, and a 
brief rationale for the determination. 
 
Blue Oak Woodland – California Senate Resolution 17 declares that state agencies must “undertake, 
in the performance of their duties and responsibilities, to preserve and protect native oak woodlands 
to the maximum extent feasible and consistent with the performance of their duties and 
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responsibilities, or provide for replacement plantings where blue, Engelmann, valley or coast live 
oak are removed from woodlands...”   
 
Blue oak woodland was found in patches throughout the project area.  In addition, solitary oaks and 
small groups of oaks were scattered throughout the project area.  Estrella Section Alternatives 8N 
and 9N would permanently remove 1.43 hectares (3.53 acres) of blue oak woodland, containing 147 
blue oaks of all age classes excluding saplings.  Most of the blue oaks that would be impacted are 
mature.  Estrella Section Alternatives 8N and 9N would also affect an additional 89 blue oaks that 
are either isolated or found in small groups.  A total of 236 blue oaks would be removed as a result 
of the construction either of Estrella Section Alternative 8N or 9N.   
 
With the proposed mitigation incorporated for impacts in the Estrella section, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to blue oaks or blue oak woodland would result from 
the construction of any of the alternatives in the Estrella, Shandon, Cholame, or Wye sections. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Estrella Section Alternatives 8N and 9N were both altered to include a narrower median 14.1 meters, 
(46.3 feet) to minimize impacts to blue oak woodland.  Narrowing the median from the 
recommended 18.6 meters (61.0 feet) decreased the impacts to blue oak woodland in the Estrella 
section. 
 
Impacts to blue oaks and blue oak woodland would be mitigated by restoring degraded blue oak 
woodland and conserving existing blue oak woodland in eastern San Luis Obispo County.  Degraded 
blue oak woodland would be restored so that at least 147 mature trees would be established at a 
density similar to that of the affected stands.  In addition, sufficient blue oaks would be planted to 
ensure the establishment of an additional 89 blue oaks to mitigate the loss of the individual trees in 
the project area. 
 
The District Landscape Architect would determine the number of plantings required to establish at 
least 147 mature trees at a density similar to the affected stands and the 89 additional blue oaks.  
 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) would also be established to minimize oak woodland and 
oak tree impacts.  The final project plans would delineate ESAs around the driplines of all oak trees 
that the project would not remove within the proposed right of way and temporary construction 
easements.  No vehicle access within these ESAs would be permitted.  The dripline is the outline of 
a tree’s canopy.  During construction, the Resident Engineer and environmental monitor would 
determine and agree upon the exact placement of ESA markers, based on the project plans, and 
would determine and agree upon the appropriate method for marking the ESAs. 
 
Fremont Cottonwood Woodland – Fremont cottonwood woodland was found at the Estrella River in 
strips on either side of the river channel.  Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N would impact 
Fremont cottonwood woodland through the relinquishment of right of way and bridge construction. 
Both Estrella section alternatives would also degrade the quality of migratory bird habitat inherent in 
Fremont cottonwood woodland by the construction of the new bridges over the Estrella River, which 
may affect the number of migratory birds using the Fremont cottonwood woodland.   
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Estrella Section, Alternative 9N would remove the existing bridge and place two new bridges over 
the cottonwood woodland.  Three of four bridge piers for the new bridges would be placed directly 
within the cottonwood woodland.  In total, 0.3 hectares (0.7 acres) would be temporarily impacted 
by construction access.  The bridges would permanently displace 0.3 hectares (0.8 acres) and would 
permanently degrade 0.1 hectares (0.2 acres) of Fremont cottonwood woodland by subjecting it to 
shade, noise, and periodic maintenance activities.  Removing the existing bridge under this 
alternative would allow for some restoration of cottonwood woodland and the new bridges, which 
are substantially taller than the existing, would allow greater growth and habitat connectivity under 
the bridge than what exists currently. 
 
Estrella Section, Alternative 8N would also place two new bridges over the Fremont cottonwood 
woodland, however the existing bridge would be left in place.  0.3 hectares (0.7 acres) would be 
temporarily impacted by construction access.  The alternative would permanently displace 0.003 
hectares (0.008 acres) and would permanently degrade 0.3 hectares (0.7 acres) of woodland 
subjecting it to continuous shade, noise, and periodic maintenance activities.  The proposed 
connector road on the east side of the Estrella River would further degrade the cottonwood woodland 
by increasing noise levels and directing headlights into the woodland at areas that are currently unlit.  
This would result in an indirect effect, particularly for nesting migratory birds and nocturnal animals.  
This alternative would retain the existing bridge, resulting in three bridges across the river, and 
would degrade a larger area than Estrella Section, Alternative 9N. 
 
With the proposed mitigation incorporated for impacts in the Estrella section, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to Fremont cottonwood woodland would result from 
the construction of any of the alternatives in the Estrella, Shandon, Cholame, or Wye sections. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Fremont cottonwood woodland in the construction area and temporary construction access routes 
would be trimmed down to the ground, leaving the root structures in place so that the vegetation 
could re-sprout.  These trimmed areas would be covered by a layer of clean river substrate (sand or 
cobble) to prevent damage to the underlying soil and root structure.  This substrate would be 
removed upon completion of construction activities.   
 
Construction access would be limited to the minimum area required for bridge construction, and 
areas beyond that would be designated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas and off limits during 
construction.  Designation of the ESA areas would follow the recommendations described in the 
Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measures (ESAs) section, page 122. 
 
Mitigation to replace Fremont cottonwood woodland would be required by the California 
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Direct, permanent impacts 
(based on acreage) would be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio, with temporary impacts mitigated at a 1:1 ratio.  
Indirect permanent impacts would be mitigated at a ratio of 1:1.  The goal of this mitigation effort 
would be to mitigate these impacts in the Estrella River watershed. 
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A potential mitigation site is located just upstream of both Estrella section alternatives.  The site is a 
natural floodplain that has been degraded by disking and is at a confluence with a smaller drainage.  
Roughly 1.5 hectares (3.8 acres) would be suitable for cottonwood woodland planting.  This site is 
contiguous with Fremont cottonwood woodland that would be unaffected by the proposed project.  If 
this site were unavailable, then a suitable site would be purchased and cottonwood woodland would 
be enhanced or established and protected in perpetuity. 
 
To minimize impacts from noise and light to Fremont cottonwood woodland, a screening technique 
would be used.  Examples of appropriate screening techniques include earthen berms, walls, and 
vegetation screens.  The project development team would determine the appropriate method of 
screening during the final phases of project design. 
 
Valley Sink Scrub – Valley sink scrub is found within the Wye section of the project and is 
considered a rare, special community by the California Department of Fish and Game.  Each of the 
Wye section alternatives would impact valley sink scrub and would also provide for opportunities to 
restore valley sink scrub onsite by removing abandoned roadbeds.  Table 3.2.1-4 shows the area of 
permanent impact to valley sink scrub.  Table 3.2.1-5 in the Avoidance, Minimization, and 
Mitigation Measures section describes the amount of valley sink scrub habitat that would be restored 
for each Wye section alternative by removing abandoned road sections. 
 
Table 3.2.1-4.  Valley Sink Scrub Impacts 
 

Wye Section 
Alternative # 

Permanent Impact 
hectares (acres) 

4 2.0  (4.9) 
5 2.0  (4.9) 
7 0.8  (2.0) 
8 6.5 (16.1) 

8b 1.1  (2.7) 
9 5.9 (14.6) 

 
With the incorporation of the proposed mitigation for impacts in the Wye section, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to valley sink scrub would result from the 
construction of any of the alternatives in the Estrella, Shandon, Cholame, or Wye sections. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Within the Wye section, construction access would be limited to the minimum area required for 
construction, and areas beyond that would be designated as an ESA and off-limits.  4.6 meters (15.0 
feet) of access beyond the cut and fill limits would be permitted through most of the Wye section, 
with more, if needed, at specific locations. Designation of the ESA areas would follow the 
recommendations described in the Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measures (ESAs) 
section, page 122. 
  
Wye Section, Alternatives 7 and 8b have opportunities to remove existing roadbeds that would be 
abandoned.  Caltrans would remove these sections of old roadbed and would restore the natural 
hydrology to promote the expansion of the valley sink scrub community.  Table 3.2.1-4 shows the 
amount of restoration of valley sink scrub for each alternative.   
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Table 3.2.1-5.  Onsite Potential Valley Sink Scrub Mitigation 

Wye Section Alternative # Potential Mitigation 
hectares (acres) 

7 1.2 (2.9) 
8b 1.2  (2.9) 

 
In addition to direct mitigation efforts, Caltrans would designate the highway right of way in the 
Cholame Valley floor as a Vegetation Management Area (VMA).  Caltrans would establish highway 
maintenance guidelines within the management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of 
valley sink scrub that would be incorporated in the new right of way.  This would likely improve the 
quality and expand the range of valley sink scrub by protecting it from grazing. 
 
Gypsum-loving Larkspur (CNPS 4) – Impacts to gypsum-loving larkspur would result from the 
construction of Shandon Section, Alternative 2, Wye Section, Alternative 8, and Wye Section, 
Alternative 8b.  Shandon Section, Alternative 2 would impact a patch of gypsum-loving larkspur 
located on a north slope, just east of the Cholame Creek bridge.  Approximately 0.19 hectares, or 
7%, of a 2.7 hectare patch (0.46 acres of a 6.6 acre patch) would be impacted.  Shandon Section, 
Alternative 1 was designed, in part, to avoid impacts to this stand of gypsum-loving larkspur and 
would not impact gypsum-loving larkspur. 
 
Wye Section, Alternative 8 would impact 0.14 hectares (0.34 acre) of a 0.62 hectare (1.54 acre) 
patch, resulting in a loss of approximately 2.7% of the total area occupied by the species within the 
Wye section.  Wye Section, Alternative 8b would impact 0.43 hectares (1.07 acres) of gypsum-
loving larkspur from portions of three different patches within the Wye section.  This would result in 
a loss of approximately 8.3% of the total area occupied by the species within the Wye section 
between existing Routes 41 and 46.  Neither of these alternatives would remove entire patches or 
likely reduce a patch to below a self-sustaining level. 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to gypsum-loving larkspur would result from 
construction of Estrella Section, Alternative 8N or 9N, Shandon Section, Alternative 1, or Wye 
Section, Alternatives 4, 5, 7, or 9. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Preserving and enhancing habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox may preserve habitat for the gypsum-
loving larkspur.  The larkspur appears common to north slopes in the vicinity, preserving any habitat 
with north slopes in the Estrella watershed is likely to preserve patches of gypsum-loving larkspur. 
 
Caltrans would designate the highway right of way encompassing patches of gypsum-loving larkspur 
as a Vegetation Management Area.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance guidelines 
within the management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of gypsum-loving larkspur 
that would be incorporated in the new right of way.  This may improve the habitat quality and 
expand the range of gypsum-loving larkspur by protecting it from grazing and agricultural 
conversion. 
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Caltrans would also collect seed from the plants within the preferred alternatives’ footprint for two 
years prior to construction.  These seeds and the affected plants would be planted on the new north-
facing fill slopes.  The species has colonized highway fill slopes along State Route 46 on Antelope 
Grade.  Transplanting the affected plants and planting seeds may establish new patches of gypsum-
loving larkspur on the north facing fill slopes. 
 
Crownscale (CNPS 4) – Impacts to crownscale would result from constructing any of the Wye 
section alternatives.  Each alternative would partially remove patches of crownscale and adversely 
affect the species.  Wye Section, Alternative 4 would not only remove partial stands but would also 
further fragment suitable habitat for this plant.  Wye Section, Alternatives 5, 7, 8, 8b, and 9 would 
remove abandoned roadbeds resulting in greater potential habitat connectivity and would leave 
approximately the same amount of potentially suitable habitat that now exists.  The areas where 
abandoned road segments would be removed have crownscale stands on either side.  It is assumed 
that after the abandoned road segments are removed that crownscale would colonize those areas, 
reconnecting patches.  Wye Section, Alternatives 8, 8b, and 9 were designed, in part, to minimize 
impacts to crownscale.  Table 3.2.1-6 quantifies the area of crownscale that would be permanently 
removed and temporarily impacted during construction. 
 
Because no suitable habitat exists, no impacts to crownscale would result from the construction of 
any of the Estrella, Shandon, or Cholame sections. 
 
Table 3.2.1-6.  Impacts to Crownscale 
 

Wye Section 
Alternative # 

Permanent Impact 
hectares (acres) 

Temporary Impact 
hectares (acres) 

4 0.37 (0.91) 0.05 (0.13) 
5 0.19 (0.48) 0.05 (0.13) 
7 0.57 (1.40) 0.04 (0.09) 
8 0.15 (0.37) 0.03 (0.08) 

8b 0.44 (1.08) 0.05 (0.12) 
9 0.07 (0.17) 0.03 (0.07) 

 
With the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA determination found that no 
significant impacts to crownscale would result from the construction of any of the Wye section 
alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Within the entire Wye section, construction access would be limited to the minimum area required 
for construction, and areas beyond that would be designated as an ESA and off-limits.  4.6 meters 
(15.0 feet) of access beyond the cut and fill limits would be permitted through most of the Wye 
section, with more, if needed, at specific locations. Designation of the ESA areas would follow the 
recommendations described in the Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measures (ESAs) 
section, page 122. 
 
To minimize impacts to crownscale, portions of the existing roadbeds would be removed and 
restored to match adjacent elevations.  Crownscale would colonize the road removal areas naturally 
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because they are on the same floodplain as the mapped population and are between unaffected 
patches of crownscale. 
 
In addition to the mitigation efforts described above, Caltrans would designate the highway right of 
way in the Cholame Valley floor as a VMA.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance 
guidelines within the management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of crownscale that 
would be incorporated in the new right of way.  This may improve the habitat quality and expand the 
range of crownscale by protecting it from grazing. 
 
Sensitive Plants and Plant Communities Summary – The CEQA analysis found that no significant 
impacts would occur to sensitive plants or plant communities from any of the proposed project 
alternatives.  Table 3.2.1-7 describes each plant species of concern surveyed for this project, and 
gives a description of its habitat, the results of the survey, the determination of effect, and the 
rationale for that determination. 
 
Table 3.2.1-7.  Summary of Plant Species of Concern: Survey Results and Project Impacts 
Common Name Survey Results Determination Rationale 

Oval-leaved 
snapdragon Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 

Crownscale Identified within the BSA along Cholame Creek and floor of 
Cholame Valley. 

may affect within project 
footprint 

Dwarf calycadenia Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 
California jewel-
flower Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. 

no effect not present 

Straight-awned 
spineflower 

Identified within BSA between highway and Cholame Creek 
near Bitterwater Rd. 

no effect  outside project 
footprint 

Hall’s tarplant Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect outside project 
footprint 

Gypsum-loving 
larkspur 

Identified within the BSA may affect within project 
footprint 

Recurved larkspur Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 
Kellogg’s horkelia No habitat present in project area. no effect not present 
Pale-yellow layia Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 

Munz’s tidy-tips Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 
Panoche pepper-
grass 

Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 

Jared’s pepper-grass Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 

Showy madia Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 
Shining navarretia Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 

Rayless ragwort No habitat present in project area. no effect not present 

Mason’s neststraw Habitat present, not observed during 1999 or 2000 surveys. no effect not present 

 
Wildlife 
 
The proposed project would affect species of concern.  The Natural Environment Study prepared for 
this project determined the severity of impact for each species listed in Table 3.2.1-2.  Suitable 
habitat was found for some species that were not observed during studies, but have been historically 
documented in the area.  These species were considered to be potentially present and affected by the 
project.  Other species were observed directly during studies for this project.  Both situations were 



Chapter 3: Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  97 

considered when making a determination of affect for the alternatives proposed in this project.  For 
this discussion, only species that were confirmed or assumed to be present will be discussed in 
detail.  A summary table (Table 3.2.1-18) is included at the end of this section that identifies each 
species, the determination of impacts from the proposed project, and a brief rationale for the 
determination. 
 
California Tiger Salamander (FT) – Known populations occur within a few miles north and south of 
the project area, these populations would not be affected.  However, several permanent ponds and 
temporary pools that offer potential breeding habitat were found nearer to State Route 46.  Ponds 
and pools are concentrated at the east and west ends of the project area. The ponds at the east end are 
located 5.5 to 10.5 kilometers (3.4 to 6.5 miles) from the nearest known populations and the west-
end locations are much farther from any known populations.  Figure 3.2.1-4 shows the locations of 
the pools relative to the project area.  No salamanders were observed during surveys within the 
project area, although no surveys were specifically conducted for California tiger salamander. 
 

  
Figure 3.2.1-4.  Locations of California tiger salamander pools in relation to State Route 46. 
 
The project would not affect tiger salamanders in the Estrella Section because the pools there do not 
provide suitable habitat.  The Shandon section would not affect California tiger salamanders because 
no potential breeding sites occur near the Shandon section.  The Cholame and Wye alternatives may 
affect, and are likely to adversely affect, a small portion of potential populations by slightly reducing 
available uplands and underground refugia and by direct mortality during construction.  If 
salamanders are present in the pools near the Cholame and Wye sections, then the Cholame and Wye 

Route 46 
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alternatives would probably affect only far-dispersing individuals according to current dispersal 
distance estimates.  The effects would be similar for all Wye and Cholame alternatives.  Adverse 
effects to inter-pond dispersals are not expected because the existing highway's traffic is already a 
substantial, if not complete barrier.  The nearest known populations between which dispersal events 
could cross the highway are 15 km (9 miles) apart, not accounting for slope, which would make that 
distance much greater.  The proposed bridges in the Wye section would improve inter-pond dispersal 
potential. 
 
Table 3.2.1-8 summarizes the distances to each potential breeding pool from the limits of each 
alternative’s earthwork.  Distances were measured only where earthwork would affect habitat in 
which California tiger salamanders might utilize underground refugia, e.g. if earthwork would be 
isolated from pool by existing highway, then it was not considered to have potential to affect 
salamanders. 
 
Table 3.2.1-8. Percent of Potential California Tiger Salamander Population Residing in 
Uplands as Far from Pools as where Construction Activities Would Occur 

Cholame 
Area Pool # 

Distance of Construction Activities from 
Potentially Inhabited Pools1 

Percent of Potential Population Residing at 
that Distance from Pool2 

1 1.7 km (1.1 miles) 0.23 % 
3 2.8 km (1.7 miles) 0.01 % 
4 0.75 km (0.5 miles) 3.23 % 
5 1.3 km (0.8 miles) 0.69 % 

1. Distances are map distances that do not account for slope; the actual distances on the ground are greater due to slope. 
2. Based on equation from Trenham et al. (2001) where dispersal probability=(0.264)e-0.0026•distance 
 
The proposed project is beyond the 670 meters (2,198 feet) that Trenham et al. estimated for normal 
upland movement patterns.  Trenham’s equation for predicting dispersal probability based on 
distance (dispersal probability=(0.264)e-0.0026•distance ), was applied to the distances in Table 3.2.1-8.  The 
results in the third column show that very small percentages of the population are expected to utilize 
the uplands as far from pools as where construction would occur.  An even smaller percentage of the 
population would occur within the construction area, because construction would affect only small 
portions of the uplands at the given distances.  Most of the construction would occur at much greater 
distances from the pools, where dispersal probabilities approach zero.  The small potential effect 
would not affect any of the potential populations’ viability, unless a population depends on inter-
pond dispersal across the highway to maintain its numbers, which is highly unlikely for two reasons. 
 
The first reason is that inter-pond dispersal distances would have to be great for the highway to 
affect such movements.  The shortest potential inter-pond dispersal that the project could affect 
would be between pools 1 and 4, a distance of 3.1 kilometers (1.9 miles), which is beyond the 670 
meters (2,198 feet) maximum estimated as the normal upland movement distance. 
 
The second reason is that the existing road is almost certainly a complete dispersal barrier due to the 
high traffic volumes.  The 10 PM to 4AM Highway 46 traffic counts at the San Luis Obispo/Kern 
County line averaged 39 cars/hour between January 11 and 18, 2000 (see California red-legged frog 
methodology for more details).  It is important to note that these traffic counts came from east of the 
41/46 intersection, and the traffic counts are much higher west of that intersection (nearest most of 
the pools) where the highway carries the traffic from both the 46 and 41.  The traffic counts would 
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also be much higher if all darkness hours, when California tiger salamanders might disperse, were 
included (the traffic analysis included only 10 PM – 4 AM). Therefore, the proposed project would 
not exacerbate or create any dispersal barriers. 
 
With the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA determination found that no 
significant impacts to California tiger salamanders would result from the construction of any of the 
proposed alternatives.  
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Caltrans would designate the highway right of way in the Cholame Valley floor as a VMA.  Caltrans 
would establish highway maintenance guidelines within the management area to preserve and 
promote the maintenance of native plant and animal communities that would be incorporated into the 
new highway right of way.  This would prevent or minimize activities that could harm California 
tiger salamanders if they occur within the right of way, protecting habitat that is now subject to 
potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
Equipment and material storage areas shall be located in areas with no small mammal burrows or 
areas greater than 671 meters (2200 feet) from potential breeding pools. 
 
California Red-legged Frog (FT) – Surveys detected no California red-legged frogs within the 
biological survey area, although suitable habitat and previously known occurrences were found in 
the project vicinity. 
 
None of the Estrella, Shandon, or Cholame section alternatives would adversely affect California 
red-legged frogs.  No potential dispersal corridors were identified across the existing highway due to 
the current traffic levels.  The Estrella River at Whitley Gardens contains suitable habitat for red-
legged frogs although it does occasionally go dry during the summer months and supports predatory 
fish and bullfrogs.  Although Cholame Creek provides abundant year-long aquatic habitat in 
approximately 5.5 kilometers (3.4 miles) of creek, from near the Tosco oil pumping plant to near the 
Jack Ranch Cafe, it contains non-native predatory fish that make Cholame Creek unsuitable breeding 
habitat for red-legged frogs. 
 
In the Wye section, the creek that crosses State Route 41, east of the Wye, is intermittent but has six 
permanent pools along a 450 meter (1,476 feet) stretch.  These pools provide potential breeding 
habitat and permanent water sources for red-legged frogs.  California red-legged frogs have been 
observed in similar pools, in the same creek, less than 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) upstream.  Thus, the 
six pools near Wye Section, Alternative 8b were considered to be potential aquatic habitat. 
 
Only Wye Section, Alternative 8b would include activities near likely California red-legged frog 
habitat.  Placing fill for two new lanes between the existing highway and the six pools in the Wye 
section would not affect red-legged frogs directly.  Direct effects to individual frogs during 
construction would not be anticipated given the measures detailed in the Avoidance & Minimization 
Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures section.  Figure 3.2.1-5 shows the 
proximity of Wye Section, Alternative 8b to the potential aquatic habitat. 
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Figure 3.2.1-5.  Upland Impacts Near Potential California Red-legged Frog Aquatic Habitat 
 
With the proposed avoidance and minimization measures, the CEQA determination found that no 
significant impacts to California red-legged frogs would result from the construction of any of the 
proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Within the entire Wye section, construction access would be limited for all alternatives to the 
minimum area required for construction, and areas beyond would be designated as an ESA.  4.6 
meters (15.0 feet) of access beyond the cut and fill limits would be permitted with more if needed at 
specific locations.  Designation of the ESA areas would follow the recommendations described in 
the Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measures (ESAs) section, page 122. 
 
Since Wye Section, Alternative 8B was selected the following measures have been incorporated into 
the project: 
 
¾ Earthwork within 82 meters (270 feet) of potential aquatic habitat between STA 29+00 and 

42+00 (kiloposts 73.1 to 74.0/postmiles 45.4 to 46.0) would occur between May 1 and October 
31.  Construction access would be limited to 4.6 meters (15.0 feet) beyond the cut and fill lines. 

 
¾ A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction surveys for California red-legged frogs within 

the project area within two days of initiation of project construction. 
 
¾ Any California red-legged frogs encountered will be reported to the Service immediately or as 

soon as practicable (e.g., the following business day if encountered at night).  California red-
legged frogs found in harm’s way will be captured and relocated to appropriate habitat as 
determined after discussions with Service staff. 

Route 41
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¾ All new sightings of California red-legged frogs within the project areas will be reported to the 

Service and the CNDDB. 
 
¾ Pre-construction meetings with the construction contractor and crew will be conducted to brief 

them on the potential presence of California red-legged frogs in the project areas, and educate 
onsite workers in the identification and habitat requirements of California red-legged frogs, as 
well as the ramifications of take of listed species.  The minimization measures outlined here will 
also be discussed. 

 
¾ To the maximum extent practicable, contractors will avoid all project-related activities including 

road construction, within 91.4 meters (300.0 feet) of all wetlands/water courses that provide 
suitable breeding and foraging habitat for the California red-legged frog. 

 
¾ Pesticide application will be avoided within 152.4 meters (500.0 feet) of all 

wetlands/watercourses. 
 
¾ Bank slope protection placed on creek channel banks will be designed for erosion control by 

means of riparian function enhancement.  Designs utilizing native topsoil and riparian local stock 
are preferred (biotechnology, logs, willow wattles, potted willows, terracing, etc.). 

 
¾ Prior to commencing construction, Caltrans will coordinate with the CDFG to prepare a riparian 

vegetation replacement program for the project.  Riparian vegetation removed as a result of the 
project will be replaced at a 3:1 ratio. 

 
¾ California native species (local stock preferred) will be utilized in re-vegetation and habitat 

enhancement efforts associated with the project. 
 
¾ Within 91.4 meters (300 feet) of potential California red-legged frog breeding habitat, only water 

will be used for dust abatement. 
 
Western Spadefoot Toad (FSC, CSC) – Several potential breeding locations (permanent ponds and 
temporary pools) were surveyed for western spadefoot toads within and adjacent to the project area.  
Table 3.2.1-9 shows the locations and dates of the visual/dipnet surveys.  No spadefoot toads were 
observed during surveys, although one toad was heard at the vernal pool near Mill Road in the 
Estrella section.  Suitable habitat was found at several places within each of the four project sections.  
The combination of two vernal pools, a temporary pond, and a permanent pond all within close 
proximity on the Black Ranch, within the Estrella section of the project, make this property a 
potential western spadefoot toad breeding location.  In the Cholame section, five temporary pools 
likely support breeding spadefoot toads.  These areas meet both the upland and aquatic habitat 
requirements for the species and are near known occurrences of the species. 
 
All alternatives for each of the four sections of the proposed project would displace potential upland 
habitat.  Potential aquatic habitat would be displaced only at the Estrella River, under both Estrella 
section alternatives, and within the Wye section under Alternative 4.  Estrella Section, Alternatives 
8N and 9N would displace upland habitat as close as 25 meters (82 feet) to the vernal pool near Mill 
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Road.  This entire upland habitat is within the existing right of way and most of it consists of a steep 
roadcut.  The two new bridges at the Estrella River would displace small amounts of potential 
aquatic habitat under either Estrella section alternative by placing new piers.  Bridge approach fills 
and abutments37 would displace potential upland habitat adjacent to the river.  The bridges would 
displace very little of the total aquatic habitat available in that part of the Estrella River and would 
not result in substantial adverse impacts. 
 
Both Shandon Section Alternatives 1 and 2 may temporarily affect some western spadefoot toads by 
disturbing their upland habitat.  No impacts to potential breeding pools would result from either of 
the Shandon section alternatives.  The new bridges in this section would span a substantial portion of 
floodplain, improving habitat connectivity. 
 
No impacts to aquatic habitat or potential breeding pools would result from either of the Cholame 
section alternatives.  The nearest potential pool is west of Bitterwater Road, south of the highway 
and Cholame Creek.  This pool is approximately 0.75 km (0.47 miles) from proposed construction, 
so it is unlikely that construction would affect many toads that breed in or have dispersed from that 
pool.  The new bridges would span a substantial portion of floodplain, improving habitat 
connectivity.  Western spadefoot toads are likely to burrow in uplands around Cholame Creek.  
Because Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would move the highway away from the creek, it would 
result in the least impacts to western spadefoot toads.  
 
Table 3.2.1-9.  Western Spadefoot Toad Dipnet/Visual Survey Locations and Dates 

Location # Description Date 
1 Cholame Creek at Route 46 bridge near Jack 

Ranch Café 2/4/02, 4/11/02 

2 Cholame Creek channel at Cholame Valley 
road, 1st culvert outlet, 0.3 km north of Route 46   2/4/02, 4/11/02 

3 Cholame Creek channel at Cholame Valley 
road, first bridge (1.9 km) north of Route 46 2/4/02, 4/11/02 

4 Cholame Creek, pools, wetlands at McMillan 
Canyon road and Cholame Valley road 2/4/02, 4/11/02 

5 Cholame Creek at Route 46 bridge near Tosco 
Plant 2/4/02, 4/11/02 

6 Estrella River between Route 46 bridge and 
trestle bridge upstream 2/04/02, 4/11/02, 5/8/02 

7 rainpool at southeast corner of Branch 
road/Route 46 intersection 2/4/02, 4/11/02 

8 culvert outlet at southwest corner of Mill 
road/Route 46 intersection 2/4/02, 4/11/02 

9 culvert outlet pool on north side of 46, between 
Airport road and Mill road, postmile 32.6 2/4/02, 4/11/02 

 
All of the proposed Wye section alternatives would include removing the easternmost Cholame 
Creek Bridge.  This would temporarily disturb this potential breeding location and associated 
uplands.  Wye Section, Alternative 8b would permanently displace potential upland habitat for 
                                                 
37 Bridge approach fills and abutments are the foundations constructed on either side of a river to support the ends of a 
bridge. 
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western spadefoot toads within 60 meters (197 feet) of a potential breeding pool.  If spadefoot toads 
breed here, then this alternative would likely bury burrowed spadefoot toads.  The pool would 
probably still remain a viable breeding location if the culvert under Cholame Valley Road remains in 
place; removing the culvert would likely cause the pool to fill in.  Wye Section, Alternative 4 would 
displace a potential breeding pool for the spadefoot toads.   
 
The loss of habitat from the proposed project would not result in substantial impacts to the species 
because it is a comparatively small amount when looking at the available habitat in the spadefoot 
toad’s range, including the project area.  In addition, this linear loss of habitat would not likely 
displace entire populations or even individual home ranges, as would a project that removed similar 
acreage in a block-like fashion. 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to western spadefoot toads would result from the 
construction of any of the proposed alternatives. With any alternative but Wye Section, Alternative 
4, known breeding locations would not be displaced or degraded to the point that they would not be 
able to support western spadefoot toads. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Within the entire Wye section, construction access would be limited to the minimum area required 
for construction, and areas beyond would be designated as an ESA.  Additional ESAs would be 
established, in the Estrella section, between STA 50+80 and 54+80 westbound, 55+00 and 65+00 
eastbound, and 69+00 and 86+00 eastbound.  4.6 meters (15.0 feet) of access beyond the cut and fill 
limits would be permitted with more if needed at specific locations.  Designation of the ESA areas 
would follow the recommendations described in the Additional Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures (ESAs) section, page 122. 
 
Preserving and enhancing habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox may also preserve and enhance habitat 
for the western spadefoot toad.  Many spadefoot toad specimens and observations have been 
documented in the Estrella River and Cholame Creek watersheds, so preserving kit fox habitat 
within this watershed may also preserve spadefoot toad habitat. 
 
Caltrans would designate the highway right of way in the Cholame Valley floor as a VMA.  Caltrans 
would establish highway maintenance guidelines within the management area to preserve and 
promote the maintenance of native plant and animal communities that would be incorporated into the 
new highway right of way.  This would prevent or minimize activities that could harm western 
spadefoot toads if they occur within the right of way, protecting habitat that is now subject to 
potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
Southwestern Pond Turtle (FSC, CSC) – Many southwestern pond turtles were observed on several 
different occasions in the Cholame section of the project area in Cholame Creek.  In addition, six 
southwestern pond turtles were observed in the Estrella River.  No pond turtles were observed in the 
Shandon or Wye sections of the biological survey area. 
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Any of the Estrella and Cholame section alternatives may affect southwestern pond turtles.  Most 
impacts would occur to potential upland habitat.  In total, 1.9 hectares (4.7 acres) of potential nesting 
and refuge habitat would be lost from either of the Cholame section alternatives.  Most of this 
grassland is located between 40 and 200 meters (131 and 656 feet) from the creek channel.  This is a 
very small portion of the uplands that are available to this southwestern pond turtle population. 
 
Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would remove portions of the existing lanes between postmiles 50.7 
and 52.1 and restore upland habitat for southwestern pond turtles.  In total, 3.4 hectares (8.5 acres) of 
upland habitat adjacent to permanent and intermittent waters in Cholame Creek and adjacent to the 
southwestern pond turtle population would be restored.   
 
Cholame Section, Alternative 2 would keep two lanes of traffic adjacent to Cholame Creek.  The 
creek banks there are vertical, unstable, and near the existing two lanes.  Future bank stabilization 
projects that would affect southwestern pond turtles should be expected with this alternative.  In 
addition, this alternative would not provide an opportunity to restore upland habitat adjacent to the 
southwestern pond turtle population in the Cholame section. 
 
Both Estrella section alternatives may affect southwestern pond turtles that could potentially be 
nesting in uplands near the Estrella River.  The turtles in this section however were observed in 
pools approximately 0.4 kilometers (0.3 miles) from the project area.  It is more likely that turtles 
would be found nearer to these pools than to the construction area. 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts would result to southwestern pond turtles or their 
habitat. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would remove portions of the existing lanes adjacent to Cholame 
Creek.  This would compensate for impacts to southwestern pond turtles by restoring upland habitat 
adjacent to permanent and intermittent waters in the creek.  This area of upland habitat is also 
adjacent to a portion of a southwestern pond turtle population. 
 
San Joaquin Coachwhip (FSC, CSC) – One San Joaquin coachwhip (a snake) was observed in the 
Cholame section.  A museum specimen was also collected from that area in 1995.  All non-tilled 
grasslands east of the Tosco oil pumping plant appear to provide suitable habitat in large blocks that 
could support this species, which requires large home ranges.  The patchy natural habitat in the 
Shandon and Cholame sections may also support the San Joaquin coachwhip. 
 
Estrella Section, Alternative 8N or 9N would not affect the San Joaquin coachwhip or its habitat.  
Every other alternative may affect the San Joaquin coachwhip by permanently displacing potential 
habitat and creating a greater barrier to movements across State Route 46.  Table 3.2.1-10 shows the 
amount of area that would be permanently impacted for the Shandon, Cholame, and Wye section 
alternatives.   
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Table 3.2.1-10.  Estimated Potential San Joaquin Coachwhip Habitat Impacts 

Section, Alternative Temporary Impacts* 
hectares (acres) 

Permanent Impacts 
hectares (acres) 

Shandon, Alternative 1 45  (111) 38  (94) 
Shandon, Alternative 2 50  (123) 39  (97) 
Cholame, Alternative 1 25  (61) 29  (71) 
Cholame, Alternative 2 20  (50) 37  (92) 
Wye Section (all alternatives) 12-20  (30-50) 24-28  (60-70) 
* includes construction area buffer equal to 3 meters (10 feet) 
 
The loss of habitat from the proposed project would not result in substantial impacts to the species 
because it is a comparatively small amount when looking at the available habitat in the coachwhip’s 
range, including the project area.  In addition, this linear loss of habitat would not likely displace 
entire populations or even individual home ranges, as would a project that removed similar acreage 
in a block-like fashion. 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to the San Joaquin coachwhip would result from the 
construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Dry culverts placed specifically for animal crossings would minimize the barrier effect of the 
existing and proposed highway.  Culverts placed for wildlife passage would perforate the highway 
and facilitate the coachwhip’s movement under the highway, potentially reducing the barrier effect 
of the highway.  The proposed longer bridges and enlarged culverts would improve habitat 
connectivity. 
 
Preserving and enhancing habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox would also preserve and enhance 
habitat for the San Joaquin coachwhip.  The habitats of the kit fox and coachwhip are very similar.  
It is likely that the property preserved for kit fox would be suitable habitat for the San Joaquin 
coachwhip.  This habitat would be preserved and enhanced to offset impacts to habitat in the project 
area. 
 
California Horned Lizard (FSC, CSC) – California horned lizards were observed during surveys in 
the Shandon, Cholame, and Wye sections.  Most observations were made in sandy floodplains and 
drainage areas.  Based on the observations made during surveys, these areas were considered to be 
the highest quality habitat within the surveyed area.   
 
Every alternative proposed for the project may affect California horned lizards by potentially 
displacing horned lizards in uncultivated lands.  Every alternative would displace approximately the 
same amount of potential habitat.  The additional lanes proposed for each alternative may create a 
greater barrier to movement, although the existing highway is most likely already a barrier. 
 
Direct losses of habitat in the high quality areas would result from constructing new bridge crossings 
or extending culverts.  This would occur at Pine Creek (kilopost 65.2, postmile 40.5), Shimmin 
Canyon (kilopost 68.1, postmile 42.3), an unnamed drainage at kilopost 69.8 (postmile 43.4), 
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McMillan Canyon (kilopost 73.2, postmile 45.5), Cholame Creek bridges #49-29 and #49-95, and 
White Canyon (kilopost 85.5, postmile 53.1).  The total direct loss of high-quality habitat is 
estimated to be 0.3 hectares (0.7 acres).  Only temporary impacts would result from the construction 
of the Cholame Creek bridges.  Connectivity would likely improve for this species with the 
construction of the new bridge at McMillan Canyon. 
 
High quality California horned lizard habitat would be affected only at the crossing of sandy 
drainage areas.  These crossings would be perpendicular to the drainage, which minimizes the 
amount of high-quality habitat affected and leaves intact habitat in place upstream and downstream 
of the project area.  Direct impacts, from the construction of any of the alternatives, to California 
horned lizards would be minimized by capturing individual lizards and relocating them prior to 
construction.  A strategy to accomplish this is provided in the Avoidance, Minimization, and 
Mitigation Measures section. 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to California horned lizards would result from the 
construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
ESAs would be established at all drainages to minimize impacts to Other Waters.  This would also 
minimize impacts to California horned lizard habitat.  Designation of the ESA areas would follow 
the recommendations described in the Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measures (ESAs) 
section, page 122. 
 
Culverts placed for wildlife passage would perforate the highway and facilitate the movement of 
California horned lizards under the highway, potentially reducing the barrier effect of the highway.  
The proposed bridges to replace the culvert at McMillan Canyon Creek and the larger culverts 
proposed at most drainages would improve habitat connectivity, compensating for the habitat losses 
resulting from road widening and culvert extensions. 
 
Pitfall traps with drift fences would be placed within construction areas in the seven drainages 
identified in the environmental impacts section for several days prior to construction.  Captured 
lizards would be relocated to avoid direct mortality from construction.   
 
Initial habitat disturbance in these drainages would occur between April and October to ensure that 
horned lizards are active on the surface, and therefore able to be captured and relocated. 
 
Preserving and enhancing habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox would also preserve and enhance 
habitat for the California horned lizard.  It is likely that the property preserved for kit fox would 
contain sandy drainages that are habitat for California horned lizard.  This habitat would be 
preserved and enhanced to offset impacts to habitat in the project area. 
 
Caltrans would designate the highway right of way from STA 135+00 in the Cholame section to the 
end of the project as a VMA.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance guidelines within the 
management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of native plant and animal communities 
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that would be incorporated into the new highway right of way.  This would prevent or minimize 
activities that could harm California horned lizards if they occur within the right of way, protecting 
habitat that is now subject to potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
Burrowing Owl (burrow sites) (FSC, CSC) – Two burrowing owls were observed during biological 
surveys in the project area.  One burrowing owl was observed at an unnamed creek near State Route 
41, east of the Wye.  The second burrowing owl was found using a burrow complex between State 
Route 46 and State Route 41 east of the intersection, within the Wye area.  
 
Burrowing owls could occupy the numerous ground squirrel burrows and badger dens throughout 
the eastern project area at any time, including habitat within the existing right of way.  Much 
potential habitat was observed in the Shandon, Cholame, and Wye sections in and near the Cholame 
Valley.  All Shandon, Cholame, and Wye section alternatives may affect burrowing owl burrowing 
sites.  Because of a lack of suitable habitat for burrowing owls, no effects to burrowing owls would 
occur from either of the Estrella section alternatives. 
 
Wye Section Alternatives 5 and 8b would disturb ground approximately 50 meters (164 feet) from 
the identified burrow complex between State Routes 46 and 41.  This would likely disturb the owls 
and possibly cause owls to leave the complex, possibly adversely affecting owl reproduction.  
Construction, however, would not occur for several years in that area; the burrows may not be 
occupied at that time.  Conversely, many burrows found unoccupied may have burrowing owls using 
them by the time construction begins. 
 
Standard minimization and mitigation efforts per the Santa Cruz Predatory Bird Research Group’s 
burrowing owl mitigation guidelines would be implemented to avoid and minimize substantial 
adverse affects to burrowing owls.  These measures are described in detail in the Avoidance, 
Minimization, and Mitigation Measures portion of this section as well as in Chapter 6, of this 
EA/DEIR. 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to burrowing owls would result from the 
construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
All disturbance within 50 meters (164 feet) of occupied burrows would be mitigated per the Santa 
Cruz Predatory Bird Research Group’s burrowing owl “on-site mitigation guidelines,” which are 
summarized below (http://www2.ucsc.edu/scpbrg/mitigation.htm).  If these guidelines are updated 
prior to construction, the updated guidelines should be implemented. 
 
¾ All uncultivated grounds to be disturbed during construction should be surveyed for potential 

burrows less than 30 days prior to ground disturbance.   
 
¾ Occupied burrows must be avoided between February 1 and August 31 due to nesting activities, 

unless California Department of Fish and Game personnel verify that egg-laying has not begun 
or that juveniles are capable of independent foraging.   
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¾ Any burrow encountered between September 1 and January 31 should be carefully excavated by 

hand after placing one-way doors at entrances for 48 hours.  Flexible plastic pipe should be 
inserted into burrows during excavation to provide an escape route for any remaining owls or 
other occupants. 

 
¾ Disturbed burrows shall be replaced with artificial burrows at a 1:1 ratio within 50-75 meters 

(164-246 feet) of the disturbed burrows, but at least 50 meters (164 feet) from the construction 
area. 

 
Artificial burrows would be constructed on property purchased for kit fox habitat mitigation. 
 
In addition, Caltrans would designate a VMA from STA 135+00, in the Cholame section, to the end 
of the project.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance guidelines within the management 
area to preserve and promote the maintenance of native plant and animal communities that would be 
incorporated into the new highway right of way.  This would prevent or minimize activities that 
could harm burrowing owls if they occur within the right of way, protecting habitat that is now 
subject to potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
Mountain Plover (CSC) – No mountain plovers were observed during biological surveys of the 
project area.  The species is believed to be declining, and it is unknown if plovers still winter in the 
Cholame Valley, where, substantial, apparently suitable, habitat still exists.  Because of a lack of 
suitable habitat, none of the Estrella, Shandon, or Cholame section alternatives would affect 
mountain plover. 
 
All of the Wye section alternatives may affect wintering mountain plovers.  Construction of any of 
the Wye section alternatives may create temporary noise or other indirect disturbances that may 
cause wintering mountain plovers to use another part of the Cholame Valley.  Permanent effects of 
highways are unknown due to a lack of information regarding mountain plovers.  Potential 
permanent impacts would include a wider strip of unsuitable habitat near the highway due to traffic 
noise on the proposed wider facility.  These potential impacts would be similar for all Wye section 
alternatives.  The Cholame Valley, in general, would still remain suitable mountain plover habitat 
during and after construction of any chosen Wye section alternative. 
 
All Wye section alternatives except for Wye Section, Alternative 4 may mitigate these impacts by 
consolidating the highway into a more compact area within the Cholame Valley floor, thus reducing 
habitat fragmentation within the Cholame Valley.  Wye Section, Alternative 4 would isolate a large 
area on the valley floor between the eastbound and westbound lanes.   
 
With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to mountain plover would result from the 
construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
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Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Preserving and enhancing habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox may benefit mountain plovers as well.  
If the kit fox mitigation property is within the Cholame or San Juan Creek watersheds, it may 
support wintering mountain plovers.  In addition, Caltrans would designate a VMA from STA 
135+00 in the Cholame section to the end of the project.  Caltrans would establish highway 
maintenance guidelines within the management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of 
native plant and animal communities that would be incorporated into the new highway right of way.  
This would prevent or minimize activities that could harm wintering mountain plovers if they occur 
within the right of way, protecting habitat that is now subject to potentially harmful, unregulated 
activities. 
 
California Horned Lark (CSC) – Flocks of up to several hundred juvenile and adult horned larks 
were observed during biological surveys.  It was not possible to reliably identify the birds in the 
flock to a subspecies level.  Although no nests were observed, horned larks are known to nest in the 
vicinity of the project area and probably nest within the biological survey area.  Habitat immediately 
adjacent to the existing highway could possibly contain horned lark nests. 
 
All alternatives in the Shandon, Cholame, and Wye sections may affect horned larks.  The effect 
would be a direct loss of potential nesting or foraging habitat.  Neither of the Estrella section 
alternatives would affect the horned lark.  The loss of habitat would be linear in shape and would 
result in less of an impact to the horned lark population than if the same amount of habitat were 
taken in one large block of habitat.  Proposed measures to avoid and minimize impacts to the horned 
lark as described in the Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures section would further 
reduce the severity of the affect to the California horned lark and its habitat.  Table 3.2.1-11 
quantifies the estimated habitat losses as a result of the proposed project alternatives in the Shandon, 
Cholame, and Wye sections. 
 
Table 3.2.1-11.  Estimated Potential California Horned Lark Habitat Impacts 

Section, Alternative Temporary Impacts* 
hectares (acres) 

Permanent Impacts 
hectares (acres) 

Shandon, Alternative 1 30  (75) 35  (86) 
Shandon, Alternative 2 35  (86) 35  (86) 
Cholame, Alternative 1 21  (52) 23  (58) 
Cholame, Alternative 2 17  (42) 26  (64) 
Wye Section (all alternatives) 12-20  (30-50) 24-28  (60-70) 
* includes construction area buffer equal to 3 meters (10 feet) 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed best management practices, the CEQA determination found 
that no significant impacts to California horned lark would result from the construction of any of the 
proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
At all locations east of Whitley Gardens, pre-construction surveys would be performed where 
grasslands, including those within the existing right of way, are to be cleared with machinery 
between March 15 and July 31.  If a nest is found, vegetation would not be cleared within 50 meters 
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(164 feet) of the nest until the nest is abandoned or a permit is obtained from the USFWS to remove 
the nest. 
 
Preserving and enhancing habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox may also benefit California horned 
larks.  If the kit fox mitigation property is within the Cholame or San Juan Creek watersheds, it may 
support horned larks.   
 
In addition, Caltrans would designate a VMA from STA 135+00, in the Cholame section, to the end 
of the project.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance guidelines within the management 
area to preserve and promote the maintenance of native plant and animal communities that would be 
incorporated into the new highway right of way.  This would prevent or minimize activities that 
could harm California horned larks if they occur within the right of way and would protect habitat 
that is now subject to potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
Grasshopper Sparrow (MNBMC) – No grasshopper sparrows were seen or heard during biological 
surveys, although several grasshopper sparrows were seen and heard within the State Route 46 right 
of way approximately one mile east of the project area.  In addition, several museum specimens have 
been collected from the Cholame and Shandon areas.  Suitable habitat is found within the project 
area in the Shandon, Cholame, and Wye sections.  Habitat quality is best east of Bitterwater Road 
through the Cholame Valley. Although no nests were observed, grasshopper sparrows are known to 
nest in the vicinity of the project area and probably nest within the biological survey area.  Habitat 
immediately adjacent to the existing highway could possibly contain grasshopper sparrow nests. 
 
All alternatives in the Shandon, Cholame, and Wye sections may affect grasshopper sparrows.  The 
effect would be a direct loss of potential nesting or foraging habitat.  Neither of the Estrella section 
alternatives would affect the grasshopper sparrow.  The effect on the grasshopper sparrow would be 
minimized due to the shape of the impacted habitat.  The loss of habitat would be linear in shape and 
would result in less of an impact to the grasshopper sparrow population than if the same amount of 
habitat were taken in one large block of habitat.  Proposed measures to avoid and minimize impacts 
to the grasshopper sparrow as described in the Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 
section would further reduce the severity of the affect to this species.  Table 3.2.1-12 quantifies the 
estimated habitat losses as a result of the proposed project alternatives in the Shandon, Cholame, and 
Wye sections. 
 
Table 3.2.1-12.  Estimated Potential Grasshopper Sparrow Habitat Impacts 

Section, Alternative Temporary Impacts* 
hectares (acres) 

Permanent Impacts 
hectares (acres) 

Shandon, Alternative 1 30  (75) 35  (86) 
Shandon, Alternative 2 35  (86) 35  (86) 
Cholame, Alternative 1 21  (52) 23  (58) 
Cholame, Alternative 2 17  (42) 26  (64) 
Wye Section (all alternatives) 12-20  (30-50) 24-28  (60-70) 
* includes construction area buffer equal to 3 meters (10 feet) 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed best management practices, the CEQA determination found 
that no significant impacts to grasshopper sparrow would result from the construction of any of the 
proposed alternatives. 
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Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
At all locations east of Whitley Gardens, pre-construction surveys would be performed where 
grasslands, including within the existing right of way, are to be cleared with machinery between 
March 15 and July 31.  If a nest is found, vegetation would not be cleared within 50 meters (164 
feet) of the nest until the nest is abandoned or a permit is obtained from the USFWS to remove the 
nest. 
 
Preserving and enhancing habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox may also benefit grasshopper sparrows.  
If the kit fox mitigation property is within the Cholame or San Juan Creek watersheds, it may 
support horned larks.   
 
In addition, Caltrans would designate a VMA from STA 135+00, in the Cholame section, to the end 
of the project.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance guidelines within the management 
area to preserve and promote the maintenance of native plant and animal communities that would be 
incorporated into the new highway right of way.  This would prevent or minimize activities that 
could harm grasshopper sparrows if they occur within the right of way, protecting habitat that is now 
subject to potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
Tulare Grasshopper Mouse (FSC, CSC) – No Tulare grasshopper mice were captured or observed 
during biological surveys.  However, specimens have been collected from the Shandon and Cholame 
areas.  In addition, large areas of suitable habitat were found in the Cholame and Wye sections.  
Potential habitat was assumed present from just east of Whitley Gardens, south of the existing 
highway, to the Cholame Creek Bridge near Shandon, and in the Cholame and Wye sections of the 
project area. 
 
All of the Shandon, Cholame, and Wye section alternatives may affect the Tulare grasshopper mouse 
by permanently displacing potential habitat.  Table 3.2.1-13 quantifies the amount of potential 
habitat that would be taken for each of the proposed alternatives in those sections.  No impacts 
would occur from either of the Estrella section alternatives.  Culverts proposed for wildlife passage 
would reduce the barrier effect of the proposed project.  The impacts to habitat for the Tulare 
grasshopper mouse would be linear in shape and would be less of an impact than if the same amount 
of area taken were in the shape of a large block of habitat. 
 
Table 3.2.1-13.  Estimated Potential Tulare Grasshopper Mouse Habitat Impacts 

Section, Alternative Temporary Impacts* 
hectares (acres) 

Permanent Impacts 
hectares (acres) 

Shandon, Alternative 1 30  (75) 35  (86) 
Shandon, Alternative 2 35  (86) 35  (86) 
Cholame, Alternative 1 21  (52) 23  (58) 
Cholame, Alternative 2 17  (42) 26  (64) 
Wye Section (all alternatives) 12-20  (30-50) 24-28  (60-70) 
* includes construction area buffer equal to 3 meters (10 feet) 
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With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to the Tulare grasshopper mouse would result from 
any of the proposed build alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Caltrans would designate the highway right of way from STA 135+00 in the Cholame section to the 
end of the project as a VMA.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance guidelines within the 
management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of native plant and animal communities 
that would be incorporated into the new highway right of way.  This would prevent or minimize 
activities that could harm Tulare grasshopper mice if they occur within the right of way, protecting 
habitat that is now subject to potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
San Joaquin Pocket Mouse (FSC) – No San Joaquin pocket mice were captured or observed during 
biological surveys.  However, many San Joaquin pocket mouse specimens have been collected from 
the Shandon and Cholame areas.  In addition, suitable habitat was found in all uncultivated lands 
surveyed in the project area.   
 
All of the Shandon, Cholame, and Wye section alternatives may affect the San Joaquin pocket 
mouse by permanently displacing potential habitat.  Table 3.2.1-14 quantifies the amount of 
potential habitat that would be taken for each of the proposed alternatives in those sections.  No 
impacts would occur from either of the Estrella section alternatives.  Culverts proposed for wildlife 
passage would reduce the barrier effect of the proposed project.  The impacts to habitat for the San 
Joaquin pocket mouse would be linear in shape and would be less of an impact than if the same 
amount of area taken were in the shape of a large block of habitat. 
 
Table 3.2.1-14.  Estimated Potential San Joaquin Pocket Mouse Habitat Impacts 

Section, Alternative Temporary Impacts* 
hectares (acres) 

Permanent Impacts 
hectares (acres) 

Shandon, Alternative 1 30  (75) 35  (86) 
Shandon, Alternative 2 35  (86) 35  (86) 
Cholame, Alternative 1 21  (52) 23  (58) 
Cholame, Alternative 2 17  (42) 26  (64) 
Wye Section (all alternatives) 12-20  (30-50) 24-28  (60-70) 
* includes construction area buffer equal to 3 meters (10 feet) 
 
With the incorporation of the proposed minimization and mitigation measures, the CEQA 
determination found that no significant impacts to the San Joaquin pocket mouse would result from 
any of the proposed build alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Caltrans would designate the highway right of way from STA 135+00 in the Cholame section to the 
end of the project as a VMA.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance guidelines within the 
management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of native plant and animal communities 
that would be incorporated into the new highway right of way.  This would prevent or minimize 
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activities that could harm San Joaquin pocket mice if they occur within the right of way, protecting 
habitat that is now subject to potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
San Joaquin Kit Fox (FE, ST) – No San Joaquin kit foxes were observed during biological surveys in 
the project area.  However, the project vicinity is known to have supported kit fox in the grasslands 
and blue oak woodlands along the entire project’s length.  In addition, at least three San Joaquin kit 
foxes have been documented moving between the southern Salinas Valley (Camp Roberts) satellite 
population and the Carrizo Plain core population.  These observations were made in the spring of 
2000 and also in 2001. 
 
All undeveloped land within the biological survey area was found to be potential kit fox habitat for 
foraging or denning38, although some areas of the Estrella and Shandon sections have only low 
quality habitat due to expansive vineyards.  Most of the Cholame and Wye sections are non-tilled 
rangeland and probably offer the highest quality habitat in the project vicinity.  From Paso Robles to 
Shandon (about two-thirds of the project length), most of the available habitat surrounding the 
project area has been converted to large blocks of vineyards or other incompatible uses within the 
last decade. 
 
Habitat quality was evaluated using the California Department of Fish and Game “San Joaquin Kit 
Fox Habitat Evaluation Form.”  This required that the surrounding land uses be mapped to help with 
the assessment of habitat.  Figure 3.2.1-1 in the Affected Environment portion of this section shows 
the mapped land uses for the kit fox habitat evaluation.  The results of the habitat evaluation form 
are used by the CDF&G to determine the ratios for mitigation of impacts to kit fox habitat; 
mitigation ratios differ based on the evaluation results.  The corridor was divided into four segments 
based on the amount of uncultivated or undeveloped lands next to the highway.  The rationale for 
dividing the corridor into the four segments was discussed with the USFWS and CDF&G staff and 
they concurred with this assessment of habitat in the project corridor.  Most factors on the form were 
equal, leaving habitat isolation and fragmentation the main difference in the four segments (see 
Figure 3.2.1-1). 
 
All of the proposed project alternatives for each of the four sections would likely adversely affect the 
San Joaquin kit fox by displacing habitat and potentially affecting movement of animals between 
populations.  Habitat impacts would affect a linear strip, much of which is already isolated by 
vineyards and degraded by highway maintenance and operation, and by agricultural activities such 
as pesticide use or even tilling within the right of way.  The nature of the habitat loss is such that it 
would not likely displace a resident fox’s home range or substantially decrease its foraging 
opportunities, unless its home range was split by the proposed project and the fox stopped crossing 
the highway.  Table 3.2.1-15 summarizes the temporary and permanent San Joaquin kit fox habitat 
impacts of each alternative.  Note that the figures in Table 3.2.1-15 do not reflect the amount of 
habitat that would be returned on-site by removing abandoned road segments. 
 

                                                 
38 “Denning” refers to the use of underground areas or dens by kit fox to rest or hide from predators, raise pups, and 
escape extreme temperatures during the winter and summer. 
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Table 3.2.1-15.  Estimated Direct San Joaquin Kit Fox Habitat Impacts 

Section, Alternative Temporary Impacts* 
hectares (acres) 

Permanent Impacts 
hectares (acres) 

Estrella, Alternative 8N 38  (94) 37.5  (93) 
Estrella, Alternative 9N 38  (94) 37.5  (93) 
Shandon, Alternative 1 30  (75) 38  (94) 
Shandon, Alternative 2 35  (86) 39  (97) 
Cholame, Alternative 1 21  (52) 31  (77) 
Cholame, Alternative 2 17  (42) 37  (92) 
Wye Section (all alternatives) 12-20  (30-50) 24-28  (60-70) 
Total Impacts 97-114  (241-282) 131-142  (324-352) 
* includes construction area buffer equal to 3 meters (10 feet) 
 
Each of the Estrella section alternatives and the Shandon section alternatives would have similar 
impacts to kit fox.  The Cholame section alternatives, however, would have substantial differences.  
Although Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would realign the entire expressway in one area, this 
would impact fewer acres than Cholame Section, Alternative 2, which would realign two new lanes 
and utilize the two existing lanes.  Cholame Section, Alternative 2 would impact more acres than 
Alternative 1 because it would isolate a large block of habitat between the two highway lanes, 
causing the habitat between the lanes to be less usable for kit fox. 
 
The Wye alternatives fall into two categories: those that isolate large blocks of habitat between 
highway lanes and those that do not.  Alternatives that isolate large habitat blocks directly affect 
greater habitat areas and create greater dispersal barriers, which increase habitat fragmentation.  Wye 
Section, Alternative 4 would isolate a large area between the State Route 41 eastbound lanes and the 
remaining lanes.  Wye Section, Alternatives 5, 7, 8, 8b, and 9 have more compact footprints that do 
not isolate habitat blocks; these alternatives all have similar direct habitat impacts.  Alternative 8b 
has one advantage over this group of alternatives: a second crossing structure in the central part of 
the valley.  The overflow bridge structure is designed specifically for reestablishing hydrologic 
connectivity in the floodplain area but would also benefit San Joaquin kit fox and other upland 
species.  Therefore, Wye Section, Alternative 8b would result in the least impacts with regards to 
San Joaquin kit fox and other upland species because it has a compact footprint and provides the best 
wildlife habitat connectivity. 
 
In addition to the direct impacts to San Joaquin kit fox habitat, indirect impacts could result from all 
of the proposed build alternatives by increasing the barrier effect of the highway, further isolating 
satellite populations.  Conversely, the project may increase safe crossing opportunities for all 
wildlife, including the kit fox, and reduce the highway’s barrier effect by constructing culvert 
crossings specifically for wildlife in addition to the culverts used for water drainage and the longer 
bridges.  Many of the existing culvert crossings would be enlarged to accommodate winter storm 
flows.  In addition, all of the proposed bridges would be substantially longer, taller, and more open 
underneath, allowing for a better chance of crossing by wildlife. 
 
The CEQA determination, in conjunction with the USFWS Biological Opinion, found that impacts 
to San Joaquin kit fox from the proposed project are less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated.   
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Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
On-site mitigation would be accomplished by removing abandoned road sections resulting from any 
of the Wye section alternatives, Cholame Section Alternative 1, Shandon Section Alternative 2, and 
Estrella Section Alternative 8N.  These on-site restoration areas would amount to at least several 
acres each.  Each acre of on-site mitigation would reduce the permanent impacts that must be 
mitigated by one acre39.  These acreage figures would be computed after the selection of the 
preferred alternative. 
 
The April 1997 “USFWS Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the San Joaquin Kit Fox 
Prior to or During Ground Disturbance” would be incorporated into the project.  The construction 
contractor would hire a qualified biologist full time to implement the standardized recommendations 
for kit fox.  The biologist would also be responsible for other project biological monitoring 
requirements.  
 
Culverts for wildlife passage would be incorporated into the project to minimize impacts to San 
Joaquin kit fox.  Culverts for wildlife passage would be a minimum of 91 centimeters (36 inches) in 
diameter and would be placed, where topography would allow, at a minimum 0.5 kilometer (0.3 
mile) intervals.  Culverts would not be placed at 0.5 kilometer intervals where drainage culverts or 
bridges greater than 91 centimeters (36 inches) are already proposed.  Also, large box culverts would 
be placed as cattle crossings on both State Routes 41 and 46, east of the wye, to facilitate livestock 
movement and to make the area within the Wye more accessible for wildlife. 
 
1 meter wire mesh (with opening less than 5 centimeters or 2 inches) drift fencing would be placed 
parallel to the highway or angled away from the highway, for 25 meters (82 feet) from the inlets and 
outlets of drainage culverts and kit fox specific culverts to encourage their use. 
 
Compensatory mitigation shall be accomplished at one location and in conjunction with the purchase 
of or adjacent to other protected habitat, and shall be purchased at one time, as construction funding 
is programmed.  Piecemeal mitigation for this project would be more expensive because land would 
only increase in price over time.  In addition, piecemeal mitigation not associated with larger pieces 
of protected habitat would lessen the value of the mitigation for kit fox. 
 
Off-site mitigation would be accomplished primarily through funding conservation easement 
purchases or by purchasing credits in an approved mitigation bank in the project vicinity.  Off-site 
compensatory mitigation ratios shall be 4:1 for permanent impacts between kilopost 60.5 (postmile 
37.6) and kilopost 90.6 (postmile 56.3), 3:1 between Airport Road and Jardine Road, and 2:1 
between Jardine Road and kilopost 60.5 (postmile 37.6).  Temporary impacts shall be mitigated off-
site at a ratio of one-third:one (1/3:1). 
 
Enhancements proposed to reduce the impacts of the proposed project to San Joaquin kit fox include 
funding habitat preservation and enhancement.  Habitat enhancement projects may include the 
construction of artificial dens.  Artificial dens would be constructed on properties from which 
conservation easements are purchased as mitigation for impacts resulting from this project, 
                                                 
39 Per conclusions reached during the meeting held on June 12, 2002, with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Ventura Field Office. 
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properties purchased outright for mitigation, on other private lands deemed suitable by the USFWS 
and the CDF&G, or on public lands. 
 
In addition, Caltrans would designate the highway right of way from STA 135+00 in the Cholame 
section to the end of the project as a VMA.  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance 
guidelines within the management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of native plant and 
animal communities that would be incorporated into the new highway right of way.  This would 
prevent or minimize activities that could harm San Joaquin kit fox if they occur within the right of 
way, protecting habitat that is now subject to potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
Bats – Because the impacts are similar for each bat species, the following discussion addresses these 
species of bats: pallid bat (CSC/FSS/BLMS/WBWG, CDFG protected), big brown bat (CDFG 
protected), western pipestrelle (CDFG protected), Mexican free-tailed bat (CDFG protected), and 
Yuma myotis (FSC).  These bat species were found during biological surveys in the project area. 
 
A night roost was found in Bridge #49-95 in the Shandon section of the project.  Species using this 
roost were identified as pallid bats and big-brown bats.  No potential for day roosts was found at this 
location. 
 
A roost of 600 bats was found in Bridge #49-29 in the Cholame section of the project.  The colony is 
likely a maternity colony and a potential year round roost.  At least three species use this roost: 
pallid bats, Mexican free-tailed bats, and Myotis sp. 
 
An abandoned house in the Cholame section also contained night roosting pallid bats and Myotis sp., 
guano of Townsend’s big-eared bat, and a potential maternity roost for long-eared myotis (Myotis 
evotis).  Night roosting of bats in this house was moderate to heavy.  However, since the release of 
the EA/DEIR this house has since been demolished by the landowner, destroying the bat habitat that 
existed. 
 
All of the Estrella, Shandon, and Cholame alternatives may affect bats by removing day and/or night 
roosts.  Both Estrella section alternatives would remove many oak trees with potential bat roosts.  
Estrella Section, Alternative 8N would not remove or alter the Estrella River Bridge, so direct 
impacts to bats on the Estrella River Bridge are not expected.  Estrella Section, Alternative 9N, 
however, would remove and replace the Estrella River Bridge, which would eliminate day roosts and 
potential maternity roosts, and potentially harm bats. 
 
Both Shandon section alternatives 1 and 2 would remove the Cholame Creek Bridge nearest 
Shandon (Bridge #49-95).  This would displace night roosts that occur between the bridge girders 
and which are probably used as night roosts year round, including the maternity season.  Pallid bats 
and big brown bats use this bridge at night. 
 
Both Cholame section alternatives 1 and 2 would remove the large bat roost in Bridge #49-29 in this 
section.  This would remove day roosts and displace a large colony of bats, including more than 600 
pallid bats, Mexican free-tailed bats, and Yuma myotis.  These species day roost here and most 
likely use the bridge as a maternity roost.  This is an important roost because no other day roosts are 
known in the area.  Pallid bats also use this bridge as a night roost.  
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No Wye section alternatives would affect any of the bat species found in the project area. 
 
Avoidance and minimization measures and some compensatory mitigation would be required.  With 
the implementation of the measures explained in the Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
measures section, the CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to any of the bat 
species would result from the construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
The following measures would reduce the effects to the following species of bats: pallid bat, big 
brown bat, western pipestrelle, Mexican free-tailed bat, and Yuma myotis. 
 
In the Estrella Section, at least one week prior to tree removal, the on-site environmental monitor 
will construct one-way bat exclusion devices at all tree cavities that are potential bat roosts.  The 
exclusion devices would likely be constructed from screen or other material as recommended in 
guidelines from Bat Conservation International.  The one-way exclusion devices would allow any 
bats in tree cavities to exit at night, but would prevent re-entry and force the bats to re-locate to 
alternate roosts outside of the construction area. 
 
For Estrella Section, Alternative 9N and for both Cholame alternatives if Bridge #49-29 were to be 
removed, bats would be excluded from roosts on the existing bridge between October and March 
prior to bridge demolition.  Techniques to exclude bats from existing bridges can be found in the 
Natural Environment Study. 
 
For both Shandon section alternatives, bridge deck removal of Bridge #49-95 would occur between 
October and March to avoid affecting night roosts during the maternity season. 
 
For both Cholame section alternatives, if the Cholame Creek Bridge #49-29 were to be removed, 
construction of new roosts on the new bridges would occur prior to bats being excluded from the 
bridge.  In addition, bats would be excluded between October and March.  Techniques to exclude 
bats from existing bridges can be found in the Natural Environment Study. 
 
To replace the lost night roost habitat resulting from bridge removals, all new bridges would 
incorporate bat-friendly features: 
 
¾ Minimized sandblasting: A final surface treatment under box-girder bridges often includes 

sandblasting.  This smoothes the surfaces and, unfortunately, removes any surface irregularities 
and roughness that bats can grasp while roosting.  If the bridge construction includes 
sandblasting or otherwise smoothing-out of external or internal surfaces under the bridges, all 
surfaces should be left rough within a few inches of the insides of corners that are 90 degrees or 
less.  This can be accomplished by placing a small board in the corners while sandblasting to 
block the treatment. 
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¾ Construct grooves or ridges: Small grooves or ridges could be built into each corner underneath 
the bridges.  Bats often grasp the slightest irregularities, such as the small ridges of concrete 
resulting from seams between boards used in the concrete forms. 

 
Compensatory mitigation must be considered for Estrella Section, Alternative 9N because it would 
remove a bridge that contains a day roost and may be a maternity roost for California special 
concern species.  One option is to design the new bridges with soffit openings to allow bats access 
into wooden boxes within the concrete box girder.  Another option would be to construct bat roosts 
off site.  A potential location would be at the proposed Fremont cottonwood woodland mitigation 
site adjacent to the Estrella River. 
 
Compensatory mitigation must be considered for both Cholame alternatives if they would remove 
Bridge #49-29.  This bridge contains at least 600 bats and is most likely a maternity roost for 
California special concern species.  Each Cholame alternative has three options for compensatory 
mitigation: 
 

1. Leave Bridge #49-29 in place.   
2. Modify abandoned buildings to enhance them as bat roosts. 
3. Construct bridges with modifications to allow bat roosting. 

 
Leaving the bridge in place may not be acceptable for Alternative 2 because the bridge is structurally 
deficient.  Alternative 1 would not keep traffic on the bridge, so the bridge could be left in place but 
relinquished to the County or retained as right-of-way, but not used for traffic. 
 
Modifying buildings in the Cholame section may or may not work.  Building modifications should 
take place prior to bridge removal, and the property would have to be maintained as State property 
for maintenance.  Leaving vacant buildings as a mitigation site could present management problems 
such as vandalism and fire. 
 
The new bridge designs for either Cholame section alternative could replace the bat roosts.  Any 
bridge construction modifications that provide accessible interior spaces or crevices that allow bats 
close to the sun-heated bridge deck would create suitable habitat.  Expansion joints in girder or box 
construction bridges create suitable habitat. Pre-cast twin-beam construction is known to provide 
maternity roosts for high concentrations of crevice-roosting bats such as those on the existing bridge.  
With a concrete box girder, bats would have to be allowed inside the box girder (but contained in 
wooden boxes) through modified weep holes or other openings, or external features would have to 
be added to create suitable crevices near the bridge deck. 
 
Pronghorn Antelope – Pronghorn antelope cross the existing two-lane highway in the Cholame 
Valley, primarily within the Wye section of the project area.  Widening to four lanes has been shown 
to almost completely prevent pronghorn antelope from crossing highways in Wyoming, Arizona, and 
Northern California.  Based on experiences in those states, widening the highway to four lanes 
through the Cholame Valley has the potential to isolate approximately 50 pronghorn antelope north 
of the highway, threatening the viability of this isolated population and the remaining population 
south of the highway. 
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Construction related impacts would also impact pronghorn antelope.  Pronghorn are wary of 
disturbance and would likely remain far from the active construction areas in the Wye and eastern 
portion of the Cholame sections.  This would reduce their available foraging area and likely prevent 
any north-south movements across the highway.  This may also limit use of a fawning area south of 
the Wye for one or more fawning seasons. 
 
Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines clearly states that if a project will “substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish and wildlife species, [or] cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining level,” then the project would have a significant impact.  Because the project has the 
potential to isolate pronghorn and thereby threaten populations to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
avoidance or mitigation must be considered.  Minimization and mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to pronghorn antelope can be found in the Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Measures section. 
 
Wye Section, Alternative 8b was originally developed to include a vegetated wildlife overcrossing 
for pronghorn antelope because it was believed at the time that pronghorn would not use and 
undercrossing.  Since the original design of Alternative 8b, new information has become available 
regarding the use of undercrossings by pronghorn.   
 
A relative measurement of crossing structure size is called the openness factor, a number derived 
from a structure's height, width, and length.  The openness factor is generally accepted as important 
for predicting use by many target species, but thresholds have not been accepted (Clevenger and 
Waltho 2000, Clevenger et al. 2001, Forman and Sperling et al. 2003) 
 
The Cholame Creek bridges proposed with any Wye section alternative would have an openness 
factor of 46.2.  Based on studies of other crossing structures, these bridges are assumed to be more 
than adequate to promote pronghorn movement under the highway (see Table 3.2.1-16).  Successful 
crossings have been documented in research for undercrossings with an openness ration of as little as 
3.5.  However, the placement of this structure has come into question.  For this reason, in 
combination with several other reasons (better floodplain connectivity and reduced wetland 
impacts), a second structure was considered.  The overflow bridge was developed for Wye Section, 
Alternative 8b to provide a second structure that would benefit pronghorn antelope.  The overflow 
structure would be a single-span bridge 41 meters (134 feet) in length and would have an openness 
factor of 14.6.  This would facilitate the movement of this species under the highway. 
 
Table 3.2.1-16.  Summary of Known Pronghorn Use and Non-Use of Highway Undercrossings 
Underpass Openness 

Factor* 
Height 
(ft) 

Width (ft) Through 
Length (ft) 

Use by Pronghorn Source 

Box 3 0.3 10 10 393 no evidence Ward et al. 1980 
Box 4 0.4 10 10 282 no evidence Ward et al. 1980 
Box 2 0.4 10 10 280 no evidence Ward et al. 1980 
Box 1 0.7 10 10 153 no evidence Ward et al. 1980 
Machinery 2 3.5 13 30 110 1 occurrence of buck 

crossing in 6 year 
study 

Ward et al. 1980 

Nugget Canyon, 
Wyoming 

3.5 10.5 20 60 11 crossing events in 8 
month study, 70 of 89 
pronghorn that 

Plumb et al. 
2003 
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Underpass Openness 
Factor* 

Height 
(ft) 

Width (ft) Through 
Length (ft) 

Use by Pronghorn Source 

approached structure 
passed 

Machinery 1 3.8 15 50 200 no evidence Ward et al. 1980 
Wyoming 1 4.0 12 20 60 1 occurrence of herd 

crossing  
B. Rudd, 
Wyoming Game 
and Fish, 
personal 
communication 

Peterson’s 4.3 17 50 200 no evidence Ward et al. 1980 
existing 
Cholame Ck. 
Bridge 

15.2 14 39 36 use for shade, possibly 
as undercrossing 

personal 
observation; S. 
Sanders, Jack 
Ranch Manager, 
personal 
communication 

Wyoming 2 26.3** 25** 75** 70** unverified tracks 
found under bridge 

M. McKinstry, 
US Bureau of 
Reclamation, J. 
Haschke 
personal 
communication 

Wyoming 3 27.5** 30** 120** 131** multiple crossing 
events known over 
multiple years 

M. McKinstry, 
US Bureau of 
Reclamation,  
personal 
communication 

proposed 
Cholame Ck. 
overflow 

14.6 14.7 131 132 N/A N/A 

proposed 
Cholame Ck. 
undercrossing 

46.2 16.4 394 140 N/A CalTrans 
engineering 
drawings 

*width x height / length 
**dimensions are approximate 

 
Caltrans explored the option of reducing median width in the Wye section to achieve a greater 
openness factor for the proposed bridges.  The difference in wildlife crossing structure lengths 
between a highway with and 18.6 meter (61.0 foot) median and a 14.1 meter (46.3 foot) median 
would be only 4.5 meters (14.7 feet).  Relative to the total length of the wildlife crossing structures, 
which would be approximately 45-50 meters (147-164 feet), a 4.5 meter (14.7 foot) reduction would 
not likely change their effectiveness as evidenced by the negligible change in openness factor. 
 
Fencing near the crossing structure or structures would have to be modified to promote the use of the 
structure.  Right of way fences that parallel the highway must not do so at the undercrossing.  Fences 
would be built 0.40 kilometers (0.25 miles) or more away from the crossing structure.  Modifying 
these fences would require consultation with the landowner and a change in the pasture design for 
cattle grazing.  However, the crossing structure would facilitate moving cattle across the highway 
and would benefit not only wildlife species in the Cholame Valley but the movement of livestock as 
well. 
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In the Wye section of the project, any of the proposed alternatives would improve habitat 
connectivity for pronghorn antelope.  However, Wye Section, Alternative 8b with the 41 meter (134 
foot) overflow structure would provide two distinct points at which pronghorn could successfully 
cross under the highway.  For this reason, Wye Section, Alternative 8b has been identified as the 
alternative with the least impacts to pronghorn antelope.  
 
No impacts to pronghorn antelope would result from any of the Estrella, Shandon, or Cholame 
section alternatives.   
 
Under CEQA, with the incorporation of effective crossing structures as mitigation, impacts to 
pronghorn antelope have been determined to be less than significant. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Wye Section, Alternative 8b was developed to include a second undercrossing structure for 
pronghorn antelope.  Pronghorn are not known to use undercrossing structures such as box culverts 
but they may use an undercrossing if it was appropriately designed and constructed.  It is theorized 
that an undercrossing would work for pronghorn antelope if it was sufficiently wide enough and tall 
enough to minimize the perceived linear barrier effect of the structure.  Pronghorn antelope would 
need a clear line of sight under the structure in order to feel comfortable crossing under the highway. 
 
The population of pronghorn antelope in the Wye section of the project would be monitored for a 
period of five years in order to determine the usage of the undercrossing structures.  The large 
undercrossings proposed with this project will offer a good opportunity to further the knowledge of 
pronghorn behaviors in relation to roads and crossing structures.  
 
Fencing near the crossing structure would have to be modified to promote the use of the structures.  
Right of way fences that parallel the highway must not do so at the undercrossing.  Fences would be 
built 0.4 kilometers (0.25 miles) or more away from the crossing structure and must have smooth 
bottom wires at least 508 millimeters (20 inches) from the ground.  Modifying these fences would 
require consultation with the landowner and a change in the pasture design for cattle grazing.  
However, the crossing structure would facilitate in moving cattle across the highway and would 
benefit not only wildlife species in the Cholame Valley but the movement of livestock as well. 
 
Caltrans will commit $20,000 towards the retrofit and/or the removal of abandoned fences on public 
lands within the range of the County's pronghorn antelope herd. 
 
Migratory Birds – Many migratory birds were observed in the project area during biological surveys.  
Table 3.2.1-16 lists all of the protected migratory birds that were observed in the Estrella River 
riparian area.  Birds observed during surveys on July 9th, 2002 were assumed to have nested in the 
vicinity. 
 
Swallow nests were found on all three Cholame Creek bridges and the Estrella River Bridge, at the 
White Canyon box culvert at kilopost 85.6 (postmile 53.2), and box culverts at kiloposts 69.8 and 
90.8 (postmiles 43.4 and 56.4).  Measures to minimize impacts to migratory birds are detailed in the 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation measures section. 
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Table 3.2.1-17   Protected Migratory Birds Observed Near the Estrella River 
Species Observed May 7 Observed July 9 
mallard x  
Anna’s hummingbird  x 
acorn woodpecker x x 
downy woodpecker  x 
Pacific slope flycatcher  x 
black phoebe x x 
ash-throated flycatcher  x 
western kingbird x x 
loggerhead shrike  x 
cliff swallow x x 
bushtit x x 
white-breasted nuthatch x x 
Bewick’s wren x x 
northern mockingbird x x 
common yellowthroat  x 
California towhee x x 
song sparrow x x 
black-headed grosbeak  x 
Bullock’s oriole x x 
house finch x x 
lesser goldfinch x x 
great blue heron x  
Nuttall’s woodpecker x  
warbling vireo x  
tree swallow x  
Swainson’s thrush x  
California thrasher x  
orange-crowned warbler x  
yellow warbler x  
Wilson’s warbler x  
yellow-breasted chat x  
red-winged blackbird x  

 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Prior to removing riparian vegetation at the Estrella River between February 15 and July 15, the 
environmental monitor will survey the riparian vegetation for nesting birds.  Any nesting birds found 
will be avoided until the birds have fledged.  A 30 meter (100 foot) buffer will be applied to prevent 
birds from abandoning their nests due to construction activities. 
 
Swallow netting would not be placed on the Cholame Creek Bridges (Bridges #49-29 and #49-95) 
and the Estrella River Bridge (Bridge # 49-33) because bats use these bridges.  Swallow netting here 
would entangle bats and potentially cause mortality.  At the Estrella River Bridge, riparian 
vegetation and oak trees that would be removed during construction would be removed between July 
15 and February 15.  Otherwise, surveys for nesting birds will have to be completed before 
vegetation removal, and construction would be delayed if nesting migratory birds were found. 
 
The Cholame Creek Bridge decks would be removed between October 1 and February 28 to avoid 
the need to remove occupied nests and to avoid the bat maternity-roosting season.   
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At the Estrella River Bridge, the White Canyon culvert at kilopost 85.6 (postmile 53.2) and the 
culverts at kiloposts 69.8 and 90.8 (postmiles 43.4 and 56.4), nests would be removed prior to March 
1 and then weekly thereafter as long as swallows attempt to nest. 
 
Wildlife Movement – The proposed project’s greatest effect on the most species, rather than a direct 
loss of habitat, would be reduction of north-south movements across the 37 kilometer (23 mile) 
highway corridor.  This area is known as an important wildlife corridor because of the links that it 
provides between large rural areas.  Both Routes 46 and 41 are recognized as wildlife barriers.  The 
proposed project would increase the barrier effect of the highway.  It is nearly impossible to quantify 
the effect of highway expansion to wildlife.  This project acknowledges this impact and proposes 
some solutions to minimize the highway barrier effect. 
 
Minimum 914 millimeter (36 inch) culvert undercrossings have already been proposed as part of the 
project to mitigate for impacts to San Joaquin kit fox.  These would be placed at the specified 
interval (see “San Joaquin kit fox” section, this chapter) and would include fencing to promote their 
use.  Two bridges are included that have been designed to function as pronghorn antelope 
undercrossings in the Wye section.  These features should suffice for those target species and most 
other species. 
 
By incorporating the proposed wildlife crossing culverts, the enlarged drainage culverts, and the 
wildlife undercrossings, the CEQA determination found that the project would have a less than 
significant impact to migration of wildlife.  With these mitigation measures (proposed in specific 
sections above) and with the following mitigation measures, the project may improve potential 
wildlife movements across the corridor. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
For deer, minimum 3.7 meter by 3.7 meter (12 foot by 12 foot) box culverts that would not carry 
drainage should be placed at two locations, coupled with deer fencing.  This would maintain 
connectivity for deer and all other species in areas of concentrated resources and movement 
corridors.  Providing these crossings would also reduce the chance of vehicle collisions with deer, 
which can be fatal both to drivers and deer. 
 
Concentrations of deer kills were noted at kiloposts 52.9 and 60.7 (postmiles 32.9 and 37.7).  In 
addition, these two locations were noted by residents in the project area as locations where “many 
deer have been hit or avoided” (FIX 46 Committee Member).  These two locations occur at the two 
drainages with blue oak woodlands, an important forage resource for deer in this area and an 
important cover for many species.  Dry Creek was not identified as a kill location, but many deer 
trails parallel the highway there and the existing culvert does not allow passage for any wildlife 
because of a large drop-off at the existing culvert outlet.   The Dry Creek culvert will be modified to 
allow wildlife passage.  After land uses were mapped around the project, it became apparent that all 
three of the above locations are on potential wildlife corridors that follow drainages and connect 
larger habitat areas.  These three drainages serve as navigation corridors for deer and provide 
important forage and cover in blue oak woodlands. 
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Additional Avoidance & Minimization Measures (ESAs) 
 
Additional measures to minimize impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species found in the project 
area include the designation of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).  ESAs would be designated 
for grassland species throughout the Wye section, for blue oaks and blue oak woodland, gypsum-
loving larkspur, wetlands, crownscale, valley sink scrub, Fremont cottonwood woodland, western 
spadefoot toad, and California horned lizard.  In general, construction access would be limited to the 
minimum required area to work.  Most ESAs would restrict access to areas farther than 3.0 meters 
(9.8 feet) from the cut and fill limits except where more space is required at, for example, bridge 
locations.  Final project plans would include ESA locations for each construction phase segment.  
ESAs would be established in the field according to project plans and would be identified by a 
method agreed upon by the Resident Engineer and the Environmental Monitor.  Methods of 
identifying ESAs include ESA fencing and staking or flagging the boundary of the ESA area. 
 
Summary – Under CEQA impacts to wildlife, including the San Joaquin kit fox and pronghorn 
antelope, have been found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  Table 3.2.1-18 on 
the following page describes each wildlife species of concern surveyed for this project, the 
determination of effect, and the rationale for that determination. 
 
Table 3.2.1-18.  Summary Table of Wildlife Species of Concern Impacts 
 Common Name Determination Rationale 

giant kangaroo rat no effect no evidence, not observed 
Tulare grasshopper mouse may affect suitable habitat, historic occurrence 
pronghorn antelope may affect could prevent road crossings 
San Joaquin kit fox likely to adversely affect suitable habitat, known to occur 
San Joaquin pocket mouse may affect suitable habitat, historic occurrence 
pallid bat may affect roosting in bridge 49-29 
big brown bat may affect possibly roosting in bridge 49-29 
Yuma myotis may affect possibly roosting in bridge 49-29 
Western pipestrelle may affect detected near bridge 49-29 

Mammals 

Mexican free-tailed bat may affect roosting in bridge 49-29 

California red-legged frog likely to adversely affect 
suitable aquatic habitat and known 
occurrences near construction activities on 
east side of Cholame Valley 

California tiger salamander may affect known populations along San Andreas Rift 
Zone, loss of grasslands 

Amphibians 

Western spadefoot toad may affect known occurrences and potential habitat 
California horned lizard may affect observed 
blunt-nosed leopard lizard no effect not observed during protocol surveys 
San Joaquin coachwhip may affect observed  Reptiles 
Southwestern pond turtle may affect observed 

mountain plover (wintering) not likely to adversely affect suitable habitat, historic occurrence, no 
take of birds anticipated 

burrowing owl (burrowing sites) may affect observed 
California horned lark may affect suitable habitat, nearby occurrence 
grasshopper sparrow may affect suitable habitat, nearby occurrence 

Birds 

prairie falcon (nesting) no effect no potential nest sites w/in several km 
Conservancy fairy shrimp no effect no effects to vernal pools 
longhorn fairy shrimp no effect no effects to vernal pools 
San Diego fairy shrimp no effect no effects to vernal pools 
vernal pool fairy shrimp no effect no effects to vernal pools 

Invertebrates 

vernal pool tadpole shrimp no effect no effects to vernal pools 
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Wetlands, Other Waters of the United States, & Vernal Pools 
 
Permanent and temporary impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. would occur as a result of the 
proposed project.  Many efforts have been made, through the design of the project, to minimize 
impacts to these resources.  This includes aligning the new interchange so that it results in the least 
fragmentation and most reconnection of the wetlands in the Wye area.  The addition of a second 
bridge, to span a portion of the wetlands is also included to minimize impacts and the use of best 
management practices such as ESA fencing to limit temporary impacts helps to reduce impacts. 
 
Table 3.2.1-19 identifies, by alternative, the amounts of wetlands and Other Waters that would be 
permanently and temporarily impacted as a result of the proposed project.   Permanent impacts to 
Other Waters of the U.S. that are not wetlands would range from 0.68 hectares (1.68 acres) to 1.33 
hectares (3.28 acres) for all alternatives.  Permanent impacts to wetlands would range from 1.85 
hectares (4.58 acres) to 5.36 hectares (13.25 acres) for all alternatives.   
 
Table 3.2.1-19.  Wetland and Other Waters Impacted by the Proposed Build Alternatives 

Section Alternative 

Permanent 
Impacts to Other 

Waters  
hectares (acres) 

Permanent 
Impacts to 
Wetland  

hectares (acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts to Other 

Waters  
hectares (acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts to 
Wetland  

hectares (acres) 
Estrella 8N 0.22 (0.54) 0.11 (0.27) 0.05 (0.13) 0.01 (0.02) 
Estrella 9N 0.22 (0.54) 0.11 (0.27) 0.05 (0.13) 0.01 (0.02) 
Shandon 1 0.40 (0.99) 0.00 (0.00) 0.12 (0.30) 0.00 (0.00) 
Shandon 2 0.43 (1.07) 0.00 (0.00) 0.15 (0.36) 0.00 (0.00) 
Cholame 1 0.01 (0.03) 0.00 (0.00) 0.04 (0.09) 0.00 (0.00) 
Cholame 2 0.02 (0.05) 0.00 (0.00) 0.07 (0.18) 0.00 (0.00) 
Wye 4 0.66 (1.62) 5.25 (12.98) 0.08 (0.19) 0.70 (1.72) 
Wye 5 0.47 (1.16) 2.64 (6.53) 0.04 (0.10) 0.55 (1.35) 
Wye 7 0.14 (0.34) 2.84 (7.03) 0.02 (0.05) 0.31 (0.76) 
Wye 8 0.07 (0.17) 2.02 (4.98) 0.02 (0.06) 0.31 (0.76) 
Wye 8b 0.30 (0.74) 1.74 (4.31) 0.06 (0.15) 0.47 (1.16) 
Wye 9 0.05 (0.12) 1.94 (4.79) 0.01 (0.03) 0.30 (0.74) 

 
Permanent impacts to the wetlands in the Wye section would occur for all alternatives to the 
wetlands shown in Figure 3.2.1-6.  The wetland areas impacted are the most degraded and least 
valued wetlands in the area.  The adjacent wetlands that would not be directly impacted may actually 
benefit, in the long term, by construction of the build alternatives.  Onsite mitigation through the 
removal of existing roadbeds that would be abandoned would help to reconnect the wetland system, 
restoring function and value to these wetland areas currently bisected by the existing State Route 41 
and 46.  The proposed bridge over sections of the wetland areas with Alternative 8b would improve 
wetland health by helping to restore natural floodplain functions, which, along with a high 
groundwater table, contribute to the presence of the wetlands in the Cholame Valley.  In addition, 
Wye Section, Alternative 8b would reduce wetland and other aquatic habitat fragmentation by 
moving the interchange out of the Cholame Valley floor.  The current intersection isolates wetlands 
and other waters between Routes 41 and 46 and on either side of those highways.  Wye Section, 
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Alternative 8b would move the intersection east, resulting in only one road across the wetlands, 
instead of two as it exists now.  
 
The aquatic environments in the Wye area are intermittent.  Species using the aquatic environments 
are mostly wading birds, waterfowl, and four species of amphibians.  Western spadefoot toads use 
Cholame Creek, where no aquatic habitat would be displaced.  California red-legged frogs and 
pacific tree frogs might use the easternmost, unnamed creek crossed by Route 41.  At this location, a 
small amount of potential foraging habitat would be degraded with a culvert extension. 
 
All Wye section alternatives except for Wye Section, Alternative 4 would improve wading bird and 
waterfowl habitat by concentrating the highway facility on one alignment across the valley floor, 
removing portions of the existing alignments which isolate a triangle-shaped habitat patch.  Wye 
Section, Alternative 4 would isolate large habitat patches. 
 
Temporary impacts to wetlands would result from the construction of a selected build alternative.  
Temporary impacts would most likely be from heavy equipment used in the construction of the 
roadway and structures.  Temporary impacts would be minimized to the greatest extent possible by 
using environmentally sensitive area fencing to limit where equipment can operate.  Restoration 
activities, if needed, would be conducted upon completion of the construction of the project to 
restore function and value to the impacted wetland areas back to their original condition. 
 
Following project completion, in-stream or in-wetland maintenance would occur on an as-needed 
basis; no regular maintenance is anticipated.  In-stream or in-wetland maintenance activities should 
decrease because the proposed structures are larger than existing structures and should result in less 
scouring and other flood-related problems.  If structures do clog, then temporary artificial hydrologic 
environments may develop.  These environments would be temporary because debris clogging the 
structures would be removed as needed. 
 
Direct and indirect impacts to vernal pool resources within the project area were avoided through the 
design of the project.  For the first vernal pool, located south of State Route 46, east of Mill Road, 
indirect impacts were avoided by proposing to construct the cut slope (STA 55+60 to STA 58+90) 
for the proposed highway at a 1:1.5 slope41 to avoid potential impacts to the hydrology of the pool.  
Figure 3.2.1-6 shows the watershed boundary of this pool and the proposed limits of disturbance by 
the project.  Figure 3.2.1-6 shows the existing and proposed “catch point” for the existing and 
proposed cut slopes.  A catch point is defined as the point at which a road-cut meets with the original 
ground or simply the top of the engineered slope. 
 
An additional investigation to determine any impacts to subsurface clay layers has also been 
completed.  Results of this additional investigation determined that no potential impacts to 
subsurface clay layers would occur from the proposed cut adjacent to the vernal pool shown in 
Figure 3.2.1-6. 
 

                                                 
40 A watershed can be defined as nature’s boundary between different directions that water would flow.  It is the area of 
land surface from which water would drain to a vernal pool, lake, wetland, river, or stream. 
41 A 1:1.5 slope is a slope with a 34 degree angle to level ground. 
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Potential indirect impacts to the other two vernal pools were avoided by obtaining a variance for the 
relocation of utilities out of the state right of way, which would have caused impacts to this pool.  In 
this location (STA 72+00 to STA 76+00) the above ground and underground utilities would remain 
in their current locations.  No potential impacts through disturbance would occur to this pool as a 
result of the proposed project.  In addition, low-velocity wetlands such as swales between vernal 
pools that might support vernal pool fairy shrimp or tadpole shrimp would be avoided. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to wetlands, other waters, and vernal 
pools would result from any of the proposed alternatives as a result of the project. 
 

 
Figure 3.2.1-6.  Vernal pool watershed boundary and extent of project impact. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Wetlands & Vernal Pools 
 
All impacts to wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. would be fully mitigated, in the project area, in 
accordance with the required United States Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permits. 
 
Wetlands and Other Waters in the Wye section would be mitigated onsite to the maximum extent 
possible by removing unneeded sections of old roadbed upon completion of a selected build 
alternative.  The existing roadbeds to be removed would be excavated to adjacent wetland 
elevations.  Each Wye section alternative would provide an opportunity for different portions of the 
wetlands and waters in the Wye section to be reconnected and improved.  Figure 3.2.1-7 shows an 
example of how this mitigation would be accomplished for Wye Section, Alternative 8b.  For this 
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example, a total of 2.59 hectares (6.41 acres) of wetlands could potentially be replaced on site.  This 
would result in an approximately 1.5:1 wetland replacement ratio for permanent losses.  It is likely 
that more wetlands could be created on site through slight modifications to elevations in the vicinity 
of the mapped wetlands.  However, grading to create wetlands in areas beyond the existing roadbeds 
could affect other sensitive resources, such as rare plants. 
 

 
Figure 3.2.1-7.  Example of potential wetland mitigation areas in the Cholame valley 
 
Highway fills and deficient, small culverts currently impede flows in the Wye section.  This isolates 
wetlands and adversely affects floodplain functions, alters surface water drainage patterns, affects 
sediment deposition and transport patters, limits seed dispersal, and changes inundation periods. 
Removing the abandoned fills would reconnect those wetland areas that the highway isolates and 
would restore these functions and values to the larger wetland complex as a whole.  With Wye 
Section, Alternatives 4, 5, 7, 8, or 9, batteries of new, large, box culverts would be placed under the 
new alignment to facilitate connectivity and flows across the new alignment.  With Wye Section, 
Alternative 8b, a bridge would be built, in lieu of culverts, to facilitate connectivity and flows in the 
floodplain area.  The net result of all these activities with Wye Section, Alternative 8b would be only 
one highway crossing the wetland complex instead of the current two.  The benefit would be greater 
aquatic ecosystem connectivity and a reconnection and restoration of the functions and values of the 
remaining 23.48 hectares (58.01 acres) of fragmented wetlands in this part of the study area.   
 
Caltrans would retain the wetland areas created by removing roads until success criteria are met.  Al 
that time, the property would be relinquished and offered first to the adjacent landowner and then to 
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other willing buyers.  An easement would be retained on the property that would prohibit farming, 
grading, filling, mining, drilling, and subdividing. 
 
For both Estrella section alternatives 8N and 9N: Construct south side cut slope from STA 55+60 to 
STA 58+90 at 1:1.5 slope to minimize potential impacts to hydrology of the vernal pool. 
 
For both Estrella section alternatives 8N and 9N: Obtain a variance to leave above ground and 
underground utilities in current locations from STA 72+00 to STA 76+00. 
 
For both Estrella section alternatives 8N and 9N: An environmentally sensitive area (ESA) would be 
designated on the project plans and then on the ground during construction in the vicinity of the first 
vernal pool, located south of State Route 46, east of Mill Road.  The ESA would extend from the 
proposed cut slope catch point south to the limits of the proposed right of way or temporary 
construction easement, whichever is greater and would extend from STA 55+60 to STA 58+90. 
 
For both Estrella section alternatives 8N and 9N: An ESA would also be designated on the project 
plans and then on the ground during construction in the vicinity of the other two vernal pools located 
between STA 72+00 and STA 76+00.  The ESA would extend from the existing cut slope catch 
point north to the limits of proposed right of way or temporary construction easement, whichever is 
greater and would extend from STA 72+00 to STA 76+00. 
 
With the removal of Bridge #49-29, the existing rock slope protection used to protect this bridge 
shall be removed and the creek bank restored back to its original slope.  Appropriate erosion control 
shall be installed to prevent sedimentation into Cholame creek and to stabilize the disturbed creek 
bank. 
 
3.3 Socio-Economic Environment 
 
3.3.1 Visual Resources 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Throughout the length of the proposed project, State Route 46 is designated as Eligible for State 
Scenic Highway status.  This designation means that the State of California has officially recognized 
State Route 46 as having the potential to become an Officially Designated State Scenic Highway.  
The San Luis Obispo County General Plan states that, “The rural areas of San Luis Obispo County 
have many attributes that contribute to the pleasure of driving through them...they play an important 
role in identifying the county as a special place”.  The Paso Robles General Plan Land Use and 
Circulation Elements Update EIR defines State Route 46 near the western limits of the project as a 
“gateway” into the city of Paso Robles. 
 
Overall, the landform of the region is characterized by flat to rolling topography framed by low 
rounded hills.  This topography provides the project area with sweeping curves and allows for long-
range views of the surrounding area.  Figure 3.3.1-1 shows a typical view of the surrounding 
landscape from the highway. In general, the western end of the project, from Airport Road to Union 
Road, occurs in flatter terrain.  From Union Road to near Almond Drive, the landform becomes 
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more hilly and undulating.  From Almond Drive to the eastern end of the project, the land becomes 
predominantly flatter again providing views of the surrounding low hills. 
 
Surface water does not play an important role in the visual character throughout the project area.  
Although surface water is not readily apparent, the riparian corridors of the Estrella River and 
Cholame Creek are visible at various locations along the project length. 
 
The common vegetative feature of the area is the grass-covered valleys and hills.  Scattered oak trees 
including some woodland is prevalent throughout the western portion of the project.  As you move 
east of the Estrella River, oaks become scarce.  Willows and Sycamores can be seen along the 
riparian corridors of the Estrella River and Cholame Creek, providing a distinct visual change from 
the grass covered hills and small valleys. 
 

 
Figure 3.3.1-1.  Typical landscape view from the highway 
 
Throughout the project area, the “built” environment is a small component of the visual character.  
The highway itself is the primary development feature within the project area.  In addition to the 
highway, the built environment consists of scattered ranches, homes, and occasional roadside retail 
businesses including wineries, a golf course, and a café.  In general, the western portion of the 
project area is more developed than the eastern end.  But, the man-made development throughout the 
project area does not dominate the views when seen in the context of the overall landscape. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to visual resources is separate for each proposed alternative. 
 
The Estrella, Shandon, Cholame, and Wye section alternatives are similar in that they would result in 
a visual change from the rural two-lane highway environment to a more built-type of environment 
with the divided four-lane expressway.  The alternatives do differ in certain degrees by which this 
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visual change would result.  In the Estrella Section, Alternative 9N would generally result in a 
greater amount of visual change than Alternative 8N.  Shandon Section, Alternative 2 would 
generally result in a greater impact to the visual setting than Shandon Section, Alternative 1.  
Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would result in a greater impact to the visual character of that 
section than Cholame Section, Alternative 2.  For the Wye section alternatives, Wye Section, 
Alternative 5 would result in the greatest impact to the visual setting, while Wye Section, Alternative 
9 would result in the least impact to the visual character of that section.  All of the proposed build 
alternatives for the project would include the implementation of minimization measures and best 
management practices to reduce the level of impact to the visual character of that section. 
 
Discussion 
 
A Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) for this project was prepared using the process developed by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration Office of Environmental 
Policy.  A VIA establishes the visual environment of the project area, inventories the visual 
resources, identifies viewer exposure and sensitivity to those resources, and assesses viewer response 
to resource changes that would be introduced by the proposed project.  Understanding the change in 
visual character, both adverse and beneficial, produced by the project allows the degree of visual 
impacts to be determined. 
 
To assess potential visual impacts from the proposed project, two general viewer groups were 
considered for the evaluation of viewer response: those with views from the proposed project 
(motorists) and those with views of the proposed project (residents). 
 
Highway users are the viewers from the road group.  For this group, State Route 46 within the 
project limits offers distant views with the surrounding low hills as the horizon.  The awareness of 
visual resources by these users is expected to vary with their specific activity.  Tourists, which 
comprise a substantial number of viewers on State Route 46, generally have a high awareness of the 
visual resources around them, yet are less sensitive to specific changes to that resource because they 
do not drive the route day in and day out.  Local residents and business owners are the most sensitive 
to aesthetic issues due to their familiarity as well as their personal investment in the area. 
 
The group of viewers who would view the proposed project consists of all those who can see the 
project or any of its components from off-site locations.  In the case of this project, the number of 
people viewing the road from off-site locations is less than those who would see the project while on 
the highway.  The most notable features of the existing highway and proposed project for this group 
are the auto and truck traffic and occasional excavation slopes. 
 
Photo simulations document the existing scenic resources and changes to them as a result of the 
proposed project, and are used to evaluate the effect of the proposed project.  The images identify 
changes in the area’s visual character as a result of the project.  Figures 3.3.1-3 and 3.3.1-4 show an 
example of the photo simulations for this project.  Figure 3.3.1-2 shows the current view is State 
Route 46.  This photo was taken from the north side of State Route 46, looking west toward Paso 
Robles.  This photo is in the Estrella section of the project, and the bridge over the Estrella River can 
be seen in the photo as well as the bottom portion of the Estrella grade.  Figure 3.3.1-3 shows what 
this portion of the project would look like if Estrella Section, Alternative 8N were constructed, and 
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Figure 3.3.1-4 shows what this portion of the project would look like if Estrella Section, Alternative 
9N were constructed.  By creating these visual simulations, an analysis of impacts to the visual 
setting can more easily be conducted.  Due to the numerous simulations created to assess impacts 
this figure is included here as an example of the simulation only.  Please see Appendix E in Volume 
II of this document to view all of the photo simulations for the entire project. 
 
 

 
Figure 3.3.1-2.  Existing view in the Estrella Section 
 
 

 
Figure 3.3.1-3.  Same view but with the construction of Estrella Section, Alternative 8N 
 

 

 
Figure 3.3.1-4.  Same view but with the construction of Estrella Section, Alternative 9N 
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Eleven observer viewpoints were established throughout the project area to evaluate the project’s 
existing visual character and any potential change in visual character from the proposed build 
alternatives.  Ten of the observer viewpoints were located through the Estrella, Shandon, and 
Cholame sections of the project, and one was located within the Wye section. 
 
As a result of the proposed project, changes in visual resources would occur within the project limits.  
These changes would be due primarily to the increased visibility of the “built” characteristics and the 
larger scale of the highway facility in general.  The most evident changes to the typical viewer would 
be: twice as much pavement, newly disturbed cut slopes, landform alteration profiles, and a more 
open spatial character at certain locations.  The removal of existing mature trees at a few locations 
would further contribute to the character change.  In general, the project alternatives do not include 
elements that would substantially add or subtract from the overall viewing experience. 
 
Post-construction and short-term adverse visual impacts would occur as part of the project.  These 
temporary impacts are expected to diminish as the project site weathers and as mitigation 
components become established.   
 
The proposed project alternatives would have the greatest impact on the visual environment at the 
following project locations: 
 

The Estrella River Bridges/Whitley Gardens Area – Estrella Section 
Approximate KP 63.5 to 64.1 (PM 39.7 to 40.1) 
 
Both Estrella section alternatives proposed for this location would adversely affect the 
residential community in the area of the Estrella River Bridge.  Estrella section, Alternative 8N 
would result in somewhat smaller cut slopes than Alternative 9N, which in combination with a 
narrower bridge structure and elevated viewing opportunities would benefit the highway user.  
Alternative 8N would construct two parallel bridges substantially higher than the existing 
bridge.  As seen from off the highway, the size of these structures would visually dominate the 
adjacent community.  Alternative 9N creates larger cut slopes and wider bridge decks, 
adversely affecting the views for the highway user.  The bridges proposed with Alternative 9N 
would have a negative affect on the nearby residences, but the scale of impact would be less 
than that of Alternative 8N and would better accommodate Avoidance & Minimization 
Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures such as planting to further 
reduce its impacts.  Please refer to the visual simulations in Volume II, Appendix E. 
 
Proposed cut slope approximately 1 kilometer (0.6 miles) west of the State Route 41 
intersection – Shandon Section, Alternative 2 
Approximate KP 76.8 (PM 48.2) 
 
The large cut slope associated with Alternative 2 at this location would result in a visible slope 
face approximately 34 meters (112 feet) high, including removing the top 8 meters (25 feet) of 
hilltop.  The highly engineered excavation would appear inconsistent with the existing slopes 
along the route and its angular benched profile would be noticeable from long distances on and 
off the highway.  Please refer to the visual simulations in Volume II, Appendix E. 
 



Chapter 3: Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

 
134  Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 

Approximately 1.4 to 3.5 kilometers (0.9 to 1.9 miles) east of the Shandon Safety 
Roadside Rest Area – Cholame Section 
Approximate KP 76.8/78.9 (PM 48.2/49.5) 
 
With either of the proposed alternatives (1 or 2), the visual setting for the westbound highway 
traveler would change.  Because the proposed new alignment would move the highway user 
farther from the existing roadside developments, views of the built environment would 
decrease.  The new lanes would be at a higher elevation than the existing location, providing 
better long distance views of the surrounding hillsides.  With either alternative, the viewing 
experience for the westbound highway user is expected to improve.  For those traveling in the 
eastbound direction, the views associated with proposed Alternative 1 would also improve for 
the same reasons as the westbound viewer.  Eastbound lanes of Alternative 2 would somewhat 
follow the existing alignment and, as a result, views would remain similar to the existing 
quality.  Please refer to the visual simulations in Volume II, Appendix E. 
 
The vicinity of the Jack Ranch Café – Cholame Section 
Approximate KP 86.4 (PM 54.0) 
 
Both alternatives propose the same road alignment in this area.  The increased scale of the 
proposed project in relation to the setting of the café would result in visual impacts.  The rural 
character would be reduced by the proximity of the traffic lanes to the café, the loss of existing 
trees, the increased parking area, and signage.  The setting of the culturally important James 
Dean memorial would be adversely affected.  Please refer to the visual simulations in Volume 
II, Appendix E. 

 
The State Routes 46/41 Interchanges – Wye Section 
Approximate KP 88.0/90.6 (PM 55.0/56.3) 
 
The potential visual impacts shared by all alternatives are: 
• Views of distant hills would be partially blocked. 
• The scale of the bridge structure would decrease the rural character of the area. 
• Additional pavement, signage, and other visible roadway components would decrease the 

rural character of the area. 
• Views from atop the bridge structure would be more panoramic than current view 

locations. 
 
Views to the proposed interchange locations from non-highway viewpoints are minimal. 
 

The Wye section alternatives were ranked for comparison purposes.  A numerical ranking of 1 
indicates that the alternative has the fewest possible visual impacts, and a ranking of 5 means that the 
alternative would have the most visual impacts compared to the other alternatives.  Table 3.3.1-1 
shows the ranking comparison. 
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Table 3.3.1-1.  Interchange Ranking Comparison 

Ranking of alternative as seen from future alignment. 
(rank 1=fewest impacts, rank 6=most impacts) 

Overall ranking 
of Wye section 
Alternatives 
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4 5 5 1 6 5 4.4 4 
5 6 6 3 5 6 5.2 5 
7 2 2 6 4 4 3.6 3 
8 4 4 5 3 2 3.6 3 

8b 3 3 4 1 1 2.4 2 
9 1 1 2 2 3 1.8 1 

* EB = Eastbound, WB = Westbound, NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound 
 
The preliminary ranking shown in Table 3.3.1-1 indicates that Wye Section, Alternatives 8b and 9 
would result in fewer impacts to visual resources than the other alternatives.  When each alternative 
is considered by itself, Alternative 9 has the fewest impacts to visual resources.   
 
Noise Barriers 
 
Based on the findings of the Noise Impacts Study, two possible locations for noise barriers were 
identified.  These barriers may have an effect on the visual environment.  In general, none of the 
proposed noise barriers would cause a substantial adverse impact to visual resources, but measures 
to minimize potential visual impacts are recommended and included in the Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures section.  These 
measures should be incorporated wherever possible to minimize impacts to visual resources 
associated with the noise barrier structures. 
 
Construction Impacts 
 
Visual impacts caused by construction activities are temporary effects that would end upon 
completion of the project.  These temporary impacts such as bare (no vegetation) cut slopes, un-
vegetated medians, and loss of mature trees would cause a degraded visual appearance from what 
exists now.  These impacts, however, are temporary and most would dissipate within one year after 
construction is complete.  Within a year, most vegetation would become established.  Impacts from 
the loss of mature trees would take longer to dissipate, but would still be temporary, as new planted 
trees would grow to take their place.  Re-vegetation of temporary construction staging areas and 
equipment use areas would occur when vegetation is removed by construction.  The impacts of 
removal would also be temporary, but in some cases would last up to three to five years after 
construction until replacement plantings grow sufficiently to blend in with undisturbed surroundings. 
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None of the proposed alternatives for each of the four sections would result in substantial adverse 
visual impacts with the implementation of the following design and construction minimization and 
mitigation recommendations. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
The following Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation 
Measures would be incorporated into the project to reduce the amount of adverse visual impact: 
 
General Measures –  
 

• Steepen constructed slopes at spot locations, if necessary, to save existing trees/woodlands. 
• Replace all trees removed as part of the project at the ratio designated by the District Landscape 

Architect. 
• Replant trees required as mitigation within the highway right-of-way to the greatest extent 

possible. 
• Incorporate slope-rounding on all slopes except where slope rounding would cause the removal 

of mature trees that would otherwise remain. 
• Eliminate or minimize slope-benching on all slope designs. 
• Apply erosion control to all disturbed slopes. 
• Design all guard rails, barrier, and other fixed objects to reduce the requirement for installation 

of crash cushion arrays. 
 
Noise Barrier Measures –  
 

• Receptor 142 – Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N.  Noise impact minimization measures 
include retaining as much of the existing landform as possible.  If possible, this should be done 
by steepening the proposed cut slope.  

• Receptors 4b & 5, Barrier 2 – Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N.  Noise impact 
minimization measures recommend the construction of a 759 meter long by 2 meter tall (2,490 
feet long by 6 feet tall) earthen berm.  The berm should be designed to appear as a naturally-
occurring landform.  This can be accomplished by constructing side slopes at a ratio of 1:3 
(vertical to horizontal), contour grading the form, subtly varying the alignment, and including 
minimal native planting to blend the berm in with the surroundings. 

• Receptor 16, Barrier 6 – Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N.  Noise impact minimization 
measures recommend the construction of a 85 meter long by 3 meter tall (280 feet long by 10 
feet tall) sound wall.  A wall along the highway at this location would adversely affect the rural 
character of the area.  It is recommended that a combination wall and berm should be constructed 
to reduce the perceived size of the wall.  Native-looking planting should be included to transition 
the wall into its setting.  Note: Sound wall was not desired by affected resident and will not be 
constructed. 

• Receptor 17 – Shandon Section, Alternatives 1 and 2.  Noise impact minimization measures 
include retaining as much of the existing landform as possible.  No impact to visual resources 

                                                 
42 Please see the Noise Section in this document, Section 3.1.5, for a description of the Receptor and recommended noise 
minimization measure. 
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would occur as long as the slope is not over-steepened and if successful erosion control measures 
are applied. 

 
Location-Specific Measures –  
 
Near Hunter Ranch Golf Course (approximate KP 53.4) (PM 33.3) 
 

• Plant oak trees and native shrubs along the eastbound roadside in the vicinity of the Hunter 
Ranch Golf Course to screen views of the highway. 

 
The Estrella River Bridges (approximate KP 63.8/64.0) (PM 39.8/40.0) 
 

• Construct the bridges with Type 8043 bridge rail (see Figure 3.3.1-5). 
• If Alternative 8N is selected, apply aesthetic treatment to slope paving in the vicinity of Estrella 

Road and on bridge columns. 
• Engineer the bridge structures with as thin of a bridge deck as possible. 
• Plant appropriate native trees and shrubs on the embankment slopes at the Estrella River Bridge 

to reduce visibility of the highway facility. 
 

 
Figure 3.3.1-5.  An example of Type 80 Bridge Rail 
 
Proposed cut approximately 1.9 kilometers (1.2 miles) east of Cholame Creek Bridge no. 49.29 
(approximate KP 83.0) (PM 51.9) 
 

• Contour-grade the landform remnant between the two proposed road alignments with maximum 
side-slopes at a ratio of 1:3 to appear as a naturally occurring landform. 

 

                                                 
43 Type 80 bridge rail is a type of constructed concrete rail that has openings in the rail to allow for limited views while 
driving on the bridge (see Figure 3.3.1-5). 
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The Jack Ranch Café (approximate KP 86.3) (PM 54.0) 
 

• At the Jack Ranch Café, plant trees along the eastbound roadside to re-create the windrow 
appearance lost as part of the road construction. 

• Plant screening shrubs between the proposed Jack Ranch Café parking lot and the proposed 
highway. 

• Repair and improve the existing James Dean Memorial to enhance its setting. 
 
The Wye Alternatives (approximate KP 88.0/88.8) (PM 55.0/55.5) 
 

• Wye Section, Alternatives 7, 8, or 9 – Investigate moving the interchange and realign State 
Route 41 approximately 100 meters (328 feet) to the east of the location currently proposed.  
This would cause State Route 41 north of the interchange to follow an existing “saddle” in the 
topography rather than cross the top of a minor ridgeline. 

• Wye Section, Alternative 8b – Along the existing Highway 41 alignment in the vicinity of STA 
28+00 to 30+00, re-etablish the original ridgeline landform after the existing road is removed. 

• Wye Section, all alternatives – If slope paving is required under the structure(s), use natural-
appearing surface treatment or apply color and/or texture to the concrete to blend with the 
existing rural visual character. 

• Wye Section, all alternatives – Contour-grade all slopes to achieve the appearance of a naturally 
occurring landform. 

• Wye Section, all alternatives – Construct all slopes as flat as possible. 
• Wye Section, all alternatives – Apply erosion control to all areas disturbed by construction. 
 
3.3.2 Farmland Resources 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The predominant land use surrounding this project is agricultural.  Much of the land in the Wye, 
Shandon, and Cholame sections of the project is currently dry-farmed and used as field crops or 
grazing land.  The Estrella section is mostly planted to vineyards.  Countywide, approximately 6,070 
hectares (15,000 acres) of farmland have been converted to vineyard between 1995 and 2000. 
Approximately 4,249 hectares (10,500 acres) of that planting is in the Paso Robles region.  Within 
about 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) of either side of the State Route 46 corridor (between Airport Road and 
the town of Shandon) approximately 809 hectares (2,000 acres) have been converted to vineyard 
between 1995 and 2000.  The Estrella section of this project has seen the most farmland conversion 
to vineyard.  
 
The project study area consists of the State Route 46 corridor, from Airport Road to the easternmost 
divergence of State Routes 46 and 41.  The “Important Farmland” area studied was approximately 
3.2 kilometers (2 miles) in width, and within 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) of either side of the State Route 
46 corridor.  For the Agricultural Preserve and Williamson Act Contract study, only the property 
immediately adjacent to and contiguous with the corridor was studied. 
 



Chapter 3: Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  139 

Agricultural Economic Profile 
 
Agriculture within San Luis Obispo County has maintained an important role in the local economy.  
There are five major categories of agricultural industry that contribute to the County’s economy, 
including: animal industry, fruit and nut crops, vegetable crops, nursery stock and seed crops, and 
field crops.  Table 3.3.2-1 shows the total dollar value of each major category in the County in 1999. 
 
Table 3.3.2-1.  The Dollar Value, Countywide, of each of the Major Types of Crop Industry 
Type of Crop 
or Industry 

Animal 
Industry 

Field 
Crops 

Nursery & 
Seed Crops 

Fruit & Nut 
Crops 

Vegetable 
Crops Total 

Dollar Value 
countywide* $36,031,000 $16,296,000 $82,853,000 $122,450,000 $135,393,000 $393,023,000 

 *Source: San Luis Obispo County Department of Agriculture 1999 Annual Report 
 
Between 1998 and 1999, all major agricultural categories saw economic growth ranging from 8% to 
10%, except for field crops which saw a decline of approximately 1%. 
 
Agricultural Preserve and Williamson Act Lands 
 
An agricultural preserve defines the boundary of an area within which a city or county will enter into 
Williamson Act contracts with landowners.  The boundary is designated by resolution of the county 
board of supervisors or city council having jurisdiction.  The area must be devoted to either 
agricultural use, recreational use, or open-space, or any combination of those uses.  The Williamson 
Act is a voluntary land conservation program overseen, locally, by the County of San Luis Obispo.  
The basic purpose of the Williamson Act is to preserve agricultural lands and prevent their 
conversion to non-agricultural uses.  Other purposes of the act are to preserve farmland for a secure 
food supply for the state, maintain agriculture’s contribution to local and state economic health, 
provide economic relief to tax-burdened farmers and ranchers, and preserve open space for its 
scenic, social, aesthetic, and wildlife values. 
 
A property must first be designated an agricultural preserve in order for it to be eligible for a 
Williamson Act Contract (the Contract).  Once a property is under contract, it is no longer 
considered in preserve.  The contract is established by landowner request and is entered into by and 
between the property owner and lien holders (if any) and the County to enforceably restrict the use 
of the land for agricultural and compatible uses for a minimum term of 10 years or more. 
 
As shown in Table 3.3.2-2, there are several thousand acres currently under agricultural preserve 
adjacent to the project limits.  The Shandon section of the project has the highest amount of both 
Contracted and Preserved land. 
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Table 3.3.2-2.  Total Area of Farmland under Preserve and under Contract by Section 
Total Area in Preserve Total Area under Contract Section of Project Hectares Acres Hectares Acres 

Estrella 0 0 1,180 2,915 
Shandon 3,580 8,846 8,023 19,824 
Cholame 622* 1,537* 1,431 3537 
Wye 134 330 89 219 
Total 4,336 10,713 9,115 22,522 
*Some of the parcel sizes were estimated. 
 
Important Farmland 
 
The State Department of Conservation identifies “Important Farmland” to analyze impacts on 
California’s agricultural resources.  The classification system combines technical soil ratings, current 
land use, and irrigation status as the basis for identifying Important Farmland.  There are three types 
of Important Farmland recognized by the state: Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
and Unique Farmland. 
 

Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for the production of crops.  It has the soil quality, growing season, and 
moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and 
managed, including water management, according to current farming methods. 
 
Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime Farmland but with minor 
shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to hold and store moisture. 
 
Unique Farmland is land of lesser quality soils used for the production of specific high 
economic value crops at some time during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date.  
It has the special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture 
supply needed to produce sustained high quality or high yields of a specific crop when 
treated and managed according to current farming methods.  

 
Table 3.3.2-3 shows the number of hectares (acres) within the project area designated as “Important 
Farmland” within each section.  Shandon has the greatest area of Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance.  Estrella has the greatest area of Unique Farmland.  Cholame has the smallest 
area of Important Farmland in all three designations.  Figure 3.3.2-1 shows the distribution of 
Important Farmland within and near the project area.  The Wye section of the project has no 
designated farmland. 
 
Table 3.3.2-3.  Total Area Designated as “Important Farmland” by Section 

Important Farmland 

Prime Farmland Statewide Important Unique Farmland Project Section Total 
Designated Farmland 

Section 
of 

Project hectares acres hectares acres hectares acres hectares acres 
Estrella 222.7 550.5 193.6 478.4 1,241.8 3,068.6 1,658.1 4,097.5 
Shandon 1,126.2 2,782.8 462.5 1,142.8 367.4 907.9 1,956.1 4,833.5 
Cholame 159.3 393.8 0.0 0.0 27.2 67.3 186.6 461.1 

Total 1,508.2 3,727.1 656.1 1,621.2 1,636.5 4,043.8  
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Figure 3.3.2-1.  Distribution of designated farmland in the project area 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to farmland is separate for each alternative. 
 
Designated or contracted farmland would be impacted by construction of any of the build 
alternatives in the Estrella, Shandon, and Cholame sections.  None of the Wye section alternatives of 
the project would impact any designated or contracted farmland.  Estrella Section, Alternative 8N 
would impact less designated farmland held in Williamson Act contracts than Estrella Section, 
Alternative 9N.  No contracted farmland would be impacted by either of the Estrella section 
alternatives.  Shandon Section, Alternative 1 would impact less contracted farmland than Shandon 
Section, Alternative 2 would.  The same amount of designated farmland would be impacted under 
both Shandon section alternatives.  Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would impact more designated 
and contracted farmland than Cholame Section, Alternative 2 would. 
 
Caltrans uses the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form44 
(FCIR) to determine impacts to farmland.  The form assigns the affected farmland a combined score 
of up to 260 points, composed of up to 100 points for relative value and up to 160 points for the site 
assessment.  With this score, the effects of each alternative on farmland can be identified, and a 
determination can be made as to the suitability of the site for protection as farmland.  Sites receiving 

                                                 
44 The FCIR forms for each section can be found in Volume II, Appendix F, of the EA/DEIR. 
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a total score of less than 160 need not be given further consideration for protection and no additional 
sites need to be evaluated45.  
 
The Relative Value Rating on the FCIR form uses land evaluation criterion based on information 
from several sources, including national cooperative soil surveys or other acceptable soil surveys, 
NRCS field office technical guides, soil potential ratings or soil productivity ratings, land capability 
classifications, and important farmland determinations.  Based on this information, groups of soils 
are assigned a score between 0 to 100, representing the relative value for agricultural production of 
the farmland to be converted by the project as compared to other farmland in the surrounding area.   
 
The Site Assessment Criteria evaluated by Caltrans consists of several factors.  These include:  
 
¾ Land uses within a one-mile radius of the sites 
¾ Recent history of the use of land 
¾ Whether or not the farmland is protected by state or local policies or programs 
¾ Comparison of average size to similar farmland in the region 
¾ The evaluation of whether land is still farmable if the project is constructed 
¾ Availability of support services and markets 
¾ The presence of substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments 
¾ Compatibility of the project with farming activities 
 
As shown in Table 3.3.2-4, the value of the farmland affected by this project, for Estrella Section, 
Alternative 8N, Shandon Section, Alternative 1, and Cholame Section, Alternative 1 (the preferred 
alternative) is at or slightly above the 160 points required for consideration for protection and 
mitigation.  There is only a slight difference between the alternatives in the different sections, which 
indicates that the chosen build alternatives would not have an effect on the overall value of farmland 
in the region.  In addition, as will be shown in the discussion, the impacts to farmland for any of the 
build alternatives are less than significant in comparison to the overall amount of farmland in San 
Luis Obispo County.  For this reason, protection or mitigation of the affected farmland is not 
considered. 
 
Table 3.3.2-4.  Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form Results 

Section Alternative Relative Value 
of Farmland 

Total Corridor 
Assessment Total Points 

8N 70 86 156 Estrella 9N 68 86 154 
1 77 86 163 Shandon 2 81 86 167 
1 81 75 156 Cholame 2 79 75 154 

 

                                                 
45 Code of Federal Regulations, Title 7—Agriculture, Chapter VI--Natural Resources Conservation Service, Department 
of Agriculture, Part 658--Farmland Protection Policy Act. 
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Discussion 
 
Williamson Act Lands 
 
Under CEQA, a project’s impacts are significant if they would, “result in the cancellation of a 
Williamson Act contract for a parcel of 100 or more acres”46.  None of the project alternatives would 
meet this criterion.  
 
Table 3.3.2-5 shows the number of hectares (acres) that would be removed with each alternative.  
Table 3.3.2-6 identifies the percentage of contract and preserve properties impacted based on the 
total acreage of contract and preserve properties adjacent to the highway for each section.  This total 
includes the parcels directly impacted and the parcels not impacted but adjacent to the highway 
corridor. 
 
Table 3.3.2-5.  Total area that would be removed from preserve and contract by alternative 

Total Area of Farmland 
Removed from Preserve 

Total Area of Farmland 
Removed from Contract Section and Alternative 

Hectares Acres Hectares Acres 
Estrella,  8N 0.0 0.0 10.6 26.3 
Estrella, 9N 0.0 0.0 14.5 35.9 
Shandon, 1 5.0 12.4 15.1 37.4 
Shandon, 2 5.0 12.4 14.8 36.5 
Cholame, 1 30.7 75.8 14.6 36.1 
Cholame, 2 27.2 67.3 9.4 23.2 

Wye 4, 5, 7, 8, 8b, 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 
As is seen in Table 3.3.2-5, the Cholame section of the project would remove the highest amount of 
acreage from production.  However, as shown in Table 3.3.2-6, it represents a relatively small area 
(less than 5% for preserve and contract lands) when compared to the overall acreage in preserve and 
under contract in each section of the study area.  Each of the other sections would remove 
considerably smaller amounts from preserve and contracted lands when compared to the overall 
acreage in each section of the study area.  When the area of lands under contract is compared to the 
amount that is found in San Luis Obispo County, the impact of removing this land is reduced further.  
 
Table 3.3.2-6.  Percentage of Total Amount of Designated Farmland Removed from Preserve 
and Contract for each Alternative within each section of the Study Area 

Section and Alternative Percentage Proposed for 
Removal from Preserve 

Percentage Proposed for 
Removal from Contract 

Estrella  8N 0.0 % 0.9 % 
Estrella 9N 0.0 % 1.2 % 
Shandon 1 2.8 % 0.8 % 
Shandon 2 2.8 % 0.8 % 
Cholame 1 4.4 % 2.0 % 
Cholame 2 3.9 % 1.3 % 

 

                                                 
46 California Code of Regulations Section 15206 (b)(3) 
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Table 3.3.2-7 shows the comparison of farmland that the project would remove to the overall amount 
in the County of San Luis Obispo.  The area of land under contract proposed for removal represents 
less than 0.01% of the land currently under contract within the County.  The area of land, designated 
as preserve and proposed for removal by the project, represents less than 0.1% of the land currently 
designated as preserve land within the County.  
 
Table 3.3.2-7.   Percentage of Project Impacts to Preserve and Contract Land as Compared to 
San Luis Obispo County Totals 

Section and Alternative County Based Percentage 
(preserve) 

County Based Percentage 
(contract) 

Estrella  8N 0.000 % 0.003 % 
Estrella 9N 0.000 % 0.004 % 
Shandon 1 0.007 % 0.005 % 
Shandon 2 0.007 % 0.004 % 
Cholame 1 0.041 % 0.004 % 
Cholame 2 0.036 % 0.003 % 

 
No designated Preserve or Contracted farmland would be removed under any of the proposed Wye 
section alternatives. 
 
Important Farmland 
 
Table 3.3.2-8 shows the total number of hectares (acres) that would be removed in each of the three 
major important farmland categories under each section and alternative.  The Cholame section would 
remove the largest area of Prime Farmland.  The Shandon section would remove the second largest 
area of Prime Farmland.  Unique Farmland would only be removed within the Estrella section.    
 
Two types of removal are discussed: Permanent and Temporary.  Permanent removal describes land 
that would be permanently removed from agricultural production.  Temporary removal describes 
land that would be removed temporarily, due to a construction or utility easement, from agricultural 
production.  All land under this category would be eligible for agricultural use when the easement is 
relinquished by the state. 
 
Table 3.3.2-8.  Number of Hectares (Acres) of Farmland Impacted by Type 

Permanent Removal Temporary Removal 
Section & 

Alternative Prime 
Farmland 

Statewide 
Important 
Farmland 

Unique 
Farmland 

Prime 
Farmland 

Statewide 
Important 
Farmland 

Unique 
Farmland 

Estrella 8N 0.22 (0.55) 0.08 (0.21) 3.20 (7.91) 0.00 0.04 (0.12) 3.92 (9.69) 
Estrella 9N 0.22 (0.55) 0.08 (0.21) 3.20 (7.91) 0.00 0.04 (0.12) 3.92 (9.69) 
Shandon 1 4.67 (11.54) 0.05 (0.14) 0.00 0.07 (0.19) 0.00 0.00 
Shandon 2 4.67 (11.54) 0.05 (0.14) 0.00 0.07 (0.19) 0.00 0.00 
Cholame 1 5.10 (12.61) 0.00 0.00 0.42 (1.06) 0.00 0.00 
Cholame 2 3.69 (9.13) 0.00 0.00 0.96 (2.38) 0.00 0.00 
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Table 3.3.2-9 shows the percentage of removal for each type by alternative and section.  The 
Cholame section would permanently remove the greatest percentage of Prime Farmland.  The 
Estrella section would remove the second greatest percentage of Prime and Statewide Important 
Farmland, and the Shandon section would remove the least percentage of Prime and Statewide 
Important Farmland. 
 
Table 3.3.2-9.  Percentage of Farmland in Study Area that would be Removed by Type 

Permanent Removal Temporary Removal Section & 
Alternative Prime 

Farmland 
Statewide 
Important Unique Prime 

Farmland 
Statewide 
Important Unique 

Estrella, 8N 0.10 0.04 0.26 0.00 0.03 0.32 
Estrella, 9N 0.10 0.04 0.26 0.00 0.03 0.32 
Shandon, 1 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.007 0.00 0.00 
Shandon, 2 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.007 0.00 0.00 
Cholame, 1 3.20 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 
Cholame, 2 2.30 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 

 
No farmland designated as Prime, Unique, or of Statewide Importance would be removed under any 
of the proposed Wye section alternatives. 
 
Agricultural Access 
 
Several improvements would be made to access farmland.  For example, there would be left turn 
channelization at intersections and access points in the median designed to accommodate turning 
radii of large vehicles, including farm equipment.  Greater shoulder widths would be constructed for 
all alternatives.  This would provide for safer access for slow moving farm equipment moving along 
State Route 46.  Some access points would be consolidated using private access roads, with access to 
the proposed project at designated full standard intersections.  These intersections would provide 
safer access to State Route 46 because they would contain left-turn channelization, and deceleration 
and acceleration lanes and they would have minimum visibility requirements for safety.  
Furthermore, having two lanes of traffic in each direction would allow for safer passing of slow 
moving farm equipment.  
 
The impacts to farmland from this project would be minimal.  The existing State Route 46 alignment 
has farmland on both sides of the highway facility.  Any widening that would be proposed for a 
project of this magnitude would have impacts to the adjacent farmland.  The wide range of 
alternatives studied for widening of the existing facility had varying degrees of impact to farmland.  
Although the total amount of impacts to farmland range from 11 to 45 hectares (26 to 112 acres), the 
impacts result from the taking of linear strips of land adjacent to the existing alignment that would 
be converted to a transportation use.  A study of the impacts found that the conversion of farmland to 
transportation would not result in a property owner's ability to farm the existing farmland.  In some 
cases, access to and from the property would be easier and thus more compatible with the existing 
farm practices in this area.  In comparison to the overall amount of designated farmland in the 
County of San Luis Obispo, very few acres are being removed from agricultural production.  The 
impact to the county’s economic vitality would be negligible.   
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The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to Williamson Act Contract lands or 
lands held in agricultural preserve would result from the construction any of the proposed 
alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
No measures are required. 
 
3.3.3 Cultural Resources 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Native American Resources 
 
The Migueleno people, a subset of the Salinan cultural group, were the native residents of the project 
area.  Because of the early impact on them by Spanish colonization beginning in 1769, ethnographic 
data is limited.  By the time anthropologists began systematic studies of California Indian people 
early in the 20th century, much information had been lost due to the many generations of mission 
influence and adjustments to Western economy.  Therefore, available references give only broad 
outlines of Salinan ethnography. 
 
The Salinan people are believed to have occupied the region for at least several thousand years.  
Population figures suggest that their numbers probably never surpassed 3000.  The extent of their 
range is uncertain, but in general it consisted of a long, narrow strip along the rugged central 
California coast that extended inland through the Coast Ranges to the edge of the San Joaquin 
Valley.  From the upper reaches of the Salinas River, Salinan lands continued northward to the 
vicinity of Soledad in the Salinas Valley and to the northwest, from Point Lopez to the south side of 
Junipero Serra Peak (formerly Santa Lucia Peak).  From Junipero Serra Peak, Salinan territory 
angled across to Soledad along a common boundary with another Indian tribe, the 
Ohlone/Costanoan.  Along the southern boundary, Salinan territory appears to have melded into 
lands occupied by the Northern Chumash, with whom they shared many cultural and linguistic traits.  
The eastern boundary, which followed roughly the summit of the Diablo Range, appears to have 
been somewhat more fluid and was shared with bands of the Southern Valley Yokut.   
 
Villages were located within the interior valleys, with the rougher uplands used only seasonally.  
The Salinan groups probably maintained a more mobile lifestyle than the San Joaquin Valley 
peoples to the east or the coastal peoples to the south.  With some exceptions, villages were 
generally small and more likely abandoned by most of their inhabitants for extended periods, while 
smaller task and family groups followed their independent foraging rounds.   
 
Main staples included the acorn, pine nuts, grass seeds, chia, and sunflower. Deer, rabbit, and other 
small game and waterfowl were hunted.  Tools consisted of mortars and pestles, the mano and 
metate, and bedrock mortars.  Soapstone plates and bowls were both manufactured locally and 
acquired through trade with the Chumash; utensils and small bowls were also made of abalone shell 
or wood.  Bone and antler were crafted into various tools, beads, and projectile tips.  The bow and 
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arrow were the main hunting tools, primarily for deer. Fishhooks, made of shell or bone, were used 
for fishing.  Nets were made to obtain both fish and rabbit.  
 
Men did most of the hunting and fishing, house construction, and manufacturing of tools and 
equipment, while women gathered most of the plant foods and assumed most of the responsibilities 
of child rearing.  Men collected tule for house construction and wove nets used for fishing.  Women 
gained prestige through the manufacture of basketry, which were important items of trade.  
 
The first known outside contact with the Salinan people came in 1769, during Portola’s expedition to 
San Francisco Bay.  In 1771, Mission San Antonio de Padua was founded in northern Salinan 
territory, and by the 1790s was the largest mission in the system.  A generation later, in 1797, San 
Miguel Arcangel was founded in the southern portion of Salinan territory less than 16 kilometers (10 
miles) from the western end of the current project route.  The combined effect of forced 
acculturation, disease, and outright conflict rapidly reduced the Salinan population.  With 
secularization of the missions, the local population was forced to assimilate into rural poverty, and 
individuals were treated as aliens in their own homeland.  Preemption of native lands continued to 
increase during the American Period (1848 to present).  Although largely bypassed by the California 
Gold Rush, what had before been a trickle of newcomers quickly became a torrent.  Today, however, 
diligent elders and a younger generation of Salinan are working toward federal tribal recognition and 
are keeping the traditions and the language alive.  The Salinan represents a vital part of the modern 
community.  
 
Historic Resources 
 
Spanish explorers and missionaries were the earliest non-indigenous people in what is now known as 
San Luis Obispo County.  At least two Manila galleon captains paid brief visits at Morro Bay, but 
the land remained largely unexplored until Portola’s 1769 expedition from San Diego to Monterey 
followed a coastal route through the County.  In 1774, Anza’s expedition established a trail along the 
easier route up the Salinas river valley (Beck and Haase 1974:16; Hoover et al. F1990:359).  Spanish 
missions were the first permanent Euroamerican settlements in the region.  Father Junipero Serra 
founded Mission San Luis Obispo de Tolosa in 1772, while Father Fermin Francisco de Lasuen 
established Mission San Miguel Arcangel, the Spanish settlement closest to the project area, in 1797 
(Hoover et al. 1990:360-3661). 
 
Ranches were gradually settled along the coast, but inland settlement was sparse.  Governor 
Micheltorena granted the 10,774 hectare (26,622 acre) Cholame Rancho to Mauricio Gonzales on 
February 7, 1844 (Robinson 1957:51).  After the Mexican-American War and California’s 
admittance to the Union in 1850, one of the most important tasks in the new state involved 
settlement of private land claims.  The Cholame Rancho was sold to Ellen White in 1851.  Through a 
series of legal and bureaucratic maneuvers, the rancho eventually ended up as the property of sheep 
baron W.W. Hollister in 1867.  In 1869, Hollister sold a half-interest in the ranch to Robert E. Jack.  
In 1886, Jack purchased Hollister’s portion of the ranch. 
 
Attempts to farm the land were made by Jack and others in the project area.  While farming efforts 
failed, Jack’s attempts to raise cattle met with continued success.  His success and others’ failures 
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led him to acquire many more acres of land.  His rancho at its greatest encompassed 21,450 hectares 
(53,000 acres). 
 
Cholame has long been an area of activity and a place to congregate for the residents of the area.  A 
post office was first established there on May 14, 1873.  The Jack Ranch Café was built in 1923, 
serving locals and travelers alike.  A clump of ailanthus (tree of heaven) trees marks the spot of the 
former Cholame-Orange schoolhouse.  In November 1966, Howard Jack sold the 21,450 hectares 
(53,000 acres) Cholame Ranch to the Hearst Corporation, which still owns and operates the Jack 
Ranch, as it is commonly known. 
 
The earliest state highways followed the routes previously established by the county.  State Route 33 
from Bakersfield to Paso Robles was added to the state highway system in 1915.  It was known as 
the “Cholame Lateral” and has long been considered an important link between the inland valley and 
coast. 
 
Notification of Interested Parties 
 
Various members of the public were notified and consulted regarding the cultural resource studies 
conducted for this project.  Local historical organizations or knowledgeable individuals include the 
San Luis Obispo County Historical Society; El Paso de Robles Area Historical Society; Pioneer 
Museum, Paso Robles; Atascadero Historical Society; and local historians Wallace Ohles and Bill 
Dellard.  No historic resources immediately adjacent the project area were noted.  
 
Representatives from the Salinan Nation were notified of the proposed project on September 22, 
1999.  On September 28, 1999 a meeting was held at the Caltrans office to discuss the project with 
representatives from the Salinan Nation. On January 12, 2000 copies of the archaeological test 
proposal were sent to the Salinan Nation for their review.  They did not have any concerns with the 
testing plan. Irene Duckworth from the Salinan Nation served as site monitor during the test 
excavations conducted February, March, and April 2000.  Copies of the draft report were sent to the 
Salinan Nation for their review.  They did not have any concerns.  Representatives of the Salinan 
Nation also attended a public information meeting held on December 1, 1999.  
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to cultural resources applies to all alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of cultural impacts were conducted on a project basis and not separate for each 
alternative.  Impacts to cultural resources would not result from the construction of any of the 
proposed build alternatives.   
 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1996) and 36 CFR 800, its implementing 
regulations, requires that the federal agency (FHWA) take into account the effects of an undertaking 
on historic properties.  For purposes of Section 106, a historic property is limited to those that are 
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listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Cultural 
resource studies (archaeological, historic, and historic architectural) were conducted for all 
alternatives under consideration.  No National Register eligible properties would be affected by any 
of the alternatives for this project.   
 
Discussion 
 
Archaeological Survey 
 
Results of the archaeological survey are documented in the Archaeological Survey Report, which 
identified four sites (CA-SLO-1922H, -1927H, -1930, and –2009H) located within the project’s 
Area of Potential Effects (APE).  The APE includes the maximum proposed right of way for all 
alternatives under consideration, in addition to a 15 meter (49 foot) buffer that would accommodate 
necessary construction easements and utility relocations. 
 
Evaluation of Archaeological Sites 
 
A Historic Study Report (HSR) and Phase II Test Excavation Report were completed for the two 
historic archaeological sites located within the project area, CA-SLO-1922H (William Bland 
Homestead) and CA-SLO-2009H (Cholame School).  Extensive archival research and 
archaeological testing were conducted.  The sites do not have the potential to yield information 
important to regional history and are not considered eligible for listing in the NRHP, nor are they 
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
An Extended Phase I and Phase II testing report was prepared for archaeological sites CA-SLO-1930 
and –1927H.  The testing revealed that prehistoric occupation at CA-SLO-1930 was a minor use 
area, centered on collection and reduction of chert cobbles from the nearby creek for tool 
manufacture.  The site does not have the potential to yield any additional information important to 
regional prehistory and is not considered eligible for listing in the NRHP, nor is it a historical 
resource for purposes of CEQA.  
 
Testing at CA-SLO-1927H revealed that the site consists of a low-density accumulation of flaked 
stone tools and debitage and a limited number of ground stone artifacts.  The site appears to be a 
single-component short-term occupation dating to the central coast Early Period (5500-3000 B.P.).   
The prehistoric component of the site is considered eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion 
D47.  The historic component of the site includes a cement foundation associated with a 1920 
residence and miscellaneous pieces of non-diagnostic glass, metal, and ceramic.  The historic 
component lacks integrity and does not appear to have the information necessary to address 
questions important to regional history and is not considered eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
 

                                                 
47 d) Possesses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and has yielded, or 
may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.  Documented in 4/30/01 letter to FHWA from 
project archaeologist and 6/20/01 letter from FHWA to SHPO. 
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Evaluation of Historic Buildings, Old Roads, and Bridges 
 
The Historic Architectural Survey Report (HASR) and Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER) 
examined 83 businesses, farm complexes, and private residences.  Of those properties, 70 were 
treated under the “Interim Guidelines for Evaluating Buildings Less than 45 Years Old, Moved, or 
Substantially Altered” (1997).  These buildings were 1) built after 1955; 2) moved, or 3) have been 
so altered that the buildings no longer convey the historic identity and/or character that would 
otherwise define their potential eligibility for listing in the NRHP.  The remaining 13 buildings were 
formally evaluated.  The report concludes that none of them are eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
 
The HASR/HRER also identified 17 road segments associated with the previous alignments as well 
as the county road.  They have lost integrity and have no historical significance.  They are not 
associated with important persons or events and do not have the ability to convey information 
important to history.  The road segments are not considered eligible for listing in the NRHP and are 
not historic resources for the purposes of CEQA.  
 
Seven bridges were also documented; six of the seven were previously evaluated as part of the 
statewide historic bridge inventory (1987).  They are Category 5 bridges (ineligible for listing in the 
NRHP).  The seventh bridge, constructed in 1925 as a state highway bridge, is now on private 
property.  It is a standard design, which possessess no qualities that could convey potential for 
eligibility for the NRHP.  It is not a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
Evaluation of the James Dean Memorial 
 
One property, the James Dean memorial adjacent to the Jack Ranch Café, is not eligible for listing in 
the NRHP because of its age (1977) and because it is primarily commemorative in nature.  However, 
it is a significant resource for the purposes of CEQA, in accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) 
of the CEQA Guidelines, using the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California Public 
Resources Code.  No impacts would result to the James Dean Memorial from any of the proposed 
alternatives. 
 
FHWA Consultation with the SHPO 
 
On July 20, 2001, the Federal Highway Administration submitted the Historic Property Survey 
Report (HPSR) prepared for this project to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  The 
FHWA requested SHPO concurrence on the adequacy of the inventory effort, the Area of Potential 
Effects, and the potential eligibility of CA-1927H for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places.  FHWA also requested further concurrence that the remaining resources identified, including 
three additional archaeological sites (CA-SLO-1922H, -1930, and -2009H), 83 architectural 
properties, 17 road segments, and seven bridges were not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
 
SHPO Review, Concurrence, and Request for Clarification 
 
On November 26, 2001 the SHPO concurred with the FHWA on the following: 
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¾ Our efforts to involve the public and to identify consulting parties pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3(e) 
and (f) are adequate.  

¾ Our efforts to determine and document the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the subject 
undertaking are adequate pursuant to 36 CFR 800,4(a)(1). 

¾ Our efforts to identify historic properties in the APE is adequate as part of a phased approach to 
identification as provided for in 36 CFR 800.4(b)(c).  

¾ Our determination that 83 architectural properties are not eligible for listing in the NRHP.  
 
Additional SHPO Comment 
 
The SHPO was not in complete agreement with the determination that the historic component of 
CA-SLO-1927/H is ineligible for inclusion in the National Register.  The SHPO questioned whether 
the full extent of the historic component had been adequately identified and whether the existing 
evaluation of the component was complete.  
 
Measures Taken by FHWA to Address SHPO Concerns 
 
On behalf of FHWA Caltrans prepared a response to the SHPO concerns in a letter dated January 11, 
2002.  On April 3, 2002, the SHPO concurred with our findings that the historical component of CA-
SLO-1927/H is not eligible for listing in the National Register.  A copy of this letter is provided in 
Volume II, Appendix I.   
 
No structures, bridges, or road segments within the Area of Potential Effects are eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to archeological resources or historic 
properties would result from the construction of any of the alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Impacts to cultural sites were avoided through the design of the project.  Cultural sites were recorded 
early in the project development phase by using Global Positioning System (GPS) technology.  This 
information was imported into Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software and then converted 
into a format that could be used by the design team to avoid impacting potential sites. 
 
Should any properties be discovered during construction during the implementation of the 
undertaking, Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration will comply with 36 CFR  
800.13(b)(3). 
 
3.3.4 Land Use, Planning, and Growth 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Most land use throughout the project area is agriculture, both farming and ranching.  Two small 
urban communities are found within the project limits.  The community of Whitley Gardens is 
located within the Estrella section of the project near the bottom of the Estrella Grade.  Another 
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small community, Shandon, is located approximately midway through the project area.  The land use 
to the west of the project area is primarily urban.  Paso Robles (population 24,297) is located directly 
west of the project. 
 
Paso Robles has the highest density of population near the project area.  The current population has 
increased 30% between 1990 and 2000 (Ca Dept of Finance)48.  The increase in population is 
primarily due to the relatively inexpensive real-estate prices as compared with the City of San Luis 
Obispo and other coastal areas in the county.  There is an extensive development of vineyards and 
wineries, along with business and industrial growth, in the western one-third of the project area as 
well as in the surrounding areas of the North County.  Rising real estate prices in other parts of the 
county would undoubtedly contribute to the economic and residential growth of the Paso Robles 
area49.  
 
Between 1990 and 2000, the population of San Luis Obispo County grew from 217,162 residents to 
an estimated 246, 681 residents, a 13.6%50 increase in growth.  To compare, the north county cities 
of Atascadero and Paso Robles grew by 14.1% and 30.7%, respectively, during the same time 
period, while the unincorporated regions of San Luis Obispo County grew 13.6%.  The north county 
area has grown at a rate that is nearly twice that of the south county area.  The growth during this 
time has been independent of any major developments to state highways within the county. 
 
The current general plan expects only limited development within the unincorporated areas of the 
county, of which, over 95% of the project passes through.  Growth in these unincorporated areas is 
limited by the infrastructure such as sewer and water development needed to support high-density 
growth.  The general plan has also identified open space and agricultural preserve as high priorities 
to retain the rural qualities of the northeastern county area.  This is evidenced in the large amount of 
land that is currently held in agricultural preserve or under Williamson Act contract.  
 
The population of San Luis Obispo County is expected to continue growing.  Growth forecasts 
developed by the California Department of Finance indicate that San Luis Obispo County will grow 
approximately 31.0% by 2010 and by approximately 58.4% by 2020. 
 
There is the potential for growth and development beyond the current city limits of Paso Robles.  
Some limited growth within the project area is expected along the western end along with the 
incorporation of a small portion of this area into the city of El Paso de Robles.  However, no long-
range plans exist to further expand the city limits.  Predicted future growth in Paso Robles and the 
unincorporated portions of northeastern San Luis Obispo County would be managed based on land 
use policies identified in the general plan. 
 
Abundance of land and predicted population growth suggest a high demand for new housing and 
jobs.  However, the majority of the project area has limited water resources, lack of existing 
infrastructure, and agricultural lands protected under the Williamson Act.  These major infrastructure 
deficiencies would constrain growth.   

                                                 
48 Data from California State Census Data Center 
49 Draft Route 46 Transportation Concept Report 
50 All growth figure information and projections were obtained from the California Department of Finance, Demographic 
Research Unit.  California State Census Data Center. 
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A discussion of growth inducing impacts would not be complete without discussing the growth that 
has occurred in the Central Valley.  The neighboring counties of Kern, Kings, and Fresno have 
experienced growth increases between 1990 and 2000 of 21.7%, 27.6%, and 19.8%, respectively.  
Furthermore, population projections for Fresno and Kern counties are expected to increase to more 
than 1.1 million people each by 2020.  Compare this to the projection for San Luis Obispo County to 
reach approximately 390,000 residents by 2020.  The San Luis Obispo County general plan 
recognizes all the proposed alternatives for the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project.  The general 
plan also recognizes that State Route 46 is a critical east-west connecting route between the Central 
Valley and Central Coast (Interstate 5 to Highway 101).  The substantial, current growth in the 
Central Valley combined with growth in San Luis Obispo County has put increasing capacity 
pressures on the existing route, evidenced by the current Level of Service of E.  A change of this 
facility to a four-lane divided expressway clearly has been planned for and been shown to be needed 
by growth that is occurring independent of this two-lane highway. 
 
It is expected that the Estrella planning area would remain agriculturally viable because of existing 
uses, land capability and a good source of water from the Paso Robles groundwater basin. However, 
intrusion of extensive rural and suburban residential uses may preclude continuation and/or 
expansion of agricultural uses in some areas. Factors contributing to future population and economic 
growth potential are: continuation of agricultural uses (especially grazing, dry land farming, 
vineyards and orchards); the agricultural preserve program; and containment of rural residential uses 
to minimize conflicts with agriculture51.  
 
The average size of agricultural parcels north of State Route 46 is approximately 160 acres. 
However, land divisions have been relatively frequent near Paso Robles, the airport, and along the 
Route 46 corridor.  South of State Route 46, large agricultural holdings are interspersed between the 
rural residential tracts. Land divisions within and near these tracts are relatively more active, creating 
pressures for property sale on the nearby large parcels.  
 
A recreation zoning designation was applied to approximately 204 acres on the south side of State 
Route 46, approximately 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) east of Airport Road.   The purpose of that category 
was to develop a 18-hole public golf course and support facilities consisting of a restaurant, a “pro-
shop,” snack bar, and caretaker residence, all consistent with the rural and agricultural character of 
the surrounding area.  The result of this zoning change was the construction of the four-star Hunter 
Ranch Golf Course. 
 
Many properties within and surrounding the project area, designated residential rural, are suitable for 
agriculture, but broken property ownership patterns, small property sizes, and prior residential 
commitments often prevent effective commercial agriculture production.  The rural residential areas 
are older tracts that were subdivided in the earlier part of this century and comprise a majority of the 
land use adjacent to State Route 46 in the western half of the project.  These areas are generally 
characterized by the following:  
 
¾ Land division for speculation rather than an immediate market. 
¾ Parcels of various sizes from 0.2 hectare to 8.1 hectares (0.5 acre to 20 acres). 
                                                 
51 San Luis Obispo County General Plan (El Pomar/Estrella Planning Areas) 
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¾ Individual or multiple-lot ownership patterns. 
¾ Agricultural capacity varying with soils, topography, water availability, parcel size, and 

ownership pattern. 
¾ Mixed access varying from direct access to county maintained roads to secondary access over 

roads on private property, to no vehicular access. 
¾ Few internal roads, other improvements or services. 
¾ Sparse or complete lack of development.  
 
Most of the lots originated with the “Almond Orchard” subdivisions between 1915 and 1925, when 
4.0 to 8.1 hectare (10 to 20 acre) orchards were thought to provide a satisfactory farm living.  At 
present, only a few of the original subdivision parcels are developed (less than 5% of the total). 
Large portions of subdivisions under contiguous ownership are designated in the agriculture land use 
category. Within the tracts of the Residential Rural category, partial development has occurred with 
rural homesites and mobile homes on parcels ranging from 4.0 to 8.1 hectares (10 to 20 acres) in 
size.  They are still generally suitable for vineyard, orchard or other irrigated use on a small scale. 
 
Several tracts of 0.8 hectare (two-acre lots) are located adjacent and north of State Route 46, east of 
the Paso Robles Municipal Airport within the project area.  These lots were subdivided in the early 
1930’s as speculative land sales. The lots in these tracts are generally individually owned.  Currently, 
little or no use is made of most vacant lots, but in some cases they are used for grazing or dry land 
farming. 
 
Agricultural practices of varying degree involve approximately 90% of the area around the Estrella 
River Valley and the San Juan Creek Valley.  The area is used more intensively because of better 
soils and water availability.  Irrigated production has increased during the last 10 years, particularly 
in vineyards and orchards. 
 
Whitley Gardens is a suburban residential settlement between Shandon and Paso Robles.  It is 
located alongside State Route 46 adjacent to the Estrella River and occupies about 245 hectares (606 
acres).  It was originally created in 1927 for small garden farm-type operations. It is divided into 
parcels of 0.4 to 4.0 hectares (one to 10 acres) with scattered residential development.  The Whitley 
Gardens community has a current population of less than 200, yet has the potential to grow to 
several times that figure.  
 
The Shandon urban area is located along State Route 41 about 32.2 kilometers (20 miles) east of 
Paso Robles and is near enough to State Route 46 to be seen from the project area. The urban reserve 
line of Shandon encompasses 225 hectares (555 acres) and has a current population of 986.  It is 
primarily a rural farming community, completely surrounded by various agricultural lands.  Since 
1890, Shandon has grown to be a focal point for surrounding farms and a social service center for 
people in the area.   
 
The Shandon area would likely remain a viable agricultural area because of existing land uses and 
the prevailing agricultural dedication of the population. The area should experience limited 
population growth, related only to future increased demands for agricultural labor52.   
 
                                                 
52 San Luis Obispo County General Plan (Shandon/Carrizo Planning Areas) 
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Over the past 18 years, the population has remained nearly stationary, but because of the rural nature 
of Shandon, there is little record of population trends in the community.  Recently, there has been 
specialty crop experimentation in the Shandon area.  If these experiments are successful and yield 
profitable crops, a new trend could be established in agricultural employment of the area.  This may 
cause the Shandon area to grow substantially in the future.  In fact, a small subdivision project is 
being constructed in Shandon. 
 
An adequate water supply is essential to continuing agricultural development in the Shandon area.  
Most of the area uses little water in its predominantly dry-farming and grazing operations and 
obtains it from wells in and around the community.  Future well capacity is estimated to be sufficient 
to meet growth requirements of the community. 
 
The area between State Route 46 and Estrella and Cholame Creeks on the north side of Shandon is 
under a land conservation contract that would prohibit development for a number of years, but the 
land is divided into two hectare (five-acre) parcels that could be developed individually upon 
termination of the contract.  This land is currently being converted from grazing to vineyard 
production. 
 
The eastern one-third of the project area and its surrounding area consist of land that is 
predominantly grazed.  These areas have historically been working ranches and are mostly held as 
parts of large landholdings.  The likelihood of a change in the land use for this part of the project 
area in the near future is slim given the absence of utilities required for development, such as water, 
sewer, and electricity. 
 
Land Use Designations 
 
Most of the area that the project would affect is zoned for agriculture.  This category is defined by 
San Luis Obispo County as irrigated row and pasture crops, dry farm (orchards, vineyards and field 
crops), and grazing.  There are small areas within the project area that are zoned as recreation, 
residential suburban, residential rural and commercial service.  Definitions and criteria for the 
different land use categories can be found in Section 22.04 of San Luis Obispo County’s Land Use 
Ordinance.  A breakdown of the zoning is given in Table 3.3.4-1. 
 
The location segments in the table were broken down into five areas.  The percentages refer to these 
individual segments designated by the San Luis Obispo County zoning maps.  The percentages refer 
to the relative proportion of parcels zoned as such within each segment.  The project section name is 
also given, so that correlation with the other aspects of the project can be made. 
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Table 3.3.4-1.  Zoning Designations Within the Project Limits 
Location Section Zoning Percent 

Agriculture 70% Airport Road to Jardine Road 
(westernmost end of project) Estrella 

Recreation 30% 

Agriculture 95% 
Jardine Road to Estrella River Bridge Estrella 

Residential Suburban 5% 

Agriculture 95% Estrella River Bridge to McMillan 
Canyon Road 

Estrella and 
Shandon Residential Suburban 5% 

Agriculture 94% 

Residential Rural 5% 
McMillan Canyon Road to Cholame 

Creek Bridge (#49-36) 
Shandon and 

Wye 
Commercial Service 1% 

Cholame Creek Bridge to Wye 
(easternmost end of project) Wye Agriculture 100% 

 
Consistency with Local Plans 
 
The San Luis Obispo County General Plan documents were researched for any inconsistencies 
between the proposed project and local planning documents.  The county’s goals and policies 
regarding conservation and resource protection would provide a standard comparison of the impacts 
of this project.  The documents researched include:  
 
¾ San Luis Obispo County General Plan Land Use and Circulation Framework for Planning 11/96 
¾ San Luis Obispo County Land Use Ordinance11/96 
¾ San Luis Obispo County General Plan Land Use Element El Pomar/Estrella  Area Plan 5/98 
¾ San Luis Obispo County General Plan Land Use Element Shandon/Carrizo Area Plan 11/96 
¾ San Luis Obispo County General Plan Environment Element 11/74 
¾ San Luis Obispo County General Plan Agriculture and Open Space Element 12/98 
¾ San Luis Obispo County General Plan Safety Element 12/99 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to land use, planning, and growth applies to all alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of land use, planning, and growth impacts were conducted on a project basis 
and not separate for each alternative.  All of the alternatives are in the general plans for the county of 
San Luis Obispo.  None of the alternatives proposes any zoning changes and would not induce 
growth.  The only land use changes from any of the build alternatives would be from direct 
conversion of agriculture or residential land use to a transportation corridor. 
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Discussion 
 
The circulation element of the Salinas River area of the San Luis Obispo County General Plan lists 
the expansion of State Route 46 to a four-lane expressway as a short range, road improvement 
project.  Specifically, the plan states that, “State Route 46, East of Highway 101, be expanded to a 
four-lane divided highway from State Route 101 to Branch Road…”.  
 
The circulation element of the El Pomar/Estrella Planning Area of the San Luis Obispo County 
General Plan states that State Route 46 is the major transportation link between San Luis Obispo and 
the San Joaquin Valley.  “Projected volumes of traffic for 1995 are expected to exceed the desired 
level of service (LOS C) for rural highways, and major improvements are proposed to widen State 
Route 46 to four lanes from the intersection of Routes 41 and 46 near Cholame to Paso Robles.”  
The circulation element also states that, “The State Department of Transportation should widen State 
Route 46 to four lanes from Highway 101 to the junction of Routes 46 and 41 east of Cholame”. 
 
In addition, the Route Concept Report developed by Caltrans for the San Luis Obispo Council of 
Governments, states that State Route 46 should be upgraded to a four-lane divided expressway 
including a separated grade interchange at the easternmost divergence of Routes 46 and 41 east of 
Cholame. 
 
Clearly, the major local plans in place for San Luis Obispo County support the proposed project.  In 
addition, the purpose and need for the project shows that the proposed project meets the level of 
service degradation, as indicated in the general plan, required to initiate the project. 
 
Growth Inducing Impacts 
 
A highway project can induce growth by removing existing constraints to growth (such as, 
eliminating congestion) or by directly promoting growth (for example, providing access to 
previously inaccessible commercial or residential development sites).  In assessing the potential 
growth inducement of a proposed project, it is important to clearly identify growth induced by the 
project beyond that already anticipated and planned for by local community planners. 
 
Although the project would increase the capacity of highway and county road intersections, it would 
not encourage the development of employment generating land uses in the area (such as commercial, 
industrial, or office).  The project is proposing a controlled access expressway approximately 37.0 
kilometers (23 miles) in length with no additional intersections in the agricultural lands north and 
south of the existing highway.  Therefore, access would be restricted, reducing the likelihood for 
urban development of the surrounding lands. 
 
One interchange is proposed at the State Routes 46/41 junction.  The land surrounding the proposed 
interchange is owned by one landowner, who conducts an active grazing operation on the land.   
Furthermore, the land surrounding the proposed interchange contains sensitive environmental 
resources including wetlands and listed species whose presence would require substantial mitigation 
for impacts that could render any development economically infeasible.  
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The proposed project conforms with the growth-related policies, goals, and objectives of the San 
Luis Obispo County General Plan and would not lead to any intensification of development 
densities.  The route is mainly used as an interregional route to move goods and services between the 
Central Valley and the Central Coast.  It also provides access to the California coast for residents of 
the Central Valley and access for coastal residents to the southern Sierra Nevada range.  Very few 
residents living along the route use it as a commuter route to and from daily work places.  Residents 
who do use it as a commuter route generally do not experience and/or avoid the most congested 
periods of time on the route, mainly weekend and holiday traffic, and therefore would not experience 
a substantial decrease in home to work travel time. 
 
In summary, none of the proposed build alternatives for the four sections of the project would attract 
new development because of infrastructure limitations in the mostly rural areas affected by these 
alternatives (such as sewage disposal, water, etc.).   Also, because of the current zoning throughout 
the project area, the designation of farmland as Preserve or under Contract, and the controlled access 
nature of the expressway designation, unplanned or non-controlled growth is unlikely to occur. 
 
The proposed project would not set any precedents and would not seek any zoning changes or 
general plan amendments. The proposed project would merely improve the efficiency, capacity, and 
safety of the existing route. 
 
Consistency with Local Plan Impacts 
 
The county general plan highlighted some of the affected resource areas.  Regarding unique and 
sensitive habitat, including oak woodlands and wetlands, the County Agriculture and Open Space 
Element stated that any projects with significant impacts to unique and sensitive habitats “shall 
implement county-approved mitigation measures consistent with existing requirements of 
CEQA”(Agriculture and Open Space Element, Chapter 2, Page 54, AGP25).  Other resource areas 
are addressed in the various county general plan documents that were reviewed.  The county general 
plan states that mitigation for environmental impacts to these areas are subject to county approval, 
that determination of impacts must be compliant with the CEQA guidelines, and that any required 
permits be obtained from the responsible agency.  Project permits granted by state and federal 
regulatory agencies deem compliance with the County of San Luis Obispo.  
 
The proposed expansion of State Route 46 to a four-lane divided expressway is identified in the San 
Luis Obispo County General Plan, is in compliance with CEQA, and would obtain all necessary 
permits prior to the start of construction.  Given that the proposed project would comply with the 
requirements of CEQA and would apply for and receive the appropriate permits, then it would be 
consistent with local plans and would not result in a negative impact with regards to consistency 
with local plans. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant land use, planning or growth inducing impacts 
would result from the construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
No measures needed. 
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3.3.5 Population, Communities, and Housing 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Three small communities are found within the project limits.  The Vintage Hills Way community is 
located within the Estrella section of the project west of the Estrella Grade, approximately halfway 
through the Estrella section.  The community of Whitley Gardens is located within the Estrella 
section of the project near the bottom of the Estrella Grade.  Another small community, Shandon, is 
located approximately midway through the project area.  Paso Robles, while not occurring within the 
project limits, has the highest density of population near the project area.  The current population is 
24,297 and has increased 30% between 1990 and 2000 (Ca Dept of Finance)53.  The increase in 
population is primarily due to the relatively inexpensive real-estate prices as compared with the City 
of San Luis Obispo and other coastal areas in the county.  Rising real estate prices in other parts of 
the county would undoubtedly contribute to the economic and residential growth of the Paso Robles 
area54.  
 
Vacancy rate for the city of Paso Robles has been 2.7% for 2001 and is forecast by the University of 
California Santa Barbara Economic Forecast Project to remain at that level for the next five years.  
The entire San Luis Obispo County unincorporated area is shown to have a vacancy rate of 12.7%, 
with that rate remaining nearly constant for the next five years. 
 
Throughout the project area, residences are randomly located among large agricultural holdings.  
Some smaller residential tracts occur in areas that were subdivided in the early 1900’s.  These areas 
typically contain parcels of various sizes from 0.2 to 8.1 hectares (one-half to 20 acres).  Direct 
access for these scattered residences is from county maintained roads and State Route 46.  Secondary 
access is from roads on private property.  Development tends to be sparse with minimal 
infrastructure present to support any dense population or housing. 
 
The Vintage Hills Way community is a small residential area between Paso Robles and Whitley 
Gardens.  It consists of four separate streets: Vintage Hills Way, Burgundy Lane, Merlot Lane, and 
Champagne Lane.  Existing access to State Route 46 is via Vintage Hills Way.  The community is 
divided into approximately 80 parcels.  Currently, there are approximately 55 homes in this 
community.  Growth in this area is expected over the next 10 years. 
 
Whitley Gardens is a suburban residential settlement between Shandon and Paso Robles.  It is 
located alongside State Route 46 adjacent to the Estrella River and occupies about 245 hectares (606 
acres).  It was originally created in 1927 for small garden farm-type operations. It is divided into 
parcels of one to four hectares (10 acres) with scattered residential development.  The Whitley 
Gardens community has a current population of less than 200, yet has the potential to grow to 
several times that figure.  
 
The Shandon urban area is located along State Route 41 about 32.2 kilometers (20 miles) east of 
Paso Robles and is near enough to State Route 46 to be seen from the project area. The urban reserve 
                                                 
53 Data from California State Census Data Center 
54 Draft Route 46 Transportation Concept Report 
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line of Shandon encompasses 225 hectares (555 acres) and has a current population of 986.  It is 
primarily a rural farming community, completely surrounded by agricultural lands.  Since 1890, 
Shandon has grown to be a focal point for surrounding farms and a social service center for people in 
the area.   
 
The Shandon area would likely remain a viable agricultural area because of present land uses and the 
prevailing agricultural dedication of the population. The area should experience limited population 
growth, related only to future increased demands for agricultural labor55.  If new types of crops, not 
currently grown in the area, were found to grow very well in the Shandon area, the area would grow 
to accommodate the influx of labor needed to work the new crops. 
 
Over the past 18 years, the population has remained nearly stationary, but because of the rural nature 
of Shandon, there is little record of population trends in the community.  There has recently been 
specialty crop experimentation in the Shandon area.  If these experiments are successful and yield 
profitable crops, a new trend could be established in agricultural employment of the area.  This may 
cause the Shandon area to grow substantially in the future.  In fact, a small subdivision project is 
being constructed in Shandon.  As discussed in Chapter 4, two additional subdivision projects have 
been also been proposed in the Shandon area.  They consist of a 2 lot subdivision and a 9 lot 
subdivision, both within the Shandon Urban Reserve Line. 
 
Throughout the project area, businesses can be found.  Most of these businesses are in the winery 
industry or are agricultural in nature.  Wine tasting rooms, sales offices, and shipping and receiving 
warehouses make up the different aspects of the wine industry found throughout the project area.  
Most of these businesses are found in the Estrella and Shandon sections of the project and welcome 
the general public to visit, taste wine, and purchase goods.  Some commercial agricultural businesses 
are also found in the project area.  These businesses tend to serve only the wholesale farming and 
ranching industry and are mostly not open to the general public. 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
Minority groups and low-income households in the project area were estimated based on 2000 
Census data and California Department of Finance population estimates in accordance with the 
provisions of Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations.  San Luis Obispo County has a somewhat diverse 
population.  Approximately 76% (three-quarters) of the county’s population is white and 16% is 
Hispanic/Latino.  The remaining 8% of the population is split nearly equally amongst groups 
reporting their race as Asian, Black/African American, Native American, and various others.  Table 
3.3.5-1 shows the demography of San Luis Obispo County based on the year 2000 Census. 
 
Income estimates for San Luis Obispo County in 1999 revealed that the median family income was 
$52,447.  There were approximately 29,775 individuals living at or below the poverty level in San 
Luis Obispo County in 1999 which represents approximately 12.8% of the population.  There were 
3,991 families in 1999 that reported income at or below the poverty level, which was $16,700 
annually for a family of four in 1999. 
 
                                                 
55 San Luis Obispo County General Plan (Shandon/Carrizo Planning Areas) 
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Table 3.3.5-1.  Demography of San Luis Obispo County, Year 2000 
Race/Ethnicity Population* Percent of Total 

White 187,840 76% 
Hispanic/Latino 40,196 16% 
Asian 6,568 3% 
Black/African American 5,002 2% 
Native American 2,335 1% 
Other 4,740 2% 

Total = 246,681 100% 
*Source: US Census Bureau, Census 2000 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to population, communities, and housing is separate for each alternative. 
 
Small segments of the local population would be impacted by construction of the build alternatives 
in the Estrella and Cholame sections.  No impacts to population, communities, or housing would 
result from the construction of the build alternatives in the Shandon and Wye sections.  Estrella 
Section, Alternative 8N would displace four single-family residences.  Estrella Section, Alternative 
9N would displace six single-family residences.  With either Estrella section alternative, adequate 
relocation resources exist in the area.  Both Estrella section alternatives would affect the Vintage 
Hills Way community.  Local circulation would be altered.  This would negatively affect some 
residents in the community and positively affect others.  Both Cholame section alternatives would 
displace one single-family residence. 
 
Discussion 
 
A relocation study was conducted for this project.  Adequate relocation resources are available for 
all residents potentially displaced by the proposed project.  All potentially displaced residents would 
be treated in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and the California Relocation Act.  Tables 3.3.5-2 and 
3.3.5-3 summarize the impacted residential and non-residential properties and structures by 
alternative for the Estrella and Cholame sections of the proposed project.  No structures would be 
affected in the Shandon or Wye sections under any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
In addition to the properties that would need to be relocated, other properties may be impacted by the 
proposed alternatives.  These properties would be impacted by the purchase of right of way for the 
construction of the project.  All property owners that would be affected by right of way acquisition 
would be compensated for this loss at a price equal to fair market value.  Some of this property 
acquisition may include impacts to non-residential structures such as barns or sheds.  
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Table 3.3.5-2.  Estrella Section Relocation Information 
Estrella Section Displacement Summary by Alternative 

Alternative Total Single 
Family Units 

Total Residential Displacements 
(Units/Residents)* 

Nonresidential Displacements 
(Businesses/Employees)** 

No-Build 0 0 0 

Alternative 8N 4 4/10 0 

Alternative 9N 6 6/15 0 

*Estimate of residents is based on an average of 2.55 residents per unit (Department of Finance estimates for 2000) 
**Estimate of employees based on a visual survey of potentially affected businesses 

 
Table 3.3.5-3.  Cholame Section Relocation Information 

Cholame Section Displacement Summary by Alternative 

Alternative Total Single 
Family Units 

Total Residential Displacements 
(Units/Residents)* 

Nonresidential Displacements 
(Businesses/Employees)** 

No-Build 0 0 0 

Alternative 1 1 1/2 0 

Alternative 2 1 1/2 0 

*Estimate of residents is based on an average of 2.55 residents per unit (Department of Finance estimates for 2000) 
**Estimate of employees based on a visual survey of potentially affected businesses 

 
Changes to local traffic circulation in the Vintage Hills community would cause impacts to the 
residents.  The project would close the intersection of Vintage Hills Way and State Route 46 in the 
Estrella section and provide access for this community by extending Branch Road north to 
Champagne Lane.  Access to Branch Road would be provided for Burgundy Lane, Merlot Lane, and 
Champagne Lane.  Caltrans proposes to minimize traffic circulation impacts to the residents in this 
area by providing access for all three streets to Branch Road (see Figure 3.3.5-1).  The northern 
Branch Road extension would be relinquished to the county upon its completion and would be 
constructed to the standards for rural roads established by the County of San Luis Obispo.  Some 
residents currently located at the end of a dead end street would see an increase in the number of 
vehicles that drive by their house to get to State Route 46, while others would see a decrease in the 
number of vehicles passing by their residence.  The local streets in this community are not 
maintained by the county but by the residents themselves.  Some residents would see the need for 
increased road maintenance in front of their home, while others would see a decrease in road 
maintenance.  Although these alterations to local circulation would have impacts to certain 
individuals, the overall benefits to the community by providing the safest possible access to the 
proposed expressway project outweigh the inconveniences to these residences.   
 
Branch Road would be constructed to the standards for county roads as dictated by San Luis Obispo 
County in terms of width for emergency vehicles.  This would require some minor acquisition of 
right of way to extend Branch Road.  Residents whose parcel borders the section line would be 
affected by the acquisition of right of way and would be compensated at a rate equal to fair market 
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value.  Approximately 7.6 meters (25 feet) of right of way would need to be purchased to the east 
and to the west of the section line in order to construct the Branch Road connection.  The extension 
of Branch Road would be paved and relinquished to the County of San Luis Obispo upon 
completion.  In addition, the intersection of Branch Road and State Route 46 would be built with full 
standard left-turn lanes, acceleration lanes, and deceleration lanes to provide for the safest access 
possible to the proposed expressway.  Figure 3.3.5-1 shows the proposed Branch Road connection, 
the areas to be paved, and the full standard intersection with State Route 46. 
 

 
Figure 3.3.5-1.  Access changes to Vintage Hills Way Community 
 
Businesses along the transportation corridor would generally benefit from the proposed project.  
Project features, such as left-turn lanes, would greatly improve the safety for the businesses’ visiting 
customers and may even encourage more people to stop due to the easier access to and from the 
expressway.  Some temporary impacts would occur to local businesses during construction of the 
project alternatives.  While access to the businesses would remain open most of the time, there 
would be some occasions when business access would be temporarily restricted.  The Traffic 
Management Plan (discussed in detail in Section 3.3.7, Transportation and Traffic) that would be 

Note: All areas shown in this photo 
to be gravel will be paved.  This is 
at the request of a majority of the 
residents in this area. 
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written for this project would contain information regarding access for local businesses and would 
provide for a plan to minimize any impacts to businesses. 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
Estrella Section, Alternative 8N and 9N would displace four and six residences, respectively.  These 
households would require relocation yet none are occupied by minority households.  Cholame 
Section, Alternatives 1 and 2 would each displace one residence (both of these alternatives would 
displace the same residence).  This household would require relocation but is not currently occupied 
by a minority household.  None of the Shandon section or Wye section alternatives would displace 
residences or businesses. 
 
Since none of the alternatives would impact residences occupied by minority or low-income 
households none of the proposed build alternatives for the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 
would cause disproportionately high or adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations 
as discussed in Executive Order 12898 regarding environmental justice.  In addition, no impacts 
from the construction of any of the noise mitigation (identified in Section 3.1.5) would occur to 
residences occupied by minority or low-income households.  Thus no disproportionately high or 
adverse effects would occur to any minority or low-income populations as a result of any aspect of 
the proposed project. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to the local population, communities, or 
housing would result from the construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Best management practices to reduce impacts to residents shall include payment by the State to 
rebuild, move, or compensate for the loss of homes, outbuilding structures, and property.  
 
Adequate relocation resources exist for rural residential owners and tenants.  The displacement 
neighborhood and relocation areas are comparable or superior in terms of amenities, public utilities, 
and accessibility to public services, transportation and shopping. 
 
All displaced residents would be assigned to a relocation advisor, who would see that all payments 
and benefits are fully utilized, and that all regulations are observed.  Displaced residents would be 
fully compensated at a price equal to fair market value.  At the time of the first written offer to 
purchase, owner occupants are given a detailed explanation of Caltrans, “Relocation Program and 
Services”.  Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired are contacted soon after the first written 
offer to purchase, and also are given a detailed explanation of Caltrans, “Relocation Program and 
Services”.  In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended, Caltrans would provide relocation advisory assistance to any 
person, business, farm or nonprofit organization displaced as a result of the acquisition of real 
property for public use. 
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3.3.6 Public Services 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The affected environment is the portion of State Route 46 and its nearby surroundings that are within 
and immediately adjacent to the project limits.  The public services in the project vicinity are as 
follows:  
 
¾ California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDFF) station located on Branch 

Road 
¾ California Highway Patrol (CHP) 
¾ San Luis Obispo County Sheriff’s Department (sheriff) 
¾ Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area (roadside rest) 
¾ Public schools 

 
The affected environment for the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection includes the 
portion of State Route 46 within the jurisdiction of the Branch Road station and the various access 
openings, private driveways, business entrances, and public roads that the CDFF emergency 
personnel may use during any emergency response. 
 
The affected environment for the California Highway Patrol includes the entire portion of State 
Route 46 in the project area.  The median, inside and outside shoulders, and other areas within the 
State right of way are included in the affected environment.  These areas are used often by the CHP 
during emergency responses on the highway and during traffic law enforcement.   
 
The affected environment for the San Luis Obispo County Sheriff’s Department encompasses the 
entire portion of State Route 46 in the project area and the various access openings, private 
driveways, business entrances, and public roads that the sheriff’s officers may use during any 
emergency response. 
 
The purpose of roadside rest areas is to provide facilities where motorists can safely pull off of the 
highway to use the restroom, have a snack, stretch their legs, and rest during long trips.  Roadside 
rests also serve as places for large trucks to pull off the highway so that the drivers can comply with 
the mandatory resting requirements developed by the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration.  
These statewide roadside rest areas are heavily used and the one located near Shandon, on State 
Route 46 is no exception.  Annually, the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area receives approximately 
1,260,000 visitors.  Special uses to the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area include up to 30 school 
busloads of children per day stopping to use the restroom facilities.  In addition, a higher percentage 
of large trucks stop at the rest area compared to other roadside rest facilities.  This is due to the 
higher than statewide average of truck traffic on State Route 4656. 
 
No schools were found within the project area of potential effect.  Several schools, however, were 
found near the project area.  A one-room schoolhouse known as “Hill” or “Phyllips” school is 
located on Almond Drive.  According to the Secretary to the Superintendent of the Paso Robles 

                                                 
56 Route 46 has 20% truck traffic with 12% of those having three or more axles.  See Section 1.3.2 for more information. 
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School District57, the Phyllips school is being leased to Shandon High School, which buses 8 
students from Shandon High to the Phyllips school in the morning and then buses them back to 
Shandon in the afternoon.  The secretary stated that no plans exist to change this arrangement for 
Phyllips school and that there are no future plans to do anything differently with this school. 
 
Shandon High School, located in Shandon, is also found near the project area.  This school receives 
students from many parts of the rural community in this area.  One other school near the project area 
is the Lillian Larsen Elementary School, located 12.0 kilometers (7.5 miles) north of the intersection 
of Estrella Road and State Route 46. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to public services applies to all alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of public service impacts were conducted on a project basis and not separate for 
each alternative.  Emergency services (CDFF, CHP, sheriff, ambulance) would be positively 
impacted by the proposed project.  The expansion of the highway would provide a safer environment 
for them to work in and travel through and would generally decrease response times.  Only 
beneficial impacts would occur to the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area.  Increased large vehicle 
parking would be constructed to benefit the public using the roadside rest facility.  No schools would 
be impacted by the proposed project.  Providing a safer roadway for school buses to move students 
to school would be a benefit to the public. 
 
Discussion 
 
Emergency vehicle response times are expected to improve during heavy traffic situations.  Two 
lanes in each direction plus shoulders would provide emergency vehicles with more “open areas” to 
use when responding quickly to an emergency situation.  Furthermore, the presence of two lanes 
plus outside shoulders in each direction would provide a safer place for the public to pull into when 
emergency vehicles are responding using lights and sirens.  The California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection station located on Branch Road, adjacent to State Route 46, should have a faster 
and safer response time.  This intersection would contain left-turn pockets and acceleration and 
deceleration lanes in each direction to provide areas for the slower accelerating emergency vehicles 
to gather speed before entering the highway. 
 
Temporary impacts to emergency personnel could occur during construction if lanes are closed.  
Single-lane control would be avoided as much as possible and, if used during construction, would be 
planned in cooperation with the California Highway Patrol.  The presence of a California Highway 
Patrol unit during times of single-lane control would assist other emergency personnel in negotiating 
this traffic delay in the event of an emergency.  The project contract Special Provisions would 

                                                 
57 Telephone conversation between the Secretary to the Superintendent of the Paso Robles School District and Design on 
March 27, 2001. 
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require that emergency services (sheriff, fire, and ambulance) be notified before any required 
roadway or lane closures. 
 
Impacts to the roadside rest area would occur as a result of both of the proposed Shandon section 
alternatives.  Permanent impacts would occur to three of the leach lines, which are part of the septic 
system for waste disposal, and to the traffic circulation within the roadside rest.  Currently, the 
roadside rest area is deficient in truck parking spaces.  There are seven truck parking spaces at the 
roadside rest area.  Eleven spaces would be added to the existing seven to alleviate congested truck 
parking.  The Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area would not be closed at any time due to the 
construction of the project. 
 
A separate project to completely rehabilitate/restore the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area has 
been proposed by Caltrans.  A Project Study Report for this project was completed and approved in 
September 2001 to rehabilitate/restore the existing Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area.  
Alternatives to restoring the existing facilities at this location include: 
 
1. Rehabilitating and upgrading the existing facility to remain a facility that serves eastbound and 

westbound travelers. 
2. Rehabilitating the existing facility for eastbound traffic only and constructing a new facility for 

westbound highway users. 
3. Rehabilitating, upgrading and expanding (including purchasing additional right of way) the 

existing facility to accommodate both directions of travel. 
4. Construct a new facility in a new location within the project limits that serves both directions of 

travel.  The existing facility would be demolished and abandoned upon completion of the new 
facility. 

 
This separate project may or may not be analyzed, designed, and constructed in conjunction with the 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project.  If the Shandon roadside rest rehabilitation/restoration 
project is not funded, designed, or approved by the time the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 
would impact the roadside rest area, then the description of the changes to the roadside rest in 
Section 2.3.3 would be implemented.  If, however, the concurrent roadside rest 
rehabilitation/restoration project is funded, designed, and approved, then one of the alternatives 
described above would be selected and built in lieu of the changes proposed as a part of Shandon 
Section, Alternative 1 or Shandon Section, Alternative 2 described in Section 2.3.3. 
 
Because students are bussed to the Phyllips school, no students would need to cross State Route 46 
to access this school.  In addition, no students would need to cross State Route 46 to attend Shandon 
High School.  No homes are found across State Route 46, near enough to the school, which would 
house students who would need to walk across the highway to get to school.  Any students walking 
to Shandon High School live in the community of Shandon, south of State Route 46.  Any students 
from the Estrella, Whitley Gardens, or Vintage Hills communities who attend Shandon High School 
are bussed to the school.  The proposed alternatives for the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 
would provide a safer facility and safer access to State Route 46 for school buses to travel, thus 
improving the safety of moving students to the area schools. 
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Because Lillian Larsen Elementary School is 12.0 kilometers (7.5 miles) from State Route 46, no 
students living south of the highway would walk to school.  Any students who do live south of State 
Route 46 would be driven either by bus or private vehicle to school.  The proposed project would 
provide a safer facility with safer access to State Route 46, so no impacts to schools would result 
from any of the alternatives. 
 
School bus routes were also evaluated in relation to the project.  All alternatives would be designed 
to accommodate all large vehicles, including school buses.  Again, because the proposed project 
would provide a safer facility with safer access from public roads to State Route 46, no impacts to 
schools would result from the proposed project. 
 
During construction, temporary traffic impacts may occur at times to schools and bus schedules.  A 
Traffic Management Plan, as discussed in Section 3.3.7, would be developed and would address any 
potential delays to school buses as a result of the project.  Delays during school bus times would be 
minimized to the greatest extent possible. 
 
No public parks were found within the project limits.  Therefore, no impacts to parks would result 
from the proposed alternatives. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to emergency vehicle response, schools, 
or other public services would result from the construction of any of the proposed alternatives for 
this project. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest 
Area would result from any of the proposed alternatives with implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
The project contract Special Provisions would require that emergency services (sheriff, fire, and 
ambulance) be notified before any required roadway or lane closures. 
 
The following best management practices, minimization, and mitigation measures would reduce the 
potential impacts to the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area, under CEQA, to less than significant. 
 
¾ Reconstruct traffic flow through the Shandon SRRA according to the plans developed under Shandon 

section, Alternative 1 and 2.  
 
¾ Reconstruct leach field in new location per the plans developed for Shandon section, Alternative 1 and 2. 
 
¾ Expand truck parking by 11 new spaces per the plans developed for Shandon section, Alternative 1 and 2. 
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3.3.7 Transportation and Traffic 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The affected environment is the portion of State Route 46 and its nearby communities that are within 
and immediately adjacent to the project limits.  In addition, the traveling public using State Route 46 
to travel to or from destinations other than the Central Valley and central coast are considered in the 
environmental impact discussion. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
This discussion of impacts to transportation and traffic applies to all alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of traffic impacts were conducted on a project basis and not separate for each 
alternative.  The project itself, regardless of the build alternative selected, would improve traffic 
flow overall.  Some impacts to traffic would occur during construction of the project.  A Traffic 
Management Plan would be created to minimize traffic congestion during construction. 
 
Discussion 
 
Construction of the project as proposed would improve traffic flow between the Central Valley and 
Central Coast of California.  The speed differentials between large trucks and passenger vehicles, 
while not eliminated, would be less of a conflict in terms of restricting traffic flow.  The increased 
capacity associated with the proposed project would improve traffic circulation, especially during 
holiday weekends and summer tourism travel seasons. 
 
The construction of left-turn lanes, merge lanes, storage lanes, and acceleration lanes would improve 
local traffic circulation and safety.  Widening of county roads at the State Route 46 intersection 
would also improve local traffic circulation by reducing storage times of vehicles making right turns 
from the county road onto the highway.  Currently, vehicles waiting on county roads to make a left 
turn, across the highway, impede this movement.   
 
Local traffic circulation would be altered in two locations throughout the project.  The first location 
is Estrella Road.  Under Estrella section, Alternative 8N, Estrella Road would not have a direct 
intersection with State Route 46.  It would be routed under the proposed State Route 46 and be 
connected to Whitley Gardens Drive heading east, along the existing State Route 46 using the 
existing State Route 46 bridge over the Estrella River.  Estrella Road would tie into Whitley Gardens 
Drive where access to State Route 46 would occur.  Given that Estrella Road would still have access 
to State Route 46, albeit indirectly, no substantial impact to local traffic circulation would result.  
Figure 3.3.7-1 details the Estrella section, Alternative 8N design for the proposed connection for 
Estrella Road to Whitley Gardens Drive. 
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Figure 3.3.7-1.  Proposed changes to local circulation under Estrella Section, Alternative 8N 
 
Estrella Section, Alternative 8N further proposed a change to local traffic circulation by eliminating 
left turns from Whitley Gardens Drive across State Route 46 in both directions. As seen in Figure 
3.3.7-1, a new road would be constructed on the east side of the Estrella River, under the proposed 
State Route 46.  Traffic from the south side of the highway that wants to travel west, towards Paso 
Robles would travel on this new road under the proposed State Route 46 to Whitley Gardens Drive 
where a right turn would put motorists on the highway, going west.  The opposite would occur for 
motorists on the north side of the highway that wish to travel east on the proposed State Route 46.  
This new frontage road, under Estrella Section, Alternative 8N, would also be used to move vehicles 
traveling eastbound to the north side of the highway.  Left turns from eastbound and westbound 
State Route 46 onto Whitley Gardens Drive would be eliminated.  Motorists traveling eastbound on 
State Route 46 that wish to travel to the north side of the highway would exit by making a right turn 
onto this frontage road on the south side of the highway.  They can then drive to the north side by 
going under the proposed State Route 46 on the frontage road. 
 
The second location where local circulation is to be altered by the proposed project is in the Vintage 
Hills Way community area (see Figure 3.3.5-1 in Section 3.3.5).  This is also in the Estrella section 
of the proposed project.  In the Estrella section, Alternatives 8N and 9N, the existing at-grade 
intersection of and State Route 46 would be closed.  To provide access for this community to the 
proposed State Route 46, Branch Road, located just east of Vintage Hills Road, would be extended 
to the north linking Burgundy, Merlot, and Champagne Lanes with Branch Road and then to State 
Route 46.  Providing this access to State Route 46 would alter the local circulation in this area, but 
would not result in a significant impact under CEQA to the circulation of this community.  The 
proposed change in circulation in this community would impact some of the residents living in this 
area. The effect of this proposed change on the Vintage Hills Way community is discussed in detail 
in Section 3.3.5.  However, for some residents in the community, the change would result in a slight 
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increase in the number of cars that pass by their residence.  For others, a slight decrease in the 
number of cars passing by their home would result. 
 
Both of these proposed changes to local circulation were presented to and reviewed by the County of 
San Luis Obispo.  In a letter dated, November 7, 200158, the County of San Luis Obispo stated that, 
“we concur that closing Vintage Hills Road intersections and relocating the access point to a 
northerly extension of Branch Road is the most desirable layout” and requested that these new 
connections and extensions be constructed to the county’s standards.  Subsequent conversations with 
county representatives resulted in support for the realignment of Estrella Road under Estrella section, 
Alternative 8N as well. 
 
For all project alternatives, the State Route 46 users and local residents would experience delays 
during construction.  Some construction activities may require that local detours be constructed.  
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant adverse impacts to local traffic circulation or 
traffic flow would result from any of the proposed build alternatives for this project. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Best Management Practices: 
 
For all build alternatives, the maintenance of traffic and sequence of construction would be planned 
and scheduled to minimize traffic delays.  Traffic delays would be controlled to the extent feasible 
during periods of many simultaneous construction operations.  Signs would be used, as appropriate, 
to provide notices of road closures, detours and other pertinent information.  The local news media 
would be notified in advance of lane closures and other construction-related activities that could 
inconvenience local residents and travelers so they may plan accordingly.  Temporary access to 
residences or businesses would be provided as necessary.   
 
A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be developed in consultation with the San Luis Obispo 
County of Governments (SLOCOG).  The TMP would be similar for each build alternative.  These 
programs are designed to increase driver awareness, ease congestion, and minimize delay during 
construction.  Many TMP components would be implemented prior to construction and would 
continue after construction with local funding.  The components of the TMP would be: 
 
1) Public Awareness Program: Strategies that would be considered to increase public awareness may 
include one or more of the following items: 

Mailings 
Speakers bureau 
Public service announcements: radio, television, and newspapers 
Signs along roadway: changeable message signs 
Telephone information line, hotline, “800” number 
Updates to local businesses 
Webpage 
 

                                                 
58 Letter from Dave Flynn, Traffic Engineer, San Luis Obispo County, November 7, 2001. 
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2) Traffic Operations Strategies Program, which includes ongoing evaluation of traffic operations 
and provides for incident response during construction: Strategies that would be considered may 
include one or more of the following items: 

TMP evaluation and adjustment 
Alternate route strategies 
Temporary signal location 
California Highway Patrol enforcement of construction zone speed limits during lane 
closures 

 
A Traffic Management Plan and Traffic Operations Strategies Program would be developed prior to 
the start of construction. 
 
3.3.8 Utilities and Service Systems 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The affected environment includes the entire project area from Airport Road in the west to the State 
Routes 46/41 junction in the east.  Included in this environment is the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest 
Area, the Tosco Oil Pumping Plant and several utility companies’ underground pipelines and above 
ground poles used to move petroleum products, electricity, and telephone communications through 
the project area. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
In General 
 
The discussion of impacts to utilities and service systems applies to all alternatives. 
 
The impacts are very similar for all of the project alternatives.  Because the build alternatives are so 
similar, the analyses of utility and service systems impacts were conducted on a project basis and not 
separate for each alternative.  Each build alternative in every section of the project would require the 
relocation of both above ground and below ground utilities.  Utilities would be relocated outside of 
the state right of way because of the change in facility type from a non-access controlled facility to 
an access controlled facility.  With an access controlled facility, utility easements are located outside 
of the right of way so that any maintenance operations on the utilities would not require permits to 
work within the state right of way. 
 
Discussion 
 
The project would require the movement of several miles of underground pipelines owned by the 
Chevron Corporation, the Tosco Corporation, and the United States Navy.  The movement of the 
pipeline utilities and potential impacts associated with this activity is discussed in the Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials Section of the document, Section 3.1.3. 
 
Telephone lines and electrical spur lines would require relocation in some portions of the project 
area.  The majority of above ground utility relocation would occur in the Estrella section of the 
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project.  Under both Estrella section alternatives utilities would be relocated.  Easements to place the 
utility poles outside of the state right of way and onto private property would be negotiated on behalf 
of the utility company by the state with the private property owner.  This process would occur at the 
same time as the right of way acquisition process.  Utility relocation requires an easement only, 
which would result in minor impacts to the landowners from the relocation.  Compensation for the 
utility easement would be offered to the landowners and would not result in additional property loss 
for them. 
 
Impacts to a portion of the leach field at the roadside rest area would result in the relocation of a 
portion of the leach lines.  The lines would be moved adjacent to the lines not impacted by the 
project and would not result in any expansion of wastewater facilities or new, non-adjacent areas of 
land being used as a leach field. 
 
The project would not require or result in the need for new, permanent supplies of water, as this is a 
transportation project only.  The project would not affect any wastewater treatment provider and 
would not require the services of a landfill to accommodate solid waste disposal needs.  This project 
would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  The 
applicable regulations would only apply to solid waste generated during construction operations. 
 
The project would require the construction of temporary and permanent stormwater drainage 
facilities.  However, the construction of these facilities would not result in any substantial 
environmental effects.  The construction of stormwater and drainage facilities is a part of the 
proposed project and any impacts would be accounted for as part of this document in each of the 
pertinent sections. 
 
The CEQA determination found that no significant impacts to utility or service systems would result 
from the construction of any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
Avoidance & Minimization Measures, Best Management Practices, and Mitigation Measures 
 
All applicable regulations regarding solid waste would be complied with as related to the 
construction of the alternatives. 
 
Stormwater drainage facilities would be a part of each project alternative and would be evaluated in 
conjunction with each alternative for potential impacts to the resources discussed in this document. 
 
3.4 Borrow Sites, Disposal Sites, and Construction Staging Areas 
 
3.4.1 Borrow/Disposal Sites 
 
This discussion of borrow sites, disposal sites, and construction staging areas applies to all 
alternatives. 
 
In compliance with Caltrans recently adopted policies regarding disposal, staging, and borrow sites, 
Caltrans would recommend onsite borrow and disposal sites required for earthwork.  In addition, 
Caltrans would obtain environmental clearance for the designated site(s).  If the contractor should 
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choose a non-designated site, the contractor would be responsible for obtaining environmental 
clearance from the appropriate local jurisdiction(s).  The contractor, prior to using the non-
designated site, must provide copies of the environmental clearance and any necessary permits to 
Caltrans.  Disposal would be in onsite detention areas only.  Removal of debris would be in 
accordance with local and state regulatory agencies permitting this project.  The construction 
contractor would be responsible for effective methods of erosion controls on haul roads, in borrow 
pits, materials pits and other areas used for disposal of waste materials from project construction. 
 
For Caltrans-designated sites 
 

Caltrans would do the following: 
 

¾ Provide a general site plan, including site limits and access roads 
¾ Obtain temporary property owner agreements as necessary to “reserve” property 
¾ Prepare NEPA/CEQA environmental documentation 
¾ Obtain the necessary permits, licenses, and agreements to satisfy regulatory agencies and ensure 

site availability 
¾ Review and approve contractor’s submittal 
 

The contractor would do the following: 
 

¾ Determine final grading plans in conformance with Standard Specifications 
¾ Provide release of liability 
¾ Provide final property owner agreements 
¾ Submit Water Pollution Control Plan 
 
The project development team for the proposed project has discussed the most feasible way to 
implement the new policy into this project.  The project development team has preliminarily 
identified potential borrow/disposal sites for this project and has begun the analysis necessary to 
determine whether these sites are reasonable to use.  To avoid delays to this project, the project 
development team for the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project has agreed that Caltrans would 
determine a suitable site or sites for borrow/disposal and would designate these sites in the Plans, 
Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) package.  To minimize environmental impacts from 
borrow/disposal sites, Caltrans would prioritize the designation of these sites in areas that are 
currently “disturbed” by ongoing human activities. 
 
3.4.2 Construction Staging Areas 
 
In compliance with Caltrans recently adopted policies regarding equipment staging areas59, Caltrans 
would recommend construction staging areas for use by the project construction contractor(s).  For 
Caltrans designated sites, Caltrans would complete the items listed above, in the borrow/disposal 
sites section and would require that the contractor complete the items he or she is responsible for, 
which are listed above. 
 
The design team responsible for this project has requested that the environmental team recommend 
equipment staging areas.  These areas would be selected so that impacts to sensitive resources are 
                                                 
59 Also commonly referred to as “contractor’s yards”. 
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minimized to the greatest extent feasible.  A discussion of the designated equipment staging areas 
and their associated environmental impacts (if any) would be discussed in future environmental 
reevaluations of this project. 
 
3.5 Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Environment and 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long Term Productivity 
 
This discussion applies to all alternatives. 
 
The Route 46 Corridor Improvement project is intended to meet the long range planning goals of 
San Luis Obispo County Association of Governments and the state.  This project is designed to 
improve safety and relieve congestion and is identified in the Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program and Plans.  Construction and operation of any one of the build alternatives would result in a 
number of various potential environmental impacts. 
 
Construction of any one of the build alternatives would involve short-term uses of the surrounding 
environment.  Impacts would include noise from heavy machinery, dust from earth moving 
activities, changes to the visual environment, removal of riparian/wetland habitats, removal of 
sensitive wildlife habitat, and additional traffic congestion due to traffic detours during construction. 
 
Construction of the proposed project would result in long-term uses of the environment.  Long-term 
impacts include major terrain alteration; increased noise levels; the incremental removal of wildlife 
habitat, wetlands, and plant communities; air pollutant emissions from motor vehicles; and loss of 
agricultural land.  Neither cumulative impacts nor long-term risks to health or safety would result 
from implementation of the project. 
 
There are a number of long-term benefits associated with the implementation of the proposed 
project.  These benefits include improved roadway safety, reduced peak hour and peak weekend 
traffic congestion, and improved migration for the pronghorn antelope.  The project would also 
result in the clean up of any hazardous waste found in the construction limits, thereby eliminating 
the potential for future adverse impacts to soil and groundwater.  There would be a positive effect on 
the region by providing improved conditions for the movement of emergency vehicles, goods, 
services, and people.  In addition to serving local and regional needs, the proposed project would 
improve interregional and recreational travel and movement on a vital state highway. 
 
Although the project alternatives would create various adverse environmental effects as described in 
this document, implementation of the proposed project is warranted due to the immediate need for 
the facility to safely accommodate existing traffic volumes, to improve level of service, and to 
accommodate the foreseeable increases in interregional and commuter traffic.  The transportation 
improvements represented by this project are based on state, regional, and local comprehensive 
planning that considers the need for present and future traffic requirements within the context of 
present and future land use development.  The local short-term impacts and use of resources by the 
proposed project are consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity for 
the state, region, and local area. 
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3.6 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
 
This discussion applies to all alternatives. 
 
Implementation of the proposed action involves a commitment of a range of natural, physical, 
human, and fiscal resources.  Land used in the construction of the proposed facility is considered an 
irreversible commitment during the time period that the land is used for a highway facility.  
However, if a greater need arises for use of the land or if the highway facility is no longer needed, 
the land can be converted to another use.  At present, there is no reason to believe such a conversion 
would ever be necessary or desirable. 
 
Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor, and highway construction materials such as cement, 
aggregate, and bituminous material are expended.  Additionally, large amounts of labor and natural 
resources are used in the making of construction materials.  These materials are generally not 
retrievable.  However, they are not in short supply and their use would not have an adverse effect 
upon continued availability of these resources.  Any construction would also require a substantial 
one-time expenditure of both state and federal funds, which are not retrievable; savings in energy, 
time, and a reduction in accidents would offset this.  In addition to the costs of construction and 
right-of-way would be costs for roadway maintenance, including pavement, roadside, 
litter/sweeping, signs and markers, electrical and storm maintenance. 
 
The commitment of these resources is based on the concept that residents in the immediate area, 
region, and state would benefit from the improved quality of the transportation system.  These 
benefits would consist of improved accessibility and safety, which are expected to outweigh the 
commitment of these resources. 
 
3.7 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
 
Unavoidable adverse impacts are defined under CEQA as “where the environmental effect of the 
proposed project reaches the threshold of significance but no feasible mitigation is available to 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level”60.  For the proposed project, unavoidable adverse 
impacts were anticipated in the draft environmental document, however, feasible and effective 
mitigation was developed to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.   
 
 

                                                 
60 CEQA Deskbook. A step-by-step guide on how to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. Ronald E. 
Bass; Herson, Albert I.; Bogdan, Kenneth M.  1999 (Second) Edition. 
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Chapter 4: Cumulative Impacts 
 
 
4.1 Cumulative Impacts 
 
Cumulative impacts are those that result from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, combined with the potential impacts of this project.  A cumulative effect assessment looks at 
the collective impacts posed by individual land use plans and projects.  Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor, but collectively substantial impacts taking place over a period of 
time.   
 
Cumulative impacts to resources in the project area may result from residential, commercial, 
industrial, and highway development, as well as from agricultural development and the conversion 
to more intensive types of agricultural cultivation.  These land use activities can degrade habitat and 
species diversity through consequences such as displacement and fragmentation of habitats and 
populations, alteration of hydrology, contamination, erosion, sedimentation, disruption of migration 
corridors, changes in water quality, and introduction or promotion of predators.  They can also 
contribute to potential community impacts identified for the project, such as traffic patterns, housing 
availability, and employment. 
 
The resources that the State Route 46 project may adversely impact that will be discussed in the 
cumulative impact analysis include the following: 
 
¾ Noise 
¾ Air quality, specifically PM10 
¾ Water quality 
¾ Farmland 
¾ Visual 
¾ Wetlands 
¾ Oak woodlands 
¾ Fremont cottonwood woodland 
¾ Valley sink scrub 
¾ San Joaquin kit fox 
¾ Western spadefoot toad 
¾ California horned lizard 
¾ Sensitive grassland species61 
¾ Crownscale 
¾ Gypsum-loving larkspur 

                                                 
61 Sensitive grassland species include: San Joaquin coachwhip (a snake), western burrowing owl, California horned lark, 
grasshopper sparrow, San Joaquin pocket mouse, and the Tulare grasshopper mouse. 
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Table 4.1-1 explains each of the above resources and the area studied for the purpose of the 
cumulative impact analysis. 
 
Table 4.1-1.     Resource Area Considered for Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

Resource Area Studied 

Noise Developments adjacent to State Route 46 from State Route 101 to the San 
Luis Obispo County Line 

Air quality 
San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) regulatory 
boundary; 3.2 kilometer (2 mile) radius of Route 46 Corridor Improvement 
Project for PM10 

Water quality Watersheds of the Estrella River and Cholame Creek 

Farmland State Route 46 Corridor from State Route 101 to the San Luis Obispo 
County Line; 1.6 kilometer (1 mile) radius 

Visual Developments adjacent to State Route 46 from State Route 101 to the San 
Luis Obispo County Line 

Wetlands Watersheds of the Estrella River and Cholame Creek 
Oak woodlands Northern San Luis Obispo County 
Fremont cottonwood woodland Estrella River watershed 
Valley sink scrub Cholame Valley 
San Joaquin kit fox Watersheds of the Estrella River and Cholame Creek 
Western spadefoot toad Eastern San Luis Obispo County 
California horned lizard Eastern San Luis Obispo County 

Sensitive grassland species Developments adjacent to State Route 46 from State Route 101 to the San 
Luis Obispo county line 

Crownscale Cholame Creek Watershed 

Gypsum-loving larkspur Developments adjacent to State Route 46 from State Route 101 to the San 
Luis Obispo county line 

 
Table 4.1-2 summarizes proposed development in the State Route 46 vicinity that may contribute to 
cumulative impacts for the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project.  This table includes recently 
built projects and reasonably foreseeable future projects that would potentially affect the same 
resources as the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project.  Table 4.1-2 identifies resources that the 
project may affect.  This list was compiled from sources including: San Luis Obispo County 
Planning Department, Shandon Advisory Council, City of El Paso de Robles Planning Department, 
Caltrans District 5 Intergovernmental Review Branch, Caltrans District 5 Encroachment Permits 
Database, Central Region Environmental Database, and local knowledge of the project area. 
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Table 4.1-2.     Projects Evaluated as Part of the Cumulative Impacts Analysis 
Development/Project Location Resource(s) potentially impacted* 

Retail Center East Center St., Shandon CA, 
APN 017-191-055 farmland, air quality, water quality 

9 lot subdivision 8th St. Shandon CA, APN 017-
191-055 farmland, air quality, water quality 

2 lot subdivision 485 S. 8th St. Shandon CA farmland, air quality, water quality 
Resort facility 

(200 room hotel, restaurant, café, 
pool, tennis courts, 80 casitas, 18 
hole and 9 hole golf course, pro-
shop, driving range, parking) 

Black Ranch, 386 acres 
bounded by State Route 46 on 
east and south, Airport Road to 
west, and Paso Robles Airport 
on north. 

farmland, air quality, water quality, San Joaquin 
kit fox, vernal pool fairy shrimp, wetlands, oak 
woodlands, visual, noise, western spadefoot 
toad, sensitive grassland species 

Winery/Tasting Room State Route 46, KP 58.00  
(PM 36.04) 

farmland, water quality, San Joaquin kit fox, 
wetlands, visual, air quality, western spadefoot 
toad, sensitive grassland species 

Convenience store, General 
Merchandise store, Olive store, 
Retail store, Restaurant (total size 
= 12,500 sq. ft.) 

Arciero Ranches, State Route 
46 

farmland, air quality, water quality, San Joaquin 
kit fox, wetlands, visual, noise, western 
spadefoot toad, sensitive grassland species 

Chandler Ranch Development 
(661 acres of homes, schools, 
parks) 

Near State Route 46, Golden 
Hills Rd., and Union Rd 

farmland, air quality, water quality, San Joaquin 
kit fox, vernal pool fairy shrimp, wetlands, oak 
woodlands, visual, noise, western spadefoot 
toad, sensitive grassland species 

Repair roadway shoulder and 
creek bank Almond Drive at Pine Creek wetlands, water quality 

Trailer Sales and Service Facility 
(total 29,090 sq.ft.) 

State Route 46, KP 51.1  
(PM 31. 8) air quality, water quality, visual, noise 

North County Cuesta College 
Campus 

State Route 46, KP 49.1  
(PM 30.5) 

air quality, water quality, visual, noise, oak 
woodlands 

Hotel/Restaurant/Winery (80 unit 
hotel) 

Southeast corner of Mill Road 
and State Route 46, APN 026-
191-023 

vernal pool fairy shrimp, water quality, oak 
woodlands, air quality, San Joaquin kit fox, 
wetlands, visual, noise, farmland, air quality, 
western spadefoot toad, sensitive grassland 
species 

Winery/Tasting Room 6335 State Route 46 East farmland, air quality, water quality, San Joaquin 
kit fox, wetlands, visual, noise 

Antelope Grade Truck Climbing 
Lane 

State Route 46, KP 90.8/93.3  
PM (56.5/58.0) 

air quality, water quality, San Joaquin kit fox, 
western spadefoot toad, California tiger 
salamander, sensitive grassland species 

Route 46 Corridor Improvements 
(Antelope) San Luis Obispo and 
Kern Counties 

State Route 46, KP 90.6/97.9  
PM (56.3/60.9) 

air quality, water quality, San Joaquin kit fox, 
western spadefoot toad, California tiger 
salamander, wetlands, gypsum-loving larkspur, 
sensitive grassland species, farmland 

New Safety Roadside Rest Area 
Several potential locations to 
be reviewed under a new 
environmental document. 

farmland, air quality, water quality, San Joaquin 
kit fox, wetlands, oak woodlands, visual, noise, 
sensitive grassland species 

105,000 sq.ft. wine processing 
facility 

3075 Union Road, APN 026-
211-033 

farmland, air quality, water quality, San Joaquin 
kit fox, vernal pool fairy shrimp, wetlands, oak 
woodlands, visual, noise 

*A resource “potentially impacted” does not imply that this resource indeed exists or would be impacted. 
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4.1.1 Noise 
 
Developments adjacent to State Route 46 from State Route 101 to the San Luis Obispo county line 
were used as the study area for the cumulative noise impacts analysis.  Specific discussions related 
to noise were vague in the planning and environmental documents that were available for the 
projects listed in Table 4.1-2.  Most of the proposed developments involve business/agriculture or 
home developments that would not be expected to contribute substantially to the ambient noise 
levels that exist in the study area.  Construction of these different projects would result in substantial 
temporary noise impacts, but for a limited time.  The other proposed highway projects on State 
Route 46 do not occur in an area with any sensitive receptors and would not result in a California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) determination of any significant noise impacts. 
 
In terms of noise, the proposed projects, if located close to the existing or proposed State Route 46 
may become sensitive receptors (see Section 3.1.5 for a definition of sensitive receptors).  Placing 
structures and businesses near enough to the proposed route so that they would receive substantial 
levels of noise could be perceived as an impact.  Developers of projects near the highway should be 
aware that noise studies may be warranted and should construct those developments to minimize all 
existing environmental impacts, including traffic noise, so that noise levels are below significance 
thresholds.   
 
The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would contribute to permanent cumulative noise 
impacts near existing sensitive receptors.  In addition, temporary noise impacts during construction 
would result.  Noise impacts would be most severe during construction yet would be a temporary 
impact.  Some sensitive receptors located near future development projects may be temporarily 
impacted for a longer amount of time by construction noise from those projects.  For these receptors 
cumulative impacts would be greater.  Incremental or cumulative increases in traffic noise impacts 
would result to sensitive receptors for any of the build alternatives for the proposed project.  For the 
study area in general, the proposed project in combination with the other projects listed in Table 4.1-
2 would not substantially contribute to cumulative noise impacts. 
 
4.1.2 Air Quality 
 
Developments within the jurisdiction of the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District 
(SLOAPCD) were studied for cumulative impacts to air quality.  For the pollutant PM10, a 1.6 
kilometer (1 mile) radius around the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project was used as the study 
area.  A project is not eligible for federal funds unless it is found to be in conformance with the 
applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP).  The SLOAPCD is in attainment for all federal ambient 
air quality standards.  The proposed project is included in the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) that is considered to be in conformance with the SIP.  Therefore, the project would 
be in conformance with the SIP.  All of the projects listed in Table 4.1-2 would affect air quality.  
Air quality would be permanently impacted by an increase in vehicle trips.  Those projects that 
propose home developments and hotel facilities would cause the greatest amount of increased 
vehicle trips and would cumulatively contribute to air pollution.  The Route 46 Corridor 
Improvement Project would not increase vehicle trips.  In addition to permanent impacts to air 
quality, all of the projects listed in Table 4.1-2 would affect air quality during construction.  It is 
unlikely that these projects would all be under construction at the same time.  Substantial cumulative 



Chapter 4: Cumulative Impacts 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  181 

impacts to air quality would not likely result from the construction of these projects.  Most of the 
projects listed would require that an environmental document be prepared.  This document would 
analyze the impacts to air quality from the project and would be subject to review and approval by 
the SLOAPCD.  It is likely that the SLOAPCD would require the use of best management practices 
during construction to reduce the impact to air quality. 
 
PM10 
 
PM10 impacts are generally considered to be short term and localized.  Because of this, the 
cumulative impact study area was defined as a 1.6 kilometer (1 mile) radius around the Route 46 
Corridor Improvement Project.  With the recommended mitigation measures to reduce PM10 and use 
of post combustion, after-treatment control devices on construction equipment, cumulative air 
quality and PM10 impacts would be minimized to the maximum extent practicable.  The 
determination of the number and type of equipment that would be retrofitted with these devices 
would be agreed to in conjunction with the SLOAPCD staff prior to construction. 
 
The production of PM10 from other construction activities within the study area is likely to occur and 
to add incremental cumulative impacts to air quality.  Projects subject to CEQA review should be 
required to mitigate for PM10 emissions as this proposed project is.  It is assumed that the SLOAPCD 
would require similar mitigation measures to reduce PM10 emissions from other proposed projects in 
the study area.  Projects not subject to CEQA analysis and review, plus agricultural conversions, and 
ongoing agricultural activities would be expected to contribute to the production of PM10 pollutants.  
PM10 generated during construction activities is temporary.  Given that the PM10 impacts from any 
of the proposed projects in Table 4.1-2 would be less than significant under CEQA, the proposed 
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to construction emissions of 
PM10. 
 
4.1.3 Water Quality 
 
The watersheds of the Estrella River and Cholame Creek were used as the study area for the 
cumulative water quality impacts analysis.  The water quality impact analysis concluded that the 
proposed project would not substantially affect water quality.  All of the projects listed in Table 4.1-
2 have the potential to impact water quality both on a temporary basis during construction and on a 
permanent basis.  Sedimentation is arguably the greatest water quality concern for any of the 
proposed projects.  The addition of impervious surfaces, which would occur from a majority of those 
projects, would increase the amount of storm water runoff as well as introduce new sources of 
pollutants that, if transported to surface bodies of water, could degrade water quality.  The 
conversion of grasslands to other uses, including intensive agriculture, could impact water quality if 
best management practices are not implemented.  Sedimentation resulting from exposed soil, 
pollutant-laden runoff resulting from the use of biocides and fertilizers, and an increase in runoff 
from the addition of impervious surfaces could result.  Implementing best management practices to 
control and clean storm water runoff would minimize all of these impacts.  Water quality could be 
impacted by the location of new construction or a change in agricultural use if vegetated buffer 
zones to filter pollutants around creeks and tributaries are not included in the planning of these 
projects. 
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Future projects that disturb more than 1 acre of soil or that require coverage under the General 
Construction Permit are subject to compliance with the Porter-Cologne Act, Federal Clean Water 
Act, and possibly CEQA review and compliance.  These projects would be reviewed by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and would be required to implement Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) to minimize impacts to water quality.  Agricultural conversions that are not 
covered under the General Construction Permit from the county or are not subject to CEQA review 
may not be required to implement the necessary best management practices to protect the beneficial 
uses for the water bodies found in the Estrella River and Cholame Creek watersheds.  If BMPs are 
not implemented, cumulative impacts to water quality would result.  Projects proposed within 
Caltrans right of way have to comply with the Caltrans statewide National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit.  The conditions of that permit require Caltrans to implement BMPs to 
protect water quality to the maximum extent practicable.  Because BMP technology to protect water 
quality is improving every year, future projects would likely improve the quality of water discharged 
from the project area as compared to the quality prior to the construction of the project. 
 
Impacts to water quality could result during the construction of any of the projects listed in Table 
4.1-2.  However, these impacts would be temporary and would not result in a CEQA determination 
of a significant cumulative impact to water quality.  Construction related water quality impacts could 
be minimized by the implementation of BMPs to protect water quality.  If these projects were 
subject to permits or review by the RWQCB, the likelihood that these projects would implement 
BMPs would increase.  However, projects not subject to these reviews and/or required to implement 
BMPs to protect water quality could result in a significant impact to water quality alone or 
cumulatively. Cumulative impacts to water quality are occurring as a result of non-regulated 
operations and because of the incremental impacts of projects proposing the expansion of 
impervious surfaces.  Because the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project must comply with 
Caltrans NPDES permit, this project would not result in a substantial cumulative impact to water 
quality.   
 
4.1.4 Farmland 
 
A 1.6 kilometer (1 mile) radius around the State Route 46 corridor from State Route 101 to the San 
Luis Obispo County line was used as the analysis area for cumulative farmland impacts.  The 
farmland impact analysis concluded that the proposed project would result in no significant impacts, 
under CEQA, to prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, or important farmland.  In 
addition, no substantial impacts to any property held under a Williamson Act contract were found.  
No specific area of impacts to designated farmland was found for any of the projects listed in Table 
4.1-2 in this section.  Many of the properties throughout the study area are zoned agriculture.  70% 
of the properties in the Estrella section were zoned agriculture, while 95% of the properties in the 
Shandon, Cholame, and Wye sections were zoned agriculture (see section 3.3.4).  Most of the 
proposed developments listed in Table 4.1-2 are proposed either in the Estrella section (where 
agricultural zoning is least) or in the Shandon urban area, which is zoned for community 
development.   
 
Future developments in areas zoned agriculture would require a zoning change on the parcel 
proposed for development prior to receiving approval to build.  This requirement would affect a 
review of the impacts to farmland resources prior to approval of the zoning change.  Lack of 
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infrastructure in a majority of the project area would preclude many potential developments due to 
the cost to establish the necessary infrastructure for large-scale development (see section 3.3.4, 
Growth Inducing Impacts). 
 
Based on personal observations made during field reviews conducted during the farmland impact 
analysis, impacts to farmland are occurring in the project study area, however, and are in the form of 
agricultural conversions from crops and grazing land to viticulture production.  While this change is 
still an agricultural production, the crop produced is a luxury crop rather than a basic food crop that 
is used to meet societal needs for food.  Under this interpretation cumulative impacts to prime 
farmland are occurring due to this shift in agricultural use in the study area.  While farmland 
products are changing in the area, the zoning for a new vineyard is still agriculture and the use would 
not change the designation of any farmland.  Based on the information presented in Section 3.3.2 of 
Chapter 3, zoning, and overall use of the land in the study area, cumulative impacts are not occurring 
and the proposed Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would not substantially contribute to 
cumulative farmland impacts. 
 
4.1.5 Visual 
 
Developments adjacent to State Route 46 from State Route 101 to the San Luis Obispo County Line 
were used to evaluate the potential for significant cumulative effects.  The proposed project would 
not substantially degrade the total visual experience for the highway user along the route.  The 
regional landscape can accommodate the proposed additional lanes, pavement width, earthwork, and 
structures associated with the project without substantially compromising the visual quality.  Upon 
project completion, highway users familiar with the route would notice that the scale of the roadway 
had been changed.  The existing view quality would absorb this change, however, and would not be 
substantially degraded by the proposed project. 
 
Future projects, such as those presented in Table 4.1-2, would also cause a change in the visual 
quality of the project area.  The conversion of open land to homes, hotels, golf courses, wineries, and 
tasting rooms would cumulatively degrade the existing, rural character of the project area.  The 
Estrella section is where most of the development projects are proposed.  Within this section, there is 
a higher percentage of development already present as evidenced by the current zoning (70% 
agriculture, 30% other).  When compared to the other development in the Estrella section, the 
proposed future developments would have a lesser degree of visual impact than development 
projects proposed in areas with little to no existing development.  Likewise, the proposed 
subdivisions in the Shandon section of the project area are proposed to be built within the Shandon 
Urban Reserve Line and are part of planned growth within or next to the existing community.  Due 
to the presence of designated farmland and Williamson Contract lands throughout the eastern project 
area, a reasonably foreseeable future development in the Shandon section is unlikely.  Based on the 
zoning and overall use of the land in the study area, cumulative visual impacts are occurring but the 
proposed Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would not substantially contribute to cumulative 
visual impacts. 
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4.1.6 Wetlands 
 
The watersheds of the Estrella River and Cholame Creek were used as the study area for the 
cumulative wetlands impact analysis.  Specific discussions of impacts to wetlands or jurisdictional 
Waters of the U.S. (waters) were either not found or not quantified for the projects listed in Table 
4.1-2.  The Black Ranch development project information does contain a discussion related to 
recommended measures to avoid impacts to wetland resources within the project site, but does not 
quantify potential impacts.  Similar situations were found for the proposed Chandler Ranch 
development and the recently constructed North County Cuesta College Campus project.  For the 
other projects listed in Table 4.1-2, information was either unavailable or not yet prepared with 
regards to wetland and other waters impacts. 
 
The current health of the wetlands affected (primarily in the Cholame Valley) is relatively poor.  
Grazing has significantly altered much of the plant communities, converting them from scrub to 
primarily annual grasslands.  The project would not change the area's land uses, but it would 
contribute to the long-term viability of the wetlands that it would affect.  The project would restore 
surface water connectivity that the current highway alignments have altered. 
 
Any one of these projects could potentially affect wetlands and/or Waters of the U.S.  In addition, 
agricultural land use changes from dryland farming and grazing to wine grape production do not 
require permits or environmental analysis prior to implementation.  These shifts in land use, 
however, could also have a potentially negative affect on wetland and waters resources.  Impacts to 
wetland and waters resources from any of the project listed in Table 4.1-2 or from agricultural 
operations changes could be direct, as in acreage loss of the resource, or could be indirect, in the 
form of degradation of function and value. 
 
Most of the projects listed in Table 4.1-2 would require permits and some level of environmental 
analysis and approval under CEQA.  The CEQA review process would allow for the determination 
of any potential impacts to wetland resources.  If impacts to these resources were to occur, permits 
from the responsible regulatory agencies would be required.  These agencies would likely require 
mitigation of potential impacts that would reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  The 
proposed Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project is also subject to CEQA, as well as National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), review and analysis.  Impacts to wetlands and waters would 
occur from the proposed project and have been avoided and minimized to the greatest extent 
possible through project design.  Any remaining impacts are subject to permits by the regulatory 
agencies that would require that Caltrans mitigate permanent, direct impacts so that “no net loss” of 
wetlands would result.  As discussed in the Biological Resources section (Section 3.2.1), some 
positive impacts to wetlands would result as part of the proposed project by improving function and 
value of disconnected wetlands.  Based upon this analysis and review, under CEQA, no significant 
contributions to cumulative impacts to wetlands and waters resources would result from the 
proposed Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project in combination with the projects listed in Table 
4.1-2. 
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4.1.7 Oak Woodlands 
 
Northern San Luis Obispo County was used as the assessment area for cumulative impacts to oak 
woodlands.  Of the known projects proposed or recently constructed, listed in Table 4.1-2, no 
specific quantification of impacts to oak woodlands was found.  The Chandler Ranch project, Black 
Ranch project, and Cuesta College North Campus projects all contained qualitative information 
regarding impacts to oak woodlands.  These three projects all identified the loss of oak woodlands as 
a substantial biological impact from the project and all three projects proposed mitigation, in the 
form of replanting oaks, in order to compensate for the loss.  Mitigation for oak tree loss was 
typically designated at a 2:1 ratio, meaning that for every mature oak that was or is to be cut, two 
young oaks would be planted elsewhere to compensate for the loss.  In addition to these projects 
identified, one other has the potential to result in oak woodland impacts.  The proposed project to 
construct a winery/hotel/tasting room at the property located at the southeast corner of Mill Road 
and State Route 46 could result in oak woodland impacts.  Degraded blue oak woodland exists on 
this property and, depending on the design of the project, could be impacted.  Analysis and required 
mitigation under CEQA would result in the replacement of any oaks cut as a result of the project. 
 
The proposed Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would also impact oak woodlands.  
Approximately 236 oaks would be cut as a result of the proposed project.  These oaks would be 
replaced in sufficient numbers to ensure the survival of 236 blue oaks and would be planted both 
within the proposed project (onsite) and offsite. 
 
The remaining projects listed in Table 4.1-2 are located in the eastern portion of the North County 
area, where oak woodland habitat is less likely to be found.  This does not mean that individual trees 
may not be cut however, as Valley oak woodland and blue oak woodland can still be found in the 
eastern portion of the county.  If agricultural land use changes continue to occur, changing grazing 
land to vineyard production, oaks may still be impacted.  This potential loss is difficult to assess 
because of the lack of required review and permitting for agricultural conversions and because of the 
varied land ethic of agricultural managers. 
 
A more important discussion regarding impacts to oak woodlands should focus less on individual 
trees and more on loss of contiguous oak woodland habitat.  Growth in the North County area is 
resulting in the conversion of oak woodlands to other uses.  Due to development pressure and the 
lack of profit that oak woodlands’ intrinsic values contain, oak woodlands are being converted with 
little to no mitigation being employed to compensate for this loss.  Individual oak trees are 
sometimes saved and other oak trees planted as landscape trees to compensate for the individual tree 
loss associated with suburban home development projects and conversion to agricultural use, but the 
impact to oak woodlands and the ecosystem values they support are often not mitigated.  Although 
cumulative impacts to oak trees are not occurring, a substantial adverse cumulative impact to 
contiguous oak woodlands is occurring in the resource assessment area. 
 
The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would impact oak trees and oak woodlands.  However, 
because the project proposes the expansion of an existing highway, only linear strips on the margins 
of contiguous oak woodlands would be impacted.  Mitigation proposed to compensate for the loss of 
the oak trees and woodland as a result of the project would aim to plant oak trees in areas of 
degraded, contiguous oak woodlands.  In this manner, the mitigation proposed for this project would 
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lessen the cumulative impact to oak woodlands that this project is contributing to in the assessment 
area.  The CEQA determination found that the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would not 
contribute to significant cumulative impacts to oak woodlands because it would completely 
compensate the losses with mitigation planting and oak woodland restoration. 
 
4.1.8 Fremont Cottonwood Woodland 
 
The Estrella River watershed was used as the analysis area for impacts to Fremont cottonwood 
woodland.  The proposed project would impact small amounts of Fremont cottonwood woodland but 
would also provide areas adjacent to the existing woodland to mitigate for these impacts.  No 
apparent, specific, past or foreseeable future projects were found in the assessment area that would 
adversely affect or would affect Fremont cottonwood woodland.  However, it is likely that grazing 
and groundwater pumping have degraded this resource and would continue to degrade these 
woodlands.  Individual homes, grazing, and intensive agriculture may have slowly reduced these 
woodlands to narrow strips in many areas such as near the Estrella River bridge.  There are 
cumulative impacts occurring to Fremont cottonwood woodland in the Estrella River watershed.  
With the implementation of the minimization and mitigation measures proposed as part of this 
project, the Route 46 Corridor Improvement project would not substantially contribute to cumulative 
impacts to Fremont cottonwood woodland. 
 
The current health of this woodland within the project limits is good because the woodland is not 
grazed.  This allows for a healthy understory and regeneration of canopy tree species.  The project 
would not affect the land uses that currently maintain this woodland's health.  The project would 
maintain the woodland's long-term viability by restoring woodland on a floodplain that is currently 
tilled. 
 
4.1.9 Valley Sink Scrub 
 
The Cholame Valley area, where a large portion of valley sink scrub habitat is found, was used as 
the assessment area for cumulative impacts.  The proposed project would not result in substantial 
impacts to valley sink scrub.  Areas are available within the project area to mitigate for any impacts 
that the proposed project would have on valley sink scrub.  All of the Wye alternatives propose to 
move the divergence of Routes 46 and 41 farther east, out of the Cholame Valley floor and away 
from valley sink scrub habitat.  Removing abandoned road segments would allow for onsite 
mitigation and would improve the connectivity of valley sink scrub habitat in the assessment area. 
 
Of the projects listed in Table 4.1-2, none would be expected to impact valley sink scrub habitat. 
 
The current health of this plant community is poor.  Grazing has reduced much of the valley sink 
scrub to grasslands.  The project would not affect the community's long-term viability because it 
would not change the land uses that affect it. 
 
Grazing and road construction have historically degraded or displaced valley sink scrub in the 
Cholame Valley.  It is impossible to determine how much has been lost or altered but several 
hundred acres remain.  Soil and hydrologic conditions in much of the Cholame Valley are such that 
no other plant communities are likely to persist without substantial soil and hydrologic alterations.  
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Based on the zoning and overall land use in the assessment area, no foreseeable future projects 
would displace valley sink scrub in the Cholame Valley.  All of the Wye section alternatives would 
potentially contribute to a loss of valley sink scrub in the study area.  However, the Route 46 
Corridor Improvement Project includes avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to a negligible level.  The establishment of a Vegetation Management Area and the 
replacement of habitat onsite would compensate for direct losses associated with the proposed 
project.  The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would not result in cumulative impacts to the 
valley sink scrub community type. 
 
4.1.10 San Joaquin Kit Fox 
 
The watersheds of the Estrella River and Cholame Creek were used for the cumulative impact 
assessment for the San Joaquin kit fox.  Impacts to San Joaquin kit fox from the Route 46 Corridor 
Improvement Project would result from any of the proposed alternatives in the Estrella, Shandon, 
Cholame, and Wye sections.  Impacts to San Joaquin kit fox habitat would result as well as impacts 
to migration of the species caused by the highway’s barrier effect.  The barrier effect of the highway 
may result in a more substantial cumulative effect than the take of potential habitat. 
 
The current health of the local population is not well understood.  Recent surveys found many foxes 
in the Temblor Range, east of Shandon, south of the Cholame Valley.  The Cholame Valley is likely 
the best kit fox habitat in the study area.  A recent study suggested that the Cholame Valley is part of 
the most viable kit fox corridor remaining between the Carrizo Plain and the southern Salinas 
Valley.  The long-term viability of the local population and the kit fox corridor depends on land 
uses.  If the grain fields and grazing lands are continually converted to vineyards and housing, then 
neither the local kit fox population nor the corridor will remain viable.  The project includes kit-fox 
specific undercrossings, lengthened bridges, and new bridges to help in maintaining the local kit fox 
population and movement corridor. 
 
Recent conversion of grazing lands to vineyards in the Shandon area has contributed to a loss of San 
Joaquin kit fox habitat.  That loss of habitat to vineyards, the historical losses from dryland farming, 
the probable losses due to historical small-mammal poisoning programs, and the proposed highway 
project would cumulatively affect the San Joaquin kit fox in the Estrella River watershed. 
 
The loss of habitat and effects on dispersal that the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would 
incur would not be a substantial addition to the cumulative effects.  The linear loss of habitat would 
not displace entire populations or even entire home ranges.  The effects on dispersal may improve in 
localized areas where new bridges would be substantially lengthened (even tripled in length) and 
raised over broad floodplains, such as at all three Cholame Creek crossings and the Estrella River.  
The project would contribute more to the cumulative effect if the project removed a large block of 
habitat that could support a population or at least encompass individual home ranges.  Such large-
scale losses have likely occurred recently during thousand-plus acre blocks of vineyard conversions, 
and historically during dry-land farming conversions.  Large-scale losses of habitat and additional 
fragmentation would likely result from several of the projects listed in Table 4.1-2.  Several of the 
projects listed in the table propose massive developments of currently suitable habitat. 
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In addition, the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project includes avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts.  Establishing a Vegetation Management Zone, improving 
highway crossing opportunities, and preserving and enhancing habitat offsite would compensate for 
direct losses, thereby reducing the contribution to the cumulative effect on kit fox, under CEQA, to a 
less than significant level.  With the incorporation of these proposed measures, the proposed project 
would not contribute to a significant cumulative effect to the San Joaquin kit fox. 
 
4.1.11 Western Spadefoot Toad 
 
Eastern San Luis Obispo County was used as the assessment area for cumulative impacts to western 
spadefoot toads.  The proposed project would not substantially impact spadefoot toads or their 
habitat.  Impacts to potential spadefoot toad habitat would result from the Route 46 Corridor 
Improvement Project but would be only a small portion of the total impacts affecting spadefoot toads 
in eastern San Luis Obispo County. 
 
The current health of the spadefoot toad population is not well understood.  Between Shandon and 
Paso Robles, much of the vernal pool habitat and suitable uplands have been converted to non-
compatible land uses, so it is assumed that the toad population has declined significantly.  
Additionally, the highway traffic levels are currently high enough to prevent most amphibian 
crossings.  The project would not change the land uses that determine the local population’s fate, but 
it would enhance habitat connectivity at creek corridors by substantially lengthening bridges, thus 
aiding the population’s long-term viability.  
 
Agriculture, road construction, and urban development are cumulatively and adversely affecting 
western spadefoot toads in the assessment area.  Most of the spadefoot toad’s range in the area has 
traditionally been used as rangeland.  It was found that much of this area has recently been converted 
to vineyard and other incompatible land uses.  Vineyards have caused the greatest impacts, based on 
the greatest amount of habitat conversion.  This has likely resulted in the loss of western spadefoot 
toads in many areas due to the tilling and ripping of uplands in which the toads burrow, and the 
direct conversion of vernal pools and other breeding locations to vineyards. 
 
Virtually no vineyards were present in the region 15 to 20 years ago, and vernal pools were probably 
common.  For example, two vernal pools appear on the topographical map just 300 and 400 meters 
south of the Mill Road pool, and on the same landform as the Mill Road pool.  These have recently 
been converted to vineyard.  
 
No one has tracked or quantified these impacts because vineyard development is not subject to any 
state or local environmental review or permits.  Of the 16 projects listed in Table 4.1-2, four of them 
involve a conversion of land for the wine industry.  All of these would impact potential western 
spadefoot toad habitat.  In addition, five more of these projects would also likely affect western 
spadefoot toad habitat.  All of these projects are reasonably foreseeable future projects and combined 
with the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project could contribute to a cumulative effect to western 
spadefoot toads. 
 
Historic and current surface water diversion and groundwater pumping have also likely affected the 
species in the assessment area.  Recent, large-scale vineyard developments have probably increased 
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this problem due to their high demand of water for irrigation.  Altered water regimes and increased 
erosion and sedimentation have probably eliminated or at least altered the character of breeding 
locations in many seeps and stream channels, such as the Estrella River, Huer Huero Creek, and San 
Juan Creek. 
 
The loss of habitat that the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would incur would not be a 
substantial addition to the cumulative effects.  The linear loss of habitat would not likely displace 
entire populations.  The project would contribute more to the cumulative effect if the project 
removed a large block of habitat that could support a viable population.  Such large-scale losses have 
occurred recently during thousand-plus acre blocks of vineyard conversions and will probably 
continue to occur in the future with many of the proposed developments listed in Table 4.1-2.  In 
addition, the proposed project includes avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to a negligible level.  Establishing a Vegetation Management Area in the Cholame Valley 
and preserving and enhancing habitat offsite would compensate for the direct losses, thereby 
eliminating any contribution to the cumulative effect on western spadefoot toads.   
 
4.1.12 Coast Horned Lizard 
 
Eastern San Luis Obispo County was used as the assessment area for cumulative impacts to the coast 
horned lizard.  The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would cause some impacts to coast 
horned lizard habitat but would not likely affect individual species with the mitigation proposed.  
Habitat impacts from the proposed project would be linear in shape and would not likely affect an 
entire population of coast horned lizards.  The linear shape of the habitat impacts would be less 
severe than if the same amount of habitat were taken in a large block. 
 
The current health of the coast horned lizard population is not well understood.  Between Whitley 
Gardens and Paso Robles, much of the suitable habitat has been converted to non-compatible land 
uses, so it is assumed that the toad population has declined significantly. The project would not 
change the land uses that determine the local population’s fate, but it would enhance habitat 
connectivity at creek corridors by substantially lengthening bridges, thus aiding the population’s 
long-term viability. 
 
Vineyards and residential developments are cumulatively impacting the coast horned lizard 
populations in the assessment area.  Vineyards and residential developments have recently displaced 
large tracts of potential habitat from Shandon to Paso Robles, and have channelized Dry Creek 
upstream of State Route 46.  Proposed future projects such as development of the Black Ranch, 
adjacent to Dry Creek, would likely continue to adversely affect the species.  Widening State Route 
46 to four lanes would contribute to this cumulative impact by directly displacing habitat.  The 
contribution is not considerable because the crossing of each drainage is perpendicular, which 
minimizes the amount of high-quality habitat affected and leaves intact habitat in place up- and 
downstream.  Recent vineyard conversions and proposed projects such as the Black Ranch 
development have displaced or will displace several hundred and possibly thousands of acres at a 
time.  The threat of reducing a population’s viability with the proposed project would not likely be 
greater than with the habitat losses incurred by vineyards and developments. 
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The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project includes avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures to reduce its impacts to a negligible level.  The CEQA determination found that with the 
incorporation of these proposed measures and the construction of larger culverts and longer bridges 
across drainages that provide high quality habitat, the proposed project would not contribute to or 
result in significant cumulative impacts to coast horned lizards. 
 
4.1.13 Sensitive Grassland Species 
 
The San Joaquin coachwhip, burrowing owl, California horned lark, grasshopper sparrow, San 
Joaquin pocket mouse, and the Tulare grasshopper mouse are all included in this discussion of 
cumulative impacts to sensitive grassland species.  All of these species use different components of 
the same habitat type.  Because impacts to their habitat are the primary concern for these species, 
they are combined here for purposes of discussion of cumulative impacts to their habitat and thus 
each individual species.   
 
The current health of these populations is not well understood.  Between Whitley Gardens and Paso 
Robles, much of the suitable habitat has been converted to non-compatible land uses, so it is 
assumed that the toad population has declined significantly. The project would not change the land 
uses that determine these animals’ fate, but it would enhance habitat connectivity at creek corridors 
for the coachwhip, pocket mouse, and grasshopper mouse by substantially lengthening bridges, thus 
aiding the populations’ long-term viability. 
 
The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would affect grasslands in the Estrella, Shandon, 
Cholame, and Wye sections.  Impacts to habitat for any of the sensitive grassland species would 
result from the proposed project.  Recent conversion of grazing lands to vineyards in the Shandon 
vicinity has likely contributed to a loss of sensitive grassland species habitat in the assessment area.  
That loss of habitat to vineyards, the historical losses from dryland farming, the probable historical 
losses due to small-mammal poisoning programs, and the proposed highway project cumulatively 
affect potential sensitive grassland species habitat throughout the assessment area.   
 
Of the projects listed in Table 4.1-2, most would potentially affect sensitive grassland species 
habitat.  Some of these projects would displace hundreds of acres of habitat with roads, buildings, 
and other impervious surfaces, effectively eliminating the habitat.  Other projects would convert the 
grassland to another agricultural use, severely degrading the habitat but potentially leaving smaller 
portions of grassland that could be used by some of the species.  Vineyards are more likely to 
eliminate all habitat than are developments.  Most of these projects would also contribute to the 
cumulative impact to sensitive grassland species. 
 
The loss of habitat that the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would incur would not be a 
considerable addition to the cumulative effects.  The linear loss of habitat would not likely displace 
entire populations or even individual home ranges.  The project would contribute more to the 
cumulative effect if the project removed a large block of habitat that could support a population or at 
least encompass individual home ranges.  Such large-scale losses have likely occurred recently 
during thousand-plus acre blocks of vineyard conversions, and historically during dry-land farming 
conversions.  In addition, the project includes proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts to grassland species.  The CEQA determination found that with the 
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incorporation of these measures, the contribution of the proposed project to cumulative impacts 
would not be considerable and would not result in significant cumulative impacts to these sensitive 
grassland species. 
 
4.1.14 Crownscale 
 
The Cholame Creek watershed was used to evaluate the potential for significant cumulative effects.  
The proposed project would not substantially affect any populations of crownscale.  Impacts to some 
plants would result from the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project but the crownscale population 
appears to be healthy in the project vicinity and in the assessment area.  Areas are available within 
the project area to mitigate for any impacts that the proposed project would have on crownscale.  All 
of the Wye alternatives propose to move the divergence of State Routes 46 and 41 farther east, out of 
the Cholame Valley floor and away from the crownscale populations.  Removing abandoned road 
segments would allow for onsite mitigation and would improve the connectivity of the crownscale 
populations in the assessment area.  With the incorporation of the proposed avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to crownscale, the Route 46 Corridor Improvement 
Project would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 
 
No past projects other than road construction appear to have affected the crownscale in the Cholame 
Creek watershed.  It is locally common on the valley floor, even in non-native, annual grasslands.  
Grazing does not appear to be a threat to crownscale in this area; the largest patches found were 
within the Wye area, one of the most heavily grazed areas in the assessment area.  Based on the 
current land use and zoning in the assessment area, there are no foreseeable future projects that 
would impact crownscale.  The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project would not result in a 
substantial cumulative impact to crownscale. 
 
The local population’s health is not known.  It has been mapped in the Cholame Valley in only one 
year.  The project would maintain the same amount of habitat for the species and would restore the 
surface water hydrologic processes that create this species’ habitat, promoting the population’s long-
term viability. 
 
4.1.15 Gypsum-loving Larkspur 
 
Developments adjacent to State Route 46 from State Route 101 to the San Luis Obispo County line 
were used to evaluate the potential for significant cumulative effects.  The proposed project would 
not substantially impact any populations of gypsum-loving larkspur.  Impacts to some plants would 
result from the Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project but the gypsum-loving larkspur population 
appears to be healthy in the project vicinity and in the assessment area. 
 
The current health of this population is not known.  It has an affinity for steep slopes, however, 
which may save much of its habitat from conversion.  The project would not change the land uses 
that will determine this species’ long-term viability. 
 
Other than road construction that has cut some slopes, it is not apparent that projects or activities 
have adversely affected the larkspur in this area.  It is locally common on north slopes, even in non-
native, annual grasslands surrounded by dryland crops, such as along McMillan Canyon Road.  Its 
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affinity for steeper slopes has protected it from impacts due to agricultural conversion in the area and 
it will likely continue to allow its persistence.  Grazing does not appear to be adversely affecting 
gypsum-loving larkspur in this area: populations observed east of the project area appeared denser 
on grazed land in 2001 than within the non-grazed right of way along State Route 46.  The Antelope 
Grade Truck Climbing Lane Project and the Highway 46 widening project (adjacent to this project 
but east of the Wye) would remove some gypsum-loving larkspur on at least two north slopes.   
 
There is a potential for a cumulative impact on the gypsum-loving larkspur because of the proposed 
project and foreseeable future projects.  However, the current land use and zoning in this area would 
limit any other future projects besides minor highway maintenance and the future highway 
expansion projects discussed.  The Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project includes avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures to compensate for impacts to gypsum-loving larkspur.  With 
the incorporation of these measures, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative 
impacts.  Based on the large population of gypsum-loving larkspur in the assessment area and the 
minimal impacts of the known foreseeable future projects on these populations, the Route 46 
Corridor Improvement Project would not contribute to a substantial cumulative impact to gypsum-
loving larkspur. 
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Chapter 5: Environmental Significance Checklist 
 
 
One of the basic purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is to inform state, 
regional and local governmental decision makers and the public of impacts of proposed activities, 
and in particular, those impacts that are either significant or potentially significant. 
 
Determining and documenting whether an activity may have a significant effect on the environment 
plays a critical role in the CEQA process.  The following CEQA Environmental Significance 
Checklist is a device that was used to identify and evaluate any potential impacts from the proposed 
activity on physical, biological, social and economic resources.  This checklist is not a National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirement. 
 
Differences do exist in the way impacts are addressed in CEQA environmental documents as 
compared to NEPA environmental documents.  While CEQA requires that environmental documents 
state a determination of significant or potentially significant impacts, as has been done in the 
following CEQA checklist, NEPA does not.  It can be seen that having to address significant or 
potentially significant impacts in joint CEQA and NEPA environmental documents can be confusing 
especially in those instances where the two laws and implementing regulations have different 
thresholds of significance. 
 
Under NEPA, the degree to which a resource is impacted is only used to determine whether a NEPA 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or some lower level of NEPA documentation would be 
required.  Under NEPA, once the Federal agency has determined the magnitude of the project’s 
impacts and the level of environmental documentation required, it is the magnitude of the impact 
that is evaluated in the environmental document and no judgment of its degree of significance is 
deemed important in the document text.  For the purpose of the impact discussion in this document, 
determination of significant or potentially significant impacts is made only in the context of CEQA.  
Although not explicitly identified in this document, impacts in the context of NEPA can be assumed 
to be minimal or non-existent. 
 
Based on the results of the technical studies, it has been determined that the appropriate level of 
CEQA environmental documentation for this project is an Environmental Impact Report. 
 
The CEQA checklist begins on the following page. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

5.1  Physical 
5.1.1   Air Quality   
Where available, the significance criteria established by the 
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district 
might be relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project: 
 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

 
  X  

b) b)Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially 
to an existing or projected air quality violation?   X  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions, which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 

  X  

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

 
  X  

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people?   X  

5.1.2   Geology & Soils 
Would the project: 
 

    

a) Expose people and structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by 
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42? 

  X  

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
  X  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

iv) Landslides? 
  X  

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
  X  

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 

  X  

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of 
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks 
to life or property?    X 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where 
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

 

   X 

5.1.3   Hazards & Hazardous Materials    
Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

 

   X 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

 

  X  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

 

   X 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

 

   X 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project 
area? 

 

  X  

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

 

   X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

 

  X  

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

 

   X 

5.1.4   Hydrology & Water Quality   
Would the project:     

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

 
  X  

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

 

  X  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

 

  X  

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site? 

 

  X  

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 

  X  

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
   X  

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate 
Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

 

   X 

h) Place within 100-year flood hazard area structures, which 
would impede or redirect flood flows? 

 
  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury 
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of 
the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

   X 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
    X 
5.1.5   Mineral Resources    
Would the project:     

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

 
   X 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan? 

 
 

   X 

5.1.6   Noise   
Would the project result in:     

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

 
  X  

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 
 

  X  

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

 
 

  X  

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

 
 

  X  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 
 

  X  

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

 
 

   X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

5.2   Biological     

5.2.1   Biological Resources   
Would the project: 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

 

 X   

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

 X   

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.)  through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

 

  X  

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 X   

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

 
   X 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approval local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

 

   X 

5.3   Socio-economic     

5.3.1   Aesthetics 
Would the project: 

    

a)   Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
  X   

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

 
   X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings? 

 
 X   

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

 
  X  

5.3.2   Agriculture 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agricultural and farmland.  Would the project: 
 

    

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

 

  X  

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

 
  X  

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 
   X 

5.3.3   Cultural 
Would the project: 

    

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in § 15064.5? 

 
   X 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 

 
   X 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

 
   X 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

 
   X 

e) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential 
impact area? 

 
   X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

5.4.4   Land Use & Planning 
Would the project:     

a) Physically divide an established community?  
   X 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

  X  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan? 

 
  X  

5.4.5   Population & Housing 
Would the project: 
 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

 

   X 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 

   X 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

 
   X 

5.4.6   Public Services 
Would the Project: 
 

    

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives 
for any of the public services: 

 

    

Fire protection?   X  
Police protection?   X  
Schools?    X 

 



Chapter 5: Environmental Significance Checklist 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  201 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 
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Impact 

No 
Impact 

Parks?    X 
Other public facilities? 

  X   
5.4.7   Recreation 
Would the project: 

    

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

 

   X 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 

   X 

5.4.8   Transportation & Traffic 
Would the project: 
 

    

a) Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to 
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e. 
result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections? 

 
 

   X 

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

 

   X 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

 

   X 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)? 

 

   X 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
   X 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 
   X 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
 
 

   X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(see attachments for information sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

5.4.9   Utilities & Service Systems 
Would the project: 
 

    

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

 
   X 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 

   X 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

 

  X  

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

 

   X 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

 

   X 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 
 

   X 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? 

 
 

   X 

5.5     Mandatory Findings of Significance 
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of 

the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
rare or endangered plants or animals, or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

 
 
 
 

 X   
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No 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

 

 X   

c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

 
 

 X   
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Chapter 6: Best Management Practices and Mitigation 
Summary 

 
 
The intent of this chapter and its information is to clearly define, as a separate entity, all of the 
avoidance, minimization, best management practice (BMP), and mitigation measures developed for 
this project.  A brief reason for each measure, and the person, department, or party responsible for 
seeing the commitment through to fruition is included as well. 
 
For the sake of consistency, all measures included in this chapter have been organized by resource. 
 
6.1 Air Quality 
 
Impact/reason for protective measure(s) – The following measures (1 – 9) are intended to minimize 
the amount of PM10 produced during construction of the project. 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Reduce the amount of disturbed areas where possible. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 2 – Use water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent 
airborne dust from leaving the site.  Increased watering frequency would be required whenever wind 
speeds exceed 25 mph.  Reclaimed (non-potable) water would be used whenever possible. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 3 – All dirt stock-pile areas would be sprayed daily as needed. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 4 – Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved project re-
vegetation and landscape plans would be implemented as soon as possible following completion of 
any soil disturbing activities. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 5 – All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc. to be paved would be completed 
as soon as possible unless seeding or soil binders are used. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 6 – All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials on public roads 
are to be covered or would maintain at least two feet of freeboard in accordance with California 
Vehicle Code Section 23114. 
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Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 7 – Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried onto 
adjacent paved roads.  Water sweepers with reclaimed water would be used where feasible. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 8 – Fugitive dust emissions from any source during this project will not 
exceed 20% opacity, with the exception of specific pieces of equipment that are allowed to emit at 
higher opacity limits under a permit.  Should 20% opacity be exceeded, the Contractor must expand 
their dust control effort to bring the emissions to below the limit. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Caltrans would use after-treatment control devices on some of the most highly used and high 
emitting pieces of construction equipment.  The determination of the number and type of equipment 
that shall be retrofitted with these devices shall be discussed and agreed to in conjunction with the 
SLOAPCD staff prior to the bidding process for each sub-phase of construction. 
 
Impact/reason for protective measure(s) – The following measures (9 – 14) are intended to reduce 
the amount of combustion emissions produced during project construction.  Minimizing the 
production of primary pollutants would also reduce the production of secondary pollutants during 
construction. 
 
Minimization Measure 9 – Caltrans would use after-treatment control devices on some of the most 
highly used and high emitting pieces of construction equipment.  The determination of the number 
and type of equipment that shall be retrofitted with these devices shall be discussed and agreed to in 
conjunction with the SLOAPCD staff prior to the bidding process for each sub-phase of 
construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Caltrans Environmental, Construction, Prime Contractor, and SLOAPCD Staff 
 
Minimization Measure 10 – Schedule truck trips to minimize impacts to traffic flow. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 11 – Should Caltrans and the SLOAPCD review of emission estimates 
indicate that planned construction activities would be substantially greater than the APCD's Tier 3 
emission threshold, then phasing of construction activities will be one option form emission 
reduction. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 12 – Construction equipment would be operated in proper tune according to 
manufacturer’s specifications. 
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Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 13 – Use only California Air Resources Board approved fuel for all diesel-
powered equipment used during construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 14 – To the extent feasible, use electric grid power to replace diesel-powered 
generators and to power air compressors and light sources. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 15 –  Diesel equipment shall not be allowed to idle for more than 10 minutes. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 16 –  Install catalytic converter after-treatment control devices on some of the 
project's higher usage, higher emitting pieces of non-road, diesel-powered construction equipment 
during each sub-phase of the construction project.  The determination of the number and type of 
equipment that shall be retrofitted with these devices shall be based on finalized emissions estimates 
calculated for each sub-phase.  Caltrans and the Air Pollution Control District shall work together to 
determine the appropriate level of control prior to the opening of the bidding process for each sub-
phase of construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
6.2 Geology/Seismic and Soil Types 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Caltrans Standard Specifications, Section 20 contains provisions to 
prevent the erosion of soil during and immediately following construction activities.  In addition, the 
standards set forth in Caltrans SWPPP serve to protect water quality by preventing soil erosion.  
These provisions would be implemented when and where feasible. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – Minimize soil loss from project site. 
 
Responsibility of – Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 2 – Bridge design would be site specific.  All bridges and other structures would be 
designed to withstand the maximum credible earthquake associated with nearby faults without 
catastrophic failure. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – Minimize adverse impacts to project structures from any seismic 
activity. 
 
Responsibility of – Office of Structures Design 
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BMP Measure 3 – At the Shandon Roadside Rest Area, a percolation test would be done on the soils 
in the area designated for the new leach field prior to construction. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – Ensure the suitability of the soil for use as a leach field 
 
Responsibility of – Office of Geotechnical Engineering 
 
6.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
BMP Measure 1 – If suspected contaminated soil is discovered during construction of the project, all 
work would cease in the suspected contaminated area.  The suspected material would be sampled in 
place to determine the content and concentration of the hazardous material.  All hazardous materials 
found would be removed, handled, and disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – This measure is intended to protect public and worker health and 
safety and to provide a plan for the proper handling of hazardous materials in the event that 
suspected materials are discovered during the construction of the project. 
 
Responsibility of – Resident Engineer 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – The following measures (2 - 4) are intended to protect public 
health and safety and the health of the physical environment by containing and providing for the 
proper handling of known hazardous materials.  
 
BMP Measure 2 – If asbestos-containing materials identified on Bridges #49-36 and #49-29 would 
be disturbed during construction, they would be treated as a hazardous material and disposed of by a 
licensed and certified asbestos abatement contractor.  This would be done prior to any construction 
activities that would disturb the ACM to a point at which it could possibly become airborne. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor 
 
BMP Measure 3 – A Notification for Renovation and Demolition of Asbestos Containing Materials 
would be submitted to the Regional Air Pollution Control District 10 days prior to the beginning of 
the project. 
 
Responsibility of – Submittal of this notification is the responsibility of the Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 4 – Peeling, lead-containing paint on Bridge #49-95 is to be removed and disposed of 
by a certified and licensed abatement contractor in conjunction with any planned demolition work 
associated with this project.  All painted surfaces on Bridge #49-33 would be treated as lead-
containing and handled using the same procedure described above for Bridge #49-95.  This would 
occur only during any maintenance, demolition, or renovation activities associated with this project. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor 
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BMP Measure 5 – A notification of construction would be filed with the FAA, using FAA Form 
7460-1, prior to the beginning of construction activities. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To notify the Federal Aviation Administration that construction 
will begin within the 3.2 kilometer (two mile) limit of the Paso Robles Municipal Airport. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Generalist 
 
BMP Measure 6 – Minimize single-lane control during construction to maximum extent feasible so 
that emergency services would have the most free flow traffic conditions available in the event of an 
emergency. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – Although State Route 46 is not a designated emergency 
evacuation route by the County Office of Emergency Services, it could be designated for such use in 
the event of a catastrophic emergency.  Because of this, the above best management practice would 
be implemented to the greatest extent possible. 
 
Responsibility of – Resident Engineer 
 
6.4 Hydrology, Floodplains, and Water Quality 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The following minimization measures (1 – 3) are 
intended to avoid and minimize impacts to floodplains and hydrologic resources. 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Existing culvert capacities would be analyzed and upgraded, extended, or 
replaced as necessary to follow the Caltrans cross-culvert criteria and federal standards for the 
proposed roadway widening.  Treatments to the specific culverts outlined in Table 3.1.4-3 will be 
completed as agreed upon between Caltrans and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Hydraulics Engineer and Project Design Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 2 – The design of all new, widened, and re-constructed bridges would use the 
Caltrans bridge design guidelines and Federal floodplain standards and would comply with state and 
federal criteria. 
 
Responsibility of – Office of Structures Design, Hydraulics Engineer, and Project Design Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 3 – To mitigate for potential rises in water-surface elevations in Cholame 
Creek associated with raising the highway profile grade in the Cholame section area, the length and 
height of the two new bridges proposed in Cholame section, Alternatives 1 and 2 would be 
increased.  In addition to increasing the length and height of the bridge, a series of box culverts 
placed under State Route 46 are being proposed to mitigate potentially unacceptable backwaters 
associated with the raising of the highway profile grade.  These box culverts would be installed 
under any of the proposed build alternatives. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Hydraulics Engineer 
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Water Quality 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Approved design pollution prevention and treatment BMPs would be 
incorporated into the project design.  Permanent, location specific BMPs would be determined by the 
project design team in conjunction with the district storm water coordinator and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – Caltrans is required by the NPDES permit to control the 
discharge of pollutants from Caltrans facilities, activities, and properties to the maximum extent 
practicable.  These permanent BMPs would be designed to minimize impacts to water quality to the 
maximum extent practicable. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers, District Storm Water Coordinator, RWQCB 
 
Minimization Measure 2 – A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared, 
approved, and implemented prior to the start of any ground disturbing activities. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The SWPPP would identify the BMP’s that would be 
implemented to reduce or eliminate the potential for short-term impacts to water quality as a result of 
construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor would write the SWPPP and the Resident Engineer would 
approve it. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – The following BMP measures (3 – 9) are intended to minimize 
impacts to water quality during construction. 
 
BMP Measure 3 – Sediment control barriers (example, silt fences, hay bales, drain inlet protection, 
gravel bags) would be used to prevent the movement of pollutants to surface bodies of water during 
storm events. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 4 – Existing vegetation would be preserved as much as possible. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 5 – All disturbed areas would be stabilized with vegetation or hard-surface treatment 
upon completion of construction in any specific area. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 6 – All inactive disturbed soil areas would be temporarily stabilized with both 
sediment and temporary erosion control 10 days prior to the beginning of the rainy season (October 
15th). 
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Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 7 – No more than 20 acres of ground would be disturbed at any one time during 
construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 8 – No more than 5 acres of ground would be disturbed at any one time during the 
rainy season (October 15th to April 15th), unless approved by the Resident Engineer. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 9 – Erosion control methods such as hydroseeding, erosion control blankets, and 
emulsion would be used during the rainy season. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
BMP Measure 10 – Caltrans would submit a Notice of Construction (NOC) to the RWQCB 30 days 
prior to the start of construction. 
 
Responsibility of – District Storm Water Coordinator 
 
BMP Measure 11 – Temporary erosion and sediment control BMPs would be implemented at all 
times from October 15th to April 15th. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by Resident Engineer 
 
6.5 Noise 
 
For both Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N: 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The following minimization measures (1 – 3) are 
intended to minimize the projected permanent increase in noise levels at the identified sensitive 
receptor as a result of the project. 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Receptor 1: Minimize amount of cut on eastbound side to the greatest 
extent possible. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers 
 
Minimization Measure 2 – Receptors 4b and 5: Construct 6 foot tall earthen berm between STA 
109+40 and 117+00 on the eastbound side at the right of way line (Estrella Section, map sheet E8 
and E9, Appendix A.1, Volume II). 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers 
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For Shandon section, Alternatives 1 and 2: 
 
Minimization Measure 3 – Receptor 17: Reduce cut to the greatest extent possible between STA 
119+00 and 121+40. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers 
 
For all build alternatives within the project, the following minimization measures would be used to 
reduce construction noise impacts: 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The following minimization measures (5 – 8) are 
intended to reduce adverse noise impacts associated with the construction of the project. 
 
Minimization Measure 4 – The telephone number of the Resident Engineer would be provided to 
residents in the event that a complaint or concern arises. 
 
Responsibility of – Public Information Officer with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 5 – Construction information would be posted in local news media prior to 
the start of each phase of construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Public Information Officer with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 6 – In areas where sensitive receptors are identified, temporary sound barriers 
consisting of sheet plywood on safety shape barrier may be used to reduce potential construction 
noise impacts. 
 
Responsibility of – Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 7 – All equipment used in construction would have the manufacturers’ 
recommended noise abatement measures, such as mufflers, engine covers, and engine vibration 
isolators, intact and operational. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 8 – All equipment operating on the project site would conform to the “Sound 
Control Requirements” of the Special Provisions that would be part of the contract and to Section 7-
1.011 of Caltrans Standard Specifications. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 9 – The Resident Engineer would schedule the noisiest construction activities 
during times least likely to disturb local residents. 
 
Responsibility of – Resident Engineer 
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6.6 Topography and Visual Features 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Slope rounding and contour grading would be used on all new cut and fill 
slopes. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize the contrast between the natural topography 
and the built environment of the highway and blend the project into the surrounding landscape. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 2 – Slope-benching would be minimized to the greatest extent possible. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize the contrast between the natural topography 
and the built environment of the highway.  Slope benching greatly adds to the built look of a 
highway and although necessary in some circumstances does detract from the surrounding 
topography. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Geotechnical Engineer 
 
6.7 Paleontology Resources 
 
BMP 1 – Proposed project areas within the Paso Robles Formation would be evaluated by a 
professional paleontologist after the selection of a preferred alternative. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – The Paso Robles Formation is rated as “high” probability location 
for finding paleontology resources.  These sections of the project would be evaluated by a 
professional paleontologist to determine the potential of finding paleontology resources.  If strong 
enough potential of encountering these resources exists, environmental monitoring during 
construction would be required. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Paleontology Coordinator 
 
BMP 2 – If paleontological deposits are found during construction, earth-moving operations would 
be halted in the immediate vicinity of the discovery.  Construction operations would not resume in 
the discovery area until a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist could evaluate the finds and 
recommend a course of action to preserve any important fossil remains. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – This mitigation is intended to prevent the accidental destruction 
of paleontology resources during construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor and Resident Engineer 
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6.8 Biological Resources 
 
Vegetation 
 
Mitigation Measure 1 – Impacts to blue oaks and blue oak woodland would be mitigated by restoring 
degraded blue oak woodland and conserving existing blue oak woodland in eastern San Luis Obispo 
County.  Degraded blue oak woodland would be restored so that at least 147 mature trees would be 
established at a density similar to that of the affected stands.  In addition, sufficient blue oaks would 
be planted to ensure the establishment of an additional 89 blue oaks to mitigate the loss of the 
individual trees in the project area.  A total of 236 blue oaks would be re-established. 
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To reduce the impacts to blue oak woodlands to a less than 
significant level under CEQA. 
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist, District Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 2 – The final project plans would delineate ESAs around the driplines of all 
oak trees that the project would not remove within the proposed right of way and temporary 
construction easements.  No vehicle access within these ESAs would be permitted.  During 
construction, the Resident Engineer and environmental monitor would determine and agree upon the 
exact placement of ESA markers, based on the project plans, and would determine and agree upon 
the appropriate method for marking the ESAs. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize construction impacts to remaining blue oaks 
and blue oak woodland 
 
Responsibility of – Resident Engineer, Project Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 3 – Fremont cottonwood woodland in the construction area and temporary 
construction access routes would be trimmed down to the ground, leaving the root structures in place 
so that the vegetation could re-sprout.  These trimmed areas would be covered by a layer of clean 
river substrate (sand or cobble) to prevent damage to the underlying soil and root structure.  This 
substrate would be removed upon completion of construction activities.  Construction access would 
be limited to the minimum area required for bridge construction.  Areas beyond that would be 
designated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas and off limits during construction.  Designation of 
the ESA areas would follow the recommendations described in the Additional Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures (ESAs) section, page 122. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to Fremont cottonwood woodland 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and Project 
Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 4 – To minimize impacts from noise and light to Fremont cottonwood 
woodland, a screening technique would be used.  Examples of appropriate screening techniques 
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include earthen berms, walls, and vegetation screens.  The project development team would 
determine the appropriate method of screening during the final phases of project design. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to Fremont cottonwood woodland. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Mitigation Measure 5 – Direct, permanent impacts (based on acreage) to Fremont cottonwood 
woodland including areas permanently degraded by placing the bridges over it would be mitigated at 
a 3:1 ratio, with temporary impacts mitigated at a 1:1 ratio.  The goal of this mitigation effort would 
be to mitigate these impacts in the Estrella River watershed. 
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To reduce the level of impact to Fremont cottonwood 
woodland to a negligible level. 
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist, District Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 6 – Within the entire Wye section, construction access would be limited to 
the minimum area required for construction, and areas beyond that would be designated as an ESA 
and off-limits.  4.6 meters (15.0 feet) of access beyond the cut and fill limits would be permitted 
through most of the Wye section, with more, if needed, at specific locations.  Designation of the 
ESA areas would follow the recommendations described in the Additional Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures (ESA’s) section, page 122. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to valley sink scrub habitat and 
crownscale populations. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and Project 
Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 7 – Caltrans would designate the highway right of way in the Cholame 
Valley floor and the highway right of way encompassing stands of gypsum-loving larkspur as a 
Vegetation Management Area (VMA).  Caltrans would establish highway maintenance guidelines 
within the management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of valley sink scrub that 
would be incorporated in the new right of way. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To improve the quality and expand the range of valley 
sink scrub habitat, crownscale, and gypsum-loving larkspur. 
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist, District Landscape Architect, and District Maintenance 
Operations 
 
Mitigation Measure 8 – For Wye Section, Alternative 8b, existing roadbeds to be abandoned would 
be removed.  Caltrans would remove these sections of old roadbed and would restore the natural 
hydrology to promote the expansion of the valley sink scrub community. 
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Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To reduce impacts to valley sink scrub to a negligible level. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer with oversight by the District Biologist and District 
Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 9 – Portions of the existing roadbeds to be abandoned in the Wye section 
would be removed and restored to match adjacent elevations.  Crownscale would colonize the road 
removal areas naturally because they are on the same floodplain as the mapped population and are 
between unaffected patches of crownscale. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to crownscale in the Wye section of 
the project area. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer with oversight by the District Biologist and District 
Landscape Architect 
 
Mitigation Measure 10 – Caltrans would collect seed from gypsum-loving larkspur within the 
preferred alternatives’ footprint for two years prior to construction.  These seeds and the affected 
plants would be planted on the new north-facing fill slopes.  The species has colonized highway fill 
slopes along State Route 46 on Antelope Grade.  Transplanting the affected plants and planting seeds 
may establish new patches of gypsum-loving larkspur on the north facing fill slopes. 
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To compensate for impacts to gypsum-loving larkspur in the 
Shandon and Wye Sections of the project. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Monitor with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Wildlife 
 
Minimization Measure 11 – A qualified biologist would be hired full time, by the construction 
contractor, to implement the April 1997 “USFWS Standardized Recommendations for Protection of 
the San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance”.  This person would also be 
responsible for biological monitoring requirements for other species, pre-construction surveys, and 
general monitoring of biological resources. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The function of this position would be to insure the 
proper implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures for all species that could be in 
the project area.  Specific duties would include monitoring for kit fox, pre-construction surveys, and 
establishment of ESA areas. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 12 – Caltrans would designate the highway right of way from STA 135+00 in 
the Cholame section to the end of the project as a VMA.  Caltrans would establish highway 
maintenance guidelines within the management area to preserve and promote the maintenance of 
native plant and animal communities that would be incorporated into the new highway right of way.  



Chapter 6: Best Management Practices and Mitigation Summary 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  217 

This would prevent or minimize activities that could harm specific species if they occur within the 
right of way, protecting habitat that is now subject to potentially harmful, unregulated activities. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To improve and maintain habitat quality for the following 
species: California tiger salamander, western spadefoot toad, California horned lizard, western 
burrowing owl, mountain plover, California horned lark, grasshopper sparrow, Tulare grasshopper 
mouse, San Joaquin pocket mouse, and San Joaquin kit fox.  
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist, District Landscape Architect, and District Maintenance 
Operations 
 
Minimization Measure 13 – Equipment and material storage areas shall be located in areas with no 
small mammal burrows or areas greater than 671 meters (2200 feet) from potential breeding pools. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To reduce potential take of California tiger salamanders  
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and Project 
Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 14 – Within the entire Wye section construction access would be limited for 
all alternatives to the minimum area required for construction.  Areas beyond would be designated as 
an ESA.  4.6 meters (15.0 feet) of access beyond the cut and fill limits would be permitted with more 
if needed at specific locations.  Designation of the ESA areas would follow the recommendations 
described in the Additional Avoidance and Minimization Measures (ESA’s) section, page 122. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to sensitive wildlife species and 
their habitat within the Cholame Valley floor. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and Project 
Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 15 – For Wye Section, Alternative 8B, earthwork within 82 meters (270 feet) 
of potential aquatic habitat between STA 29+00 and 42+00 (kiloposts 73.1 to 74.0/postmiles 45.4 to 
46.0) would occur between May 1 and October 31.  Construction access would be limited to 4.6 
meters (15.0 feet) beyond the cut and fill lines. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To avoid impacts to red-legged frog habitat during the 
time of its potential use. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and Project 
Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 16 – Since Wye Section, Alternative 8B was selected, the following 
measures have been incorporated into the project: 
 
¾ A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction surveys for California red-legged frogs within the 

project area within two days of initiation of project construction. 
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¾ Any California red-legged frogs encountered will be reported to the Service immediately or as soon as 

practicable (e.g., the following business day if encountered at night).  California red-legged frogs found in 
harm's way will be captured and relocated to appropriate habitat as determined after discussions with 
Service staff. 

 
¾ All new sightings of California red-legged frogs within the project areas will be reported to the Service 

and the CNDDB. 
 
¾ Pre-construction meetings with the construction contractor and crew will be conducted to brief them on 

the potential presence of California red-legged frogs in the project areas, and educate onsite workers in 
the identification and habitat requirements of California red-legged frogs, as well as the ramifications of 
take of listed species.  The minimization measures outlined here will also be discussed. 

 
¾ To the maximum extent practicable, contractors will avoid all project-related activities including road 

construction, within 91.4 meters (300.0 feet) of all wetlands/water courses that provide suitable brreeding 
and foraging habitat for the California red-legged frog. 

 
¾ Pesticide application will be avoided within 152.4 meters (500.0 feet) of all wetlands/water courses. 
 
¾ Bank slope protection placed on creek channel banks will be designed for erosion control by means of 

riparian function enhancement.  Designs utilizing native topsoil and riparian local stock are preferred 
(biotechnology, logs, willow wattles, potted willows, terracing, etc.). 

 
¾ Prior to commencing construction, Caltrans will coordinate with the CDFG to prepare a riparian 

vegetation replacement program for the project.  Riparian vegetation removed as a result of the project 
will be replaced at a 3:1 ration. 

 
¾ California native species (local stock preferred) will be utilized in re-vegetation and habitat enhancement 

efforts associated with the project. 
 
¾ Within 91.4 meters (300.0 feet) of potential California red-legged frog breeding habitat, only water will 

be used for dust abatement. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To avoid impacts to California red-legged frogs and their 
habitat. 
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist, Project Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 17 – Within the entire Wye section, construction access would be limited to 
the minimum area required for construction, and areas beyond would be designated as an ESA.  
Additional ESAs would be established, in the Estrella section, between STA 50+80 and 54+80 
westbound, 55+00 and 65+00 eastbound, and 69+00 and 86+00 eastbound.  4.5 meters (14.8 feet) of 
access beyond the cut and fill limits would be permitted, with more if needed at specific locations.  
Designation of the ESA areas would follow the recommendations described in the Additional 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures (ESAs) section, page 122. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to western spadefoot toads and their 
habitat. 
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Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and Project 
Environmental Monitor 
 
Mitigation Measure 18 – Cholame Section, Alternative 1 would remove portions of the existing 
lanes adjacent to Cholame Creek.  This would compensate for impacts to southwestern pond turtles 
by restoring 3.4 hectares (8.5 acres) of upland habitat adjacent to permanent and intermittent waters 
in the creek. 
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To enhance habitat for southwestern pond turtles and 
mitigate impacts to their habitat to a negligible level. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 19 – ESAs would be established at all drainages to minimize impacts to 
Other Waters.  This would also minimize impacts to California horned lizard habitat.  Designation of 
the ESA areas would follow the recommendations described in the Additional Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures (ESAs) section, page 122. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize construction related impacts to California 
horned lizards. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer with oversight by the District Biologist, Resident 
Engineer, and Project Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 20 – Pitfall traps with drift fences would be placed within construction areas 
in the seven drainages identified in the environmental impacts section for several days prior to 
construction.  Captured individuals would be relocated to avoid direct mortality from construction.   
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize construction related impacts to California 
horned lizards. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Monitor with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 21 – Initial habitat disturbance and construction in the Pine Creek (kilopost 
65.2, postmile 40.5), Shimmin Canyon (kilopost 68.1, postmile 42.3), an unnamed drainage at 
kilopost 69.8 (postmile 43.4), McMillan Canyon (kilopost 73.2, postmile 45.5), Cholame Creek 
bridges #49-29 and #49-95, and White Canyon (kilopost 85.5, postmile 53.1) drainage’s would 
occur between April and October to ensure that horned lizards are active on the surface, and 
therefore able to be captured and relocated. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize construction related impacts to California 
horned lizards. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
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Minimization Measure 22 – All disturbance within 50 meters (164 feet) of occupied burrowing owl 
burrows would be mitigated per the Santa Cruz Predatory Bird Research Group’s burrowing owl 
“on-site mitigation guidelines,” which are summarized below 
(http://www2.ucsc.edu/scpbrg/mitigation.htm).  If these guidelines are updated prior to construction, 
then the updated guidelines should be implemented. 
 
¾ All uncultivated grounds to be disturbed during construction should be surveyed for potential burrows 

less than 30 days prior to ground disturbance.   
 
¾ Occupied burrows must be avoided between February 1 and August 31 due to nesting activities, unless 

California Department of Fish and Game personnel verify that egg-laying has not begun or that juveniles 
are capable of independent foraging.   

 
¾ Any burrow encountered between September 1 and January 31 should be carefully excavated by hand 

after placing one-way doors at entrances for 48 hours.  Flexible plastic pipe should be inserted into 
burrows during excavation to provide an escape route for any remaining owls or other occupants. 

 
¾ Disturbed burrows shall be replaced with artificial burrows at a 1:1 ratio within 50-75 meters (164-246 

feet) of the disturbed burrows, but at least 50 meters (164 feet) from the construction area. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize potential impacts to burrowing owls in the 
project area. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Monitor and District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 23 – Artificial burrows for burrowing owls would be constructed on property 
purchased for kit fox habitat mitigation. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To enhance burrowing owl habitat on the property used 
for San Joaquin kit fox mitigation and to offset project impacts to occupied burrows and potential 
burrow sites. 
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 24 – At all locations east of Whitley Gardens, pre-construction surveys 
would be performed for California horned lark and grasshopper sparrow where grasslands, including 
within the existing right of way, are to be cleared with machinery between March 15 and July 31.  If 
a occupied nest is found, vegetation would not be cleared within 50 meters (164 feet) of that nest 
until that nest is abandoned or a permit is obtained from the USFWS to remove the nest. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize potential impacts to nesting California 
horned larks and grasshopper sparrows. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Monitor with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Mitigation Measure 25 – Abandoned road sections resulting from any of the Wye section 
alternatives, Cholame Section Alternative 1, Shandon Section Alternative 2, and Estrella Section 
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Alternative 8N would be removed and restored to grassland.  Each acre of on-site mitigation would 
reduce the permanent impacts that must be mitigated by one acre. 
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To mitigate on-site for impacts to San Joaquin kit fox 
habitat. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Landscape Architect with oversight by the 
District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 26 – Culverts for wildlife passage would be incorporated into the project to 
minimize impacts to San Joaquin kit fox.  Culverts for wildlife passage would be a minimum of 91 
centimeters (36 inches) in diameter and would be placed, where topography would allow, at a 
minimum 0.5 kilometer (0.3 mile) intervals.  Culverts would not be placed at 0.5 kilometer intervals 
where drainage culverts or bridges greater than 91 centimeters (36 inches) are already proposed.  
Also, large box culverts would be placed as cattle crossings on both State Routes 41 and 46, east of 
the wye, to facilitate livestock movement and to make the area within the Wye more accessible for 
wildlife. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize the barrier effect of the highway on all 
species, including San Joaquin kit fox. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers and the District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 27 – 1 meter wire mesh (with opening less than 5 centimeters or 2 inches) 
drift fencing would be placed parallel to the highway or angled away from the highway, for 25 
meters (82 feet) from the inlets and outlets of drainage culverts and kit fox specific culverts to 
encourage their use. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To encourage the use of the proposed wildlife passage 
culverts. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers and the District Biologist 
 
Mitigation Measure 28 – Offsite mitigation for San Joaquin kit fox habitat impacts would be 
accomplished primarily through funding conservation easement purchases or by purchasing credits 
in an approved mitigation bank in the project vicinity.  Offsite compensatory mitigation ratios would 
be 4:1 for permanent impacts between kilopost 60.5 (postmile 37.6) and kilopost 90.6 (postmile 
56.3), 3:1 between Airport Road and Jardine Road, and 2:1 between Jardine Road and kilopost 60.5 
(postmile 37.6).  Temporary impacts would be mitigated offsite at a ratio of one-third:one (1/3:1). 
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To reduce the level of impact to San Joaquin kit fox and to 
compensate for the take of kit fox habitat. 
 
Responsibility of – Caltrans/FHWA 
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Mitigation Measure 29 – Enhancements proposed to reduce the impacts of the proposed project on 
San Joaquin kit fox include funding offsite mitigation, enhancement, and site maintenance.  Habitat 
enhancement projects may include the construction of artificial dens.  Artificial dens would be 
constructed on properties from which conservation easements are purchased as mitigation for 
impacts resulting from this project, properties purchased outright for mitigation, on other private 
lands deemed suitable by the USFWS and the CDF&G, or on public lands.   
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To reduce the level of impact to San Joaquin kit fox and to 
compensate for the take of kit fox habitat. 
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 30 – In the Estrella Section, at least one week prior to tree removal, the on-
site environmental monitor will construct one-way bat exclusion devices at all tree cavities that are 
potential bat roosts.  The exclusion devices would likely be constructed from screen or other material 
as recommended in guidelines from Bat Conservation International.  The one-way exclusion devices 
would allow any bats in tree cavities to exit at night, but would prevent re-entry and force the bats to 
re-locate to alternate roosts outside of the construction area. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to sensitive bat species. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Monitor with oversight by the District Biologist  
 
Minimization Measure 31 – For Estrella Section, Alternative 9N and for both Cholame alternatives 
if Bridge #49-29 were to be removed, bats would be excluded from roosts on the existing bridge 
between October and March prior to bridge demolition. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to sensitive bat species. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team and District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 32 – For both Shandon section alternatives, bridge deck removal of Bridge 
#49-95 would occur between October and March to avoid affecting night roosts during the maternity 
season. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to sensitive bat species. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team, District Biologist and Project Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 33 – For both Cholame section alternatives, if the Cholame Creek Bridge 
#49-29 were to be removed, then construction of new roosts would occur prior to bats being 
excluded from the existing Bridge #49-29. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to sensitive bat species. 
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Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and Project 
Environmental Monitor 
 
Mitigation Measure 34 – To replace the lost night roost habitat resulting from bridge removals, all 
new bridges would incorporate bat-friendly features: 
 
¾ Minimize sandblasting: a final surface treatment under box-girder bridges often includes sandblasting.  

This smoothes the surfaces and, unfortunately, removes any surface irregularities and roughness that bats 
can grasp while roosting.  If the bridge construction includes sandblasting or otherwise smoothing-out of 
external or internal surfaces under the bridges, all surfaces should be left rough within a few inches of the 
insides of corners that are 90 degrees or less.  This can be accomplished by placing a small board in the 
corners while sandblasting to block the treatment. 

 
¾ Construct grooves or ridges: small grooves or ridges could be built into each corner underneath the 

bridges.  Bats often grasp the slightest irregularities, such as the small ridges of concrete resulting from 
seams between boards used in the concrete forms. 

 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To mitigate for the loss of bat roosts in the project area. 
 
Responsibility of – Office of Structures Design with oversight by the Project Design Team, Resident 
Engineer, and Project Environmental Monitor 
 
Mitigation Measure 35 – Compensatory mitigation must be considered for Estrella Section, 
Alternative 9N because it would remove a bridge that is a day roost and may be a maternity roost for 
California special concern species. One option is to design the new bridges with soffit openings to 
allow bats access into wooden boxes within the concrete box girder.  Another option would be to 
construct bat roosts offsite.  A potential location would be at the proposed Fremont cottonwood 
woodland mitigation site adjacent to the Estrella River. 
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To compensate for the loss of day roosts and maternity 
roosts for sensitive bat species. 
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist, Office of Structures Design with oversight by the Project 
Design Team 
 
Mitigation Measure 36 – Compensatory mitigation must be considered for both Cholame alternatives 
if they would remove Bridge #49-29.  This bridge contains at least 600 bats and is most likely a 
maternity roost for California special concern species.  Each Cholame alternative has three options 
for compensatory mitigation: 
 

1. Leave Bridge #49-29 in place.   
2. Modify abandoned buildings to enhance them as bat roosts. 
3. Construct bridges with modifications to allow bat roosting.  The new bridge designs for 

either Cholame section alternative could replace the bat roosts.  Any bridge construction 
modifications that provides accessible interior spaces or crevices that allow bats close to 
the sun-heated bridge deck would create suitable habitat.  Expansion joints in girder or 
box construction bridges create suitable habitat. Pre-cast twin-beam construction is 
known to provide maternity roosts for high concentrations of crevice-roosting bats such 



Chapter 6: Best Management Practices and Mitigation Summary 

 
224  Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 

as those on the existing bridge.  With a concrete box girder, bats would have to be 
allowed inside the box girder (but contained in wooden boxes) through modified weep 
holes or other openings, or external features would have to be added to create suitable 
crevices near the bridge deck. 

 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To compensate for the loss of roosts for sensitive bat 
species. 
 
Responsibility of – Office of Structures Engineering and the Project Design Team with oversight by 
the District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 37 – All of the Wye section alternatives would construct two new bridges 
over Cholame Creek.  The bridges would be 120 and 140 meters (394 and 459 feet) in length.  The 
bridges should be designed so they may be successful as crossing structures for pronghorn antelope 
(in addition to many other species). 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To reduce the impact of the barrier effect of the highway 
to a less than substantial level. 
 
Responsibility of – Office of Structures Design with oversight by the Project Design Team 
 
Best Management Practice Measure 38 – The population of pronghorn antelope in the Wye section 
of the project area would be monitored for a period of five years in order to determine the usage of 
the undercrossing structures.  The large undercrossings proposed with this project will offer a good 
opportunity to further the knowledge of pronghorn behaviors in relation to roads and crossing 
structures. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To determine the most effective way to mitigate for the barrier 
effects of the highway expansion on pronghorn antelope. 
 
Responsibility of – District Biologist 
 
Best Management Practice Measure 39 – Fencing near the pronghorn antelope crossing structure 
would have to be modified to promote the use of the structure.  Right of way fences that parallel the 
highway must not do so at the undercrossings.  Fences would be built 0.4 kilometers (0.25 miles) or 
more away from the crossing structure and must have smooth bottom wires at least 508 millimeters 
(20 inches) from the ground.  Modifying these fences would benefit not only wildlife species in the 
Cholame Valley but the movement of livestock as well. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To promote the successful use of wildlife/pronghorn antelope 
crossing structures in the project area. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Mitigation Measure 40 – Caltrans will commit $20,000 towards the retrofit and/or the removal of 
abandoned fences on public lands within the range of the County's pronghorn antelope herd. 
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Impact/reason for BMP measure – To offset temporary habitat fragmentation related to construction 
activities. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 41 –  Prior to removing riparian vegetation at the Estrella River between 
February 15 and July 15, the environmental monitor will survey the riparian vegetation for nesting 
birds.  Any nesting birds found will be avoided until the birds have fledged.  A 30 meter (100 foot) 
buffer will be applied to prevent birds from abandoning their nests due to construction activities. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to migratory birds. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Monitor with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 42 – Swallow netting would not be placed on the Cholame Creek Bridges 
(Bridges #49-29 and 49-95) and the Estrella River Bridge (Bridge #49-33) because bats use these 
bridges.  Swallow netting here would entangle bats and potentially cause mortality.  At the Estrella 
River Bridge, riparian vegetation and oak trees that would be removed during construction would be 
removed between July 15 and February 15.  Otherwise, surveys for nesting birds will have to be 
completed before vegetation removal, and construction would be delayed if nesting migratory birds 
were found. 
 
The Cholame Creek Bridge decks would be removed between October 1 and February 28 to avoid 
the need to remove occupied nests and to avoid the bat maternity-roosting season. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize potential bat population impacts that would 
result from minimization measures for migratory birds. 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident Engineer and Project 
Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 43 – At the Estrella River Bridge, the White Canyon culvert at kilopost 85.6 
(postmile 53.2) and the culverts at kiloposts 69.8 and 90.8 (postmiles 43.4 and 56.4), nests would be 
removed prior to March 1 and then weekly thereafter as long as swallows attempt to nest. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to swallows. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Monitor with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 44 – For deer, minimum 3.7 meter by 3.7 meter (12 foot by 12 foot) box 
culverts that would not carry drainage should be placed at two locations, coupled with deer fencing.  
This would maintain connectivity for deer and all other species in areas of concentrated resources 
and movement corridors.  Providing these crossings would also reduce the chance of vehicle 
collisions with deer, which can be fatal both to drivers and deer.  The locations include: at kilopost 
52.9 and 60.7 (postmile 32.9 and 37.7), and at the Dry Creek crossing 
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Impact/reason for minimization measure – To reduce the barrier effect of the highway on migratory 
wildlife species and to increase the safety of the traveling public 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team with oversight by the District Biologist 
 
Minimization Measure 45 – Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) would be designated for 
grassland species throughout the Wye section, for blue oaks and blue oak woodland, gypsum-loving 
larkspur, wetlands, crownscale, valley sink scrub, Fremont cottonwood woodland, western spadefoot 
toad, California horned lizard, and California red-legged frog.  In general, construction access would 
be limited to the minimum required area to work.  Most ESAs would restrict access to areas further 
than 3.0 meters (9.8 feet) from the cut and fill limits except where more space is required at, for 
example, bridge locations.  Final project plans would include ESA locations for each construction 
phase segment.  ESAs would be established in the field according to project plans and would be 
identified by a method agreed upon by the Resident Engineer and the Project Environmental 
Monitor.  Methods of identifying ESAs include ESA fencing and staking or flagging the boundary of 
the ESA area. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team and Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident 
Engineer, District Biologist, and Project Environmental Monitor 
 
Wetlands & Vernal Pools 
 
Mitigation Measure 46 – All impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. would be fully mitigated, 
within the project area, in accordance with the required United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Section 404 Individual Permit and Nationwide Permits. 
 
Impact/reason for mitigation measure – To comply with the Federal Clean Water Act 
 
Responsibility of – Project Team 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The following minimization measures (45 – 47) are 
intended to minimize impacts to vernal pool resources. 
 
Minimization Measure 47 – For both Estrella Section Alternatives 8N and 9N: Construct south side 
cut slope from STA 55+60 to STA 58+90 at a 1:1.5 slope to minimize potential impacts to the 
hydrology of the vernal pool 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers 
 
Minimization Measure 48 – For both Estrella Section Alternatives 8N and 9N: Obtain variance to 
leave above ground utilities in current location from STA 72+00 to STA 76+00. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineers 
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Minimization Measure 49 – For both Estrella section alternatives 8N and 9N: An environmentally 
sensitive area (ESA) would be designated on the project plans and then on the ground during 
construction in the vicinity of the first vernal pool, located south of State Route 46, east of Mill 
Road.  The ESA would extend from the proposed cut slope catch point south to the limits of the 
proposed right of way or temporary construction easement, whichever is greater and would extend 
from STA 55+60 to STA 58+90. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team and Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident 
Engineer, District Biologist, and Project Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 50 – For both Estrella section alternatives 8N and 9N: An ESA would also be 
designated on the project plans and then on the ground during construction in the vicinity of the 
other two vernal pools located between STA 72+00 and STA 76+00.  The ESA would extend from 
the existing cut slope catch point north to the limits of proposed right of way or temporary 
construction easement, whichever is greater and would extend from STA 72+00 to STA 76+00. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team and Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident 
Engineer, District Biologist, and Project Environmental Monitor 
 
Minimization Measure 51 – With the removal of Bridge #49-29, the existing rock slope protection 
used to protect this bridge shall be removed and the creek bank restored back to its original slope.  
Appropriate erosion control shall be installed to prevent sedimentation into Cholame creek and to 
stabilize the disturbed creek bank. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Team and Prime Contractor with oversight by the Resident 
Engineer, District Biologist, and Project Environmental Monitor 
 
6.9 Visual Resources 
 
General measures to minimize adverse impacts 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Steepen constructed slopes at spot locations, if necessary, to save existing 
trees/woodlands. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To reduce the amount of adverse visual impact. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Geotechnical Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 2 – Replace all trees removed as part of the project at the ratio designated by 
the District Landscape Architect. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To reduce the amount of adverse visual impact. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Landscape Architect, Project Biologist, and Construction Liason 
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BMP 3 – Replant trees required as mitigation within the highway right-of-way to the greatest extent 
possible. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To maintain the beauty of the highway corridor and to provide 
screening of the highway for viewers who live adjacent to the highway. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Landscape Architect, Project Biologist, and Construction Liaison  
 
Minimization Measure 4 – Use slope-rounding techniques on all slopes. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize the contrast between the natural topography 
and the built environment of the highway in order to reduce the visual impact associated with a 
change in the highway configuration. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 5 – Eliminate or minimize slope-benching on all slope design. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To reduce the severity of the visual impact associated 
with the change in the built environment from a rural two-lane highway to the larger expressway. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Geotechnical Engineer and Project Design Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 6 – Apply erosion control to all disturbed slopes. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To reduce the chance of erosion during high winds or 
storm events.  Substantial erosion would cause a greater visual impact than well constructed slopes. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, Project Landscape Architect, and Prime Contractor 
with oversight by Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 7 – Design all guard rails, barrier, and other fixed objects to reduce the 
requirement for installation of crash cushion arrays. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To reduce the visual impact associated with fixed object 
end treatments and to maintain the rural feel of the project area. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer 
 
Noise Barrier Measures 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The following measures (8 – 11) are intended to reduce 
the visual impacts associated with the recommended noise barriers to minimize noise impacts. 
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Minimization Measure 8 – Receptor 162 – Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N.  Noise impact 
minimization measures include retaining as much of the existing landform as possible.  If possible, 
this should be done by steepening the proposed cut slope. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 9 – Receptors 4b and 5, Barrier 2 – Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N.  
Noise impact minimization measures recommend the construction of a 759 meter long by 2 meter 
tall (2,490 feet long by 6 feet tall) earthen berm.  The berm should be designed to appear as a 
naturally-occurring landform.  This can be accomplished by constructing side slopes of 1:3 (vertical 
to horizontal), contour grading the form, subtly varying the alignment, and including minimal native 
planting to blend the berm in with the surroundings. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 10 – Receptor 16, Barrier 6 – Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N.  
Noise impact minimization measures recommend the construction of a 85 meter long by 3 meter tall 
(280 feet long by 10 feet tall) soundwall.  A wall along the highway at this location would adversely 
affect the rural character of the area.  It is recommended that a combination wall and berm should be 
constructed to reduce the perceived size of the wall.  Native-looking planting should be included to 
transition the wall into its setting.  Note: Sound wall was not desired by affected resident and will not 
be constructed. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 11 – Receptor 17 – Shandon Section, Alternatives 1 and 2.  Noise impact 
minimization measures include retaining as much of the existing landform as possible.  No impact to 
visual resources would occur as long as the slope is not over-steepened and if successful erosion 
control measures are applied 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Location-specific measures to minimize visual impacts 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The following minimization measures (12 – 32) are 
required to reduce the amount of negative visual impact. 
 
Minimization Measure 12 – Near Hunter Ranch Golf Course (approximate kp 53.4) (pm 33.3): Plant 
oak trees and native shrubs along the eastbound roadside in the vicinity of the Hunter Ranch Golf 
Course to screen views of the highway. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, Project Landscape Architect, and Project 
Environmental Coordinator 
 
                                                 
62 Please see the Noise Section in this document, Section 3.1.5, for a description of the receptor, barrier, and 
recommended noise minimization measure. 
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Minimization Measure 13 – The Estrella River Bridges (approximate kp 63.8/64.0) (pm 39.8/40.0): 
Construct the bridges with Type 80 bridge rail. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, Office of Structures Design 
 
Minimization Measure 14 – The Estrella River Bridges (approximate kp 63.8/64.0) (pm 39.8/40.0): 
If Estrella Section, Alternative 8N is selected, apply aesthetic treatment to slope paving in the 
vicinity of Estrella Road and on bridge columns. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, Office Of Structures Design 
 
Minimization Measure 15 – The Estrella River Bridges (approximate kp 63.8/64.0) (pm 39.8/40.0): 
Engineer the bridge structures with as thin of a bridge deck as possible. 
 
Responsibility of – Office of Structures Design 
 
Minimization Measure 16 – The Estrella River Bridges (approximate kp 63.8/64.0) (pm 39.8/40.0): 
Plant appropriate native trees and shrubs on the embankment slopes at the Estrella River Bridge to 
reduce visibility of the highway facility. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Coordinator and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 17 – Proposed cut approximately 1.9 km (1.2 mi) east of Cholame Creek 
Bridge #49-29 (approximate kp 83.0) (pm 51.9): Contour-grade the landform remnant near Station 
203 between the two proposed road alignments with maximum side-slopes of 1:3 to appear as a 
naturally occurring landform. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 18 – The Jack Ranch Café (approximate kp 86.3) (pm 54.0): At the Jack 
Ranch Café, plant trees along the eastbound roadside to re-create the windrow appearance lost as 
part of the road construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Coordinator and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 19 – The Jack Ranch Café (approximate kp 86.3) (pm 54.0): Plant screening 
shrubs between the proposed Jack Ranch Café parking lot and the proposed highway. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Environmental Coordinator and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 20 – Repair and improve the existing James Dean Memorial to enhance its 
setting. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Landscape Architect 
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Minimization Measure 21 – The Wye Alternatives (approximate kp 88.0/88.8) (pm55.0/55.5): Wye 
Section, Alternatives 7, 8, or 9 – Investigate moving the interchange and realign State Route 41 
approximately 100 meters to the east of the location currently proposed.  This would cause State 
Route 41 north of the interchange to follow an existing “saddle” in the topography rather than cross 
the top of a minor ridgeline, as currently designed. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 22 – Wye Section, Alternative 8b – Along the existing State Route 41 
alignment in the vicinity of STA 28+00 to 30+00, re-etablish the original ridgeline landform after 
the existing road is removed. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 23 – Wye Section, all alternatives – If slope paving is required under the 
structure(s), use natural-appearing surface treatment or apply color and/or texture to the concrete to 
blend with the existing rural visual character. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Landscape Architect 
 
Minimization Measure 24 – Wye Section, all alternatives – Contour-grade all slopes to achieve the 
appearance of a naturally occurring landform. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, Project Landscape Architect, and Prime Contractor 
with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 25 – Wye Section, all alternatives – Apply erosion control to all areas 
disturbed by construction. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, Project Landscape Architect, and Prime Contractor 
with oversight by the Resident Engineer 
 
Impact/reason for Minimization Measure – The following measures (26 – 29) are intended to reduce 
adverse visual impacts associated with the Wye section. 
 
Minimization Measure 26 – Construct all slopes as flat as possible. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and Project Geotechnical Engineer 
 
Minimization Measure 27 – Where required, construct wildlife exclusion fencing a minimum of 30 
meters (98 feet) from the highway, or use earthen berms to screen visibility of fencing. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, Project Landscape Architect, and Prime Contractor 
with oversight by the Project Environmental Biologist 
 
6.10 Cultural Resources 
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BMP 1 – Implement the Treatment Plan to address any potential archaeological discoveries made 
during construction. Those areas identified as potential locations for buried cultural deposits will be 
monitored during construction by an archaeologist and a representative(s) from the Native American 
community. The Treatment Plan addresses notification and data recovery procedures during 
construction, data analyses, report preparation, and dissemination of information. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To minimize and provide for a plan in the event that any 
unforeseen cultural deposits are found during construction of the proposed project. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Cultural Specialist 
 
6.11 Population, Communities, and Housing 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Residents would be paid by the state of California to rebuild, move, or 
compensate for the loss of homes, outbuilding structures, and property. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – To minimize impacts to homeowners as a result of the 
project. 
 
Responsibility of – Caltrans, District 5, Right of Way Acquisition Team 
 
Minimization Measure 2 – All displaced residents would be assigned to a relocation advisor, who 
would see that all payments and benefits are fully used and all regulations observed.  Displaced 
residents would be fully compensated at a price equal to fair market value. 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – This measure is provided to assist and minimize the effect 
of those residents who are being impacted by the proposed project through the acquisition of their 
home and/or property. 
 
Responsibility of – Caltrans, Central Region, Relocation Assistance Team 
 
6.12 Public Services 
 
Impact/reason for minimization measure – The following minimization and mitigation measures (1 
and 2) are included to reduce impacts to public services (the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area) 
from the proposed project. 
 
Minimization Measure 1 – Reconstruct traffic flow through the Shandon SRRA according to the 
plans developed under Shandon Section, Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, District Traffic Manager, Prime Contractor, and 
Resident Engineer 
 
Mitigation Measure 2 – Reconstruct leach field in new location as per the plans developed for 
Shandon Section, Alternatives 1 and 2. 
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Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, District Traffic Manager, Division of Engineering 
Services, Prime Contractor, and Resident Engineer 
 
BMP 3 – Expand truck parking by 11 new spaces as per the plans developed for Shandon Section, 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To improve the function of the Shandon SRRA by 
accommodating more large recreational vehicles and large trucks 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer, Prime Contractor, and Resident Engineer 
 
BMP 4 – The project contract Special Provisions would require that emergency services (police, fire, 
and ambulance) be notified before work begins. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To continue to provide the fastest response times to emergencies 
possible and to prevent any delays associated with the construction of the proposed project.  
 
Responsibility of – Resident Engineer 
 
6.13 Transportation and Traffic 
 
BMP Measure 1 – For all build alternatives, the maintenance of traffic and sequence of construction 
would be planned and scheduled to minimize traffic delays.  Traffic delays would be controlled to 
the extent feasible during periods of many simultaneous construction operations.  Signs would be 
used, as appropriate, to provide notices of road closures, detours and other pertinent information.  
The local news media would be notified in advance of lane closures and other construction-related 
activities that could inconvenience local residents and travelers so they may plan accordingly.  
Temporary access to residences or businesses would be provided as necessary. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – These programs are designed to increase driver awareness, ease 
congestion, and minimize delay during construction. 
 
Responsibility of – District Traffic Manager and District Public Information Officer 
 
BMP Measure 2 – A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be developed in consultation with the 
San Luis Obispo County of Governments (SLOCOG).  The TMP would be similar for each build 
alternative. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – These programs are designed to increase driver awareness, ease 
congestion, and minimize delay during construction. 
 
Responsibility of – District Traffic Manager, SLOCOG Staff, and District Public Information 
Officer 
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6.14 Utilities and Service Systems 
 
BMP Measure 1 – All applicable regulations regarding solid waste would be adhered to as related to 
the construction of the alternatives. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To protect worker health and safety 
 
Responsibility of – Prime Contractor 
 
BMP Measure 2 – Storm water drainage facilities would be a part of each project alternative and 
would be evaluated in conjunction with each alternative for potential impacts to the resources 
discussed in this document. 
 
Impact/reason for BMP measure – To ensure that the issues of storm water compliance are met. 
 
Responsibility of – Project Design Engineer and District Storm Water Coordinator 
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Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 
 
 
Comments were received on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report 
from many different sources.  Federal agencies, state agencies, local agencies, and members of the 
public all commented on the draft environmental document.  Comments were received in the form of 
letters, e-mail messages, written comments from members of the public and oral comments taken by 
a court reporter at the two public hearings held for this project.  A public hearing was held in Paso 
Robles on April 23, 2003 and a second public hearing was held in Shandon on April 24, 2003.  The 
comment period began on March 17, 2003 and ended on May 17, 2003. 
 
All of the comments received are included in this chapter.  Either the comment or letter in its 
original form and the formal response are included.  Transcripts of the oral testimony taken by the 
court reporter are included with a response to points made following each person's testimony.  
Comments and responses are organized in the following manner: Federal Agencies, State Agencies, 
Local Agencies, and Public.  The comments and responses begin on the following page. 
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7.1 Federal Agency Comments and Responses 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Please see the responses (contained herein) to the five comment letters received by the US Army 
Corps of Engineers. 
 
2.  A copy of the Section 404(b)(1) analysis has been forwarded to your office for review. 
 
 
 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  239 

 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
240  Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Regarding the information contained in your comment letter pertaining to the Special Flood 
Hazard Area (SFHA), portions of the project are within the SFHA, but no portion is within a 
regulatory floodway.  Discussion of the floodplain encroachment can be found in Volume I Section 
3.1.4 of the Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report (EA/FEIR) and in 
Volume II, Appendix D of the EA/FEIR. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Caltrans and FHWA have submitted two versons of the Section 404(b)(1) analysis to the US EPA 
for review.  Through project design changes, impacts to wetlands have fallen below the limits set 
forth in the MOU.  The objectives of the NEPA 404 MOU have been met with the development of a 
project alternative that impacts 4.58 acres of wetlands.  Because of this and to keep this project 
moving forward toward construction, Caltrans and FHWA have formally withdrawn from the NEPA 
404 MOU process.  A letter was sent to the Environmental Protection Agency on December 2, 2005 
stating our withdrawl from the process and the reasons for doing so.  Caltrans will be pursuing 
nationwide permits under the Clean Water Act for the first three sections of the project and will 
work with the Army Corps of Engineers in the future to obtain an Individual Permit for construction 
of the Wye section.  All commitments and agreements made between the EPA and Caltrans have 
been incorporated into this EA/FEIR and into the projet design itself.  In addition, Caltrans has 
proposed a preferred alternative with the least impacts to jurisdictional wetlands.  Finally, the project 
conforms to the no net loss policy set forth in Executive Order 11990. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Regarding the summary table of impacts and mitigation: Due to the size and complexity of the 
project, a summary of impacts and mitigation prepared in a matrix becomes too cumbersome to lend 
any real value to the EA/DEIR.  Originally, we had begun to prepare a matrix to include in the 
summary section of the document but based on comments from peer reviewers and technical writers, 
it was removed. 
 
2.  Maps depicting the impact of each Wye Section alternative on wetland resources have been 
created and are now included in the Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EA/FEIR).  Please see Volume II, Appendix H of the EA/FEIR for these maps.  Only in the Wye 
section of the project would potential impacts exceed 0.2 hectares (0.5 acres). 
 
3.  We are aware of the federal “no net-loss” wetland policy to which the Federal Highway 
Administration, Caltrans, and the US Army Corps of Engineers will adhere.  We have always 
planned on removing abandoned road segments in the Cholame Valley (Wye Section), which would 
re-connect wetland patches and re-create wetlands on site.  With the original verified wetland 
delineation, this would have created more wetlands than we would have been required to create as 
mitigation.  Now that the wetland delineation has changed in response to the EPA’s concerns, the 
amount of wetlands created by removing road segments will be viewed as required mitigation 
instead of an ancillary, beneficial effect. 
 
4.  Table 3.2.1-3 has been added to relate the total amount of wetlands, vernal pools, and other 
Waters of the US that were found within the study limits.  
 
All Waters of the United States Found in the Study Limits 

Wetlands Vernal Pools Other Waters of the US Project Section acres hectares # of pools acres hectares 
Estrella 0.48 0.02 4  2.03 0.82 
Shandon 0.00 0.00 0 9.08 3.67 
Cholame 0.06 0.003 0 7.79 3.15 
Wye 66.01 26.71 0 6.25 2.53 
 
5.  Except in the Wye section (the Cholame Valley), wetlands found were seasonal, palustrine, 
emergent wetlands associated with grassy swales and degraded intermittent channels (Cowardin et 
al. 1979).  Wetlands found in the Cholame Valley were a mixture of palustrine and lacustrine 
emergent wetland and scrub-shrub wetland.  The Cholame Valley wetlands are alkaline and would 
be mitigated on-site through in-kind wetland restoration and creation.  Removing to-be-abandoned 
road sections and restoring original ground elevations would re-connect wetland patches and create 
wetlands.  This would take advantage of the natural wetland hydrology and hydric soils.  
Revegetation would be passive. 
Mitigation for the palustrine, emergent wetlands in the Estrella Section would occur at the Estrella 
River, in conjunction with Fremont cottonwood woodland mitigation.  A portion of the floodplain 
would be purchased and restored to riparian woodland.  Elevations would be lowered to take 
advantage of the high water table and potential floodwaters.  Wetland mitigation would consist of 
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creating high-flow channels with elevations near enough to the water table to support native 
emergent hydrophytes such as spikerushes Eleocharis spp. and rushes Juncus spp., which would be 
planted at the site. 
 
In the Estrella section of the project, wetland impacts will be mitigated by creating wetlands at the 
Estrella River bridge, in the association with the riparian woodland mitigation.  Wetland impacts for 
the Estrella section will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio.  There are no wetland impacts in the Shandon and 
Cholame sections of the project, therefore, no mitigaion is needed.  In the Wye section of the project, 
wetland impacts will be mitigated in-kind and on-site by creating wetlands through the removal of 
abandoned road sections.  Wetland impacts for the Wye section will be mitigated at a 1.5:1 ratio 
with the removal of abandoned road segments and the creation of wetlands helping to restore the 
entire wetland complex that is found in the Cholame Valley area. 
 
6.  Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are not planning on providing 
wetland mitigation beyond that required under the Section 404 Individual permit.  However, 
opportunities may present themselves in the Wye section of the project to restore more area to 
wetlands than what is being impacted by the project.  If this proves to be true, then Caltrans and 
FHWA would remove the existing barriers bisecting wetlands and reconnect those wetlands by 
restoring currently paved areas.  This would be done in a passive manner with no proposed wetland 
restoration work beyond the removal of the existing barriers bisecting those existing wetland areas, 
returning current roadbeds to elevations that will facilitate surface wetland hydrology and the 
capability to support hydrophytic vegetation. 
 
7.  Regarding your general comments on endangered and protected species, the frequency and size 
of dry culverts for wildlife crossings were selected based on the best available documented 
recommendations for San Joaquin kit fox (Cypher 2000).  The general concepts and specific design 
features of wildlife crossings were based on recent ecology literature such as Clevenger and Waltho 
(2000), Alexander and Waters (2000), and Haas (2000).  Please refer to the Natural Environment 
Study for further discussion on this topic.  There are no known success rates at this time for these 
types of mitigation strategies for San Joaquin kit fox.  However, Caltrans is working with the leading 
researchers on San Joaquin kit fox along with the California Department of Fish and Game and the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service on the design of these passages to make them as likely to succeed as 
possible.  Ultimately, several different variations will likely be constructed, monitored, and studied 
to further the knowledge of wildlife crossings for highways.  Additionally, Caltrans is pursuing a 
contract with Brian Cypher and Tony Clevenger to study kit fox use of undercrossings, determine 
factors affecting undercrossing use by kit fox, and develop kit fox crossing design guidelines.  We 
hope to attain the results of this study prior to constructing in the important kit fox areas (the 
Shandon, Cholame, and Wye sections) so that undercrossing designs reflect the findings. 
 
Artificial dens have been proposed on mitigation lands because kit foxes are known to den in 
artificial burrows and other man-made structures such as oil pipes, culverts, and embankments.  
Although the efficacy of artificial den placement has not been formally tested, kit foxes have been 
documented occupying artificial kit fox dens and artificial burrowing owl burrows (Bob Stafford, 
California Department of Fish and Game Wildlife Biologist, personal communication, Bryan 
Cypher, research ecologist, personal communication, Cypher 2000). 
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The only other on-site mitigation proposed for endangered species is to reduce mechanical and 
chemical disturbances to habitat within the right-of-way, through the use of a designated vegetation 
management area.  The intent is to maintain the baseline habitat quality of lands that would be 
incorporated into the right-of-way.  By doing this, maintenance is the mitigation.  Caltrans and the 
FHWA commit to monitoring the vegetation to ensure that disturbance is limited.  Any additional 
monitoring will be implemented as agreed upon in the Section 7 consultation process with the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
On December 12, 2005 the United States Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Biological Opinion that 
the State Route 46 Improvement Project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the 
federally endangered San Joaquin kit fox, the federally threatened California tiger salamander, and 
the California red-legged frog in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
as amended. 
 
8.  Regarding your comments on the San Joaquin kit fox mitigation strategy, the Environmental 
Assessment /Draft Environmental Impact Report identifies a conceptual mitigation strategy.  
Caltrans and the FHWA commit to compensatory mitigation within a greater context of other 
protected habitat.  However, multiple sites have become available for potential offsite mitigation—
mitigation at multiple sites may help to preserve a more complete patchwork of suitable habitat that 
aids in dispersal and perpetual preservation of multiple corridors than mitigation at only one site.   
Ultimately Caltrans and the FHWA shall work with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
California Department of Fish and Game to utilize the mitigation monies available from this project 
to preserve habitat areas that would result in the greatest benefit to this species. 
 
9.  Regarding pronghorn antelope crossing structures and study plans: please see the Caltrans memo 
dated October 14, 2002, to Larry Bonner, updating pronghorn antelope crossing studies.  This can be 
found in Volume II, Appendix L of the EA/FEIR. 
 
Thank you for bringing the issue of potentially significant impacts to pronghorn antelope to our 
attention.  We have modified the language in the EA/FEIR to state that under CEQA potentially 
significant impacts to pronghorn antelope would result if effective crossing structures are not 
incorporated into the project.   
 
We intend to maintain or improve habitat connectivity at or above the current conditions.  The long-
term benefit to the population cannot be well understood without a comprehensive study of 
demographics, movement patterns, and exchanges between herds.  This study would have to include 
this entire, reintroduced, non-migratory population from the Cuyama Valley through the Cholame 
Valley.  Although this would be beyond the scope of our intent and obligation, it would be a 
valuable study. 
 
10.  All potential and known fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp populations have been avoided.  
Studies for this project identified potential habitat and discovered two previously unknown vernal 
pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) populations.  All effects within the watersheds of those 
vernal pools have been avoided.  No other species are known to occur in the area or were detected 
during this project’s protocol surveys.  The wetlands that the project would potentially affect are not 
suitable habitat for fairy shrimp or tadpole shrimp.  This was confirmed with negative survey results 
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and excessive alkalinity found in the Cholame Valley alkaline wetlands.  All other wetlands found 
within the project limits were either hillside seeps or stream banks and therefore not suitable due to 
seasonal high-velocity storm runoff.  No low-velocity wetlands, such as swales between vernal pools 
that might support vernal pool fairy shrimp or tadpole shrimp, would be affected.  This is discussed 
in the FEA/FEIR in Section 3.2.1. 
 
11.  Regarding your comments on anadromous fish, Tables 3.1.4-1 and 3.1.4-2 are derived from the 
Central Coast Water Quality Control Plan, or the “Basin Plan,” and are not based on any assessment 
of steelhead habitat.  The “SPWN” designation is for spawning of fish species in general, not 
steelhead specifically.  The “SPWN” designation is granted by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board based on acceptable levels of cadmium and dissolved oxygen and does not represent any other 
assessment of habitat potential for steelhead (Carpenter et al. 1994). 
 
The best available information indicates that steelhead do not utilize the Estrella River watershed.  
The Estrella River is a wide, sandy wash that rarely flows, even less so now that tens of thousands of 
acres of new vineyards pump the groundwater.  Its tributaries are also sandy washes.  No potential 
spawning or rearing habitat within the watershed is known.  Assessments of steelhead status in San 
Luis Obispo County either do not even address this watershed or state that it does not support 
steelhead (Titus 199263, EDAW 199864).  Two recent de-watering activities in large, permanent, 
alkaline pools of Cholame Creek (a major tributary) found only hitch, black catfish, bluegill, and 
Sacramento sucker (Tom Edell, California Department of Transportation biologist, personal 
communication).  The Cholame Creek pools are almost always isolated by several miles of dry wash 
downstream that would have to function as a migration corridor.  The two local California 
Department of Fish and Game Fisheries Biologists do not know of any steelhead habitat or 
occurrences, recent or historic, in the Estrella River watershed (Dave Highland, Mike Hill, 
California Department of Fish and Game, personal communication).  The Federal Highway 
Administration, therefore, determines that the project would not affect steelhead. 
 
12.  Regarding your comments on cumulative impacts: impacts to water quality and wetlands in the 
Estrella River watershed are difficult to assess.  There is no baseline data with which to compare 
current data collected by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  It is safe to say that most 
drainage's have been largely unaffected by direct activities of humans until recently.  Grazing and 
groundwater extraction have been the primary factors affecting watercourses and wetlands, but only 
general statements can be made of what their effects may have been.  The recent and rapid increase 
in vineyards has probably affected the water table and stormwater quality much more than the 
previous ranching and dryland farming activities.   
 
The large wetlands complex in the Cholame Valley has been affected only by grazing and by the 
original highway construction.  This complex remains almost entirely intact.  These saline playas 
and alkali scrub communities have probably not changed much except that introduced annual grasses 
are a major component of the herb layer in the springtime. 
 

                                                 
63 Titus R.G. 1992.  Status of California steelhead in coastal drainages south of San Francisco Bay.  Prepared for 
California Department of Fish and Game under Interagency Agreement FG1384.   
64 EDAW 1998.  San Luis Obispo County master water plan. 
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For each resource a statement and discussion has been made about the long term viability and 
current health.  Please see Chapter 4 of the EA/FEIR for the new information. 
 
For all of the projects listed in Table 4.1-2 of the EA/FEIR, there were very few NEPA and/or 
CEQA documents prepared.  At best, there were only development permit applications from which 
to ascertain quantitative or qualitative information.  Since wetlands are a resource that must have a 
permit to be impacted, there usually was quantitative information available.  This is why the analysis 
for wetlands was more detailed.   
 
For the Caltrans projects listed in Table 4.1-2, NEPA/CEQA documents are currently being 
prepared.  Therefore, no quantitative information was available at the time the EA/DEIR was 
prepared.  Recent research into the status of these documents revealed that they still are not 
complete, therefore there is no new quantitative information that can be added to the analysis in the 
EA/FEIR. 
 
13.  Regarding your comments on the traffic analysis, the Level of Service (LOS) determination for 
purposes of the EA/DEIR was based on the PM peak hour in the westbound direction on a weekday.  
Route 46 is not considered a commuter route and experiences no definable AM or PM commute 
hours, therefore, an LOS analysis for the AM and PM commute hours is irrelevant. 
 
No traffic modeling analysis was performed for this project.  The project corridor area is primarily 
open space rural agricultural and grazing land, with virtually no infrastructure available to support 
any significant development or growth.  Any development plans would require major infrastructure 
development, and would extend far beyond the twenty-year window of traffic model projections or 
analysis. 
 
14.  The dust control measures recommended in the Air Quality report were supplied by San Luis 
Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD).  Since not all of these measures are 
applicable to every construction project, we have to make them available to be implemented at the 
Resident Engineer’s discretion.  However, because of the large amounts of pollutants expected from 
the construction of this project, consultation with the air board was necessary to gain their 
acceptance of the project.  In addition to enforcement of the dust control measures contained in 
Caltrans Standard Specifications, we will incorporate additional measures supplied by the 
SLOAPCD into the project.  These measures include installing post-combustion catalytic converters 
on the highest polluting construction equipment.  As a result of comments from the SLOAPCD, 
several changes were made to the air quality section of the document.  Please see Section 3.1.1 for 
this new information. 
 
A qualitative discussion of PM2.5 has been added to the air quality section of the EA/FEIR.  Please 
see Section 3.1.1 for this discussion. 
 
The California Air Resources Board revised its PM10 standards in June 2002.  It did not adopt a daily 
standard for PM2.5 because errors were discovered in the software used to develop health risk values.  
However, an annual standard for PM2.5, was adopted.   
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Current Daily and Annual Thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 
State Criteria National 

20 ug/m3 PM10 (annual arithmetic mean),  
not to be exceeded 

50 ug/m3 

50 ug/m3 PM10— (24 hour average) 150 ug/m3 
12 ug/m3 PM2.5—(annual arithmetic mean), not 

to be exceeded 
15 ug/m3 

65 ug/m3 PM2.5—(24 hour average) 65 ug/m3 
 
The table above shows that standards for PM2.5 are higher than those for PM10.  In dealing with 
construction emissions, PM2.5 is always a fraction of PM10.   Therefore, by minimizing emissions of 
TSP below the level of significance, emissions of PM2.5 and PM10 will likewise be reduced below the 
level of significance. 
 
Construction activities for the 25-mile long proposed project will be spread out over about 12 years.  
Work will be done in four phases with each phase lasting about 3 years.  Recent conversations with 
the Resident Engineer for the proposed project have determined that it is a reasonable assumption 
that construction grading will not exceed 4 acres per day  of active grading/excavating for any phase 
of the project. This amount is within the 4 acres per day that is allowed in the SLOAPCD CEQA 
Guide (Table 6-3) to remain within the 2.5 tons per quarter PM10 threshold.  This is a more accurate 
estimate of quarterly grading than was used in the Draft Environmental Document, because it was 
based on a conversation with the probable Resident Engineer for the project.  The quarterly grading 
estimates will be further refined for consultation with SLOAPCD after design quantities and 
construction phasing are better understood. 
 
Total suspended particulate (TSP) emissions will be reduced below a level of significance by 
implementing Caltrans Standard Specifications, and by using emission reduction measures 
recommended by the APCD.  Reduction of TSP below a level of significance will correspondingly 
minimize emissions of the PM10 and PM2.5 fractions of TSP. 
 
15.  Regarding your comments on the water quality section of the document, Caltrans, District 5 has 
a full time stormwater coordinator who regularly inspects Caltrans construction sites for compliance 
with the statewide NPDES permit.  Maintenance of installed BMPs is required by the contractor.  
The Resident Engineer also takes an active role in monitoring compliance with the NPDES permit 
and acts as a daily monitor of installed BMPs.  The Resident Engineer has the authority to shut the 
job down should the contractor refuse to maintain the BMPs required as part of the Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. 
 
16.  Regarding the use of native species to re-vegetate disturbed areas, Caltrans and the FHWA 
commit to using native species for erosion control and revegetation to the greatest extent possible. 
 
17.  The EA/FEIR now includes the percentage of agricultural land within the project study area that 
is held under Williamson Act contract.  This information can be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2 of 
the EA/FEIR. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The best available information indicates that steelhead do not utilize the Estrella River watershed.  
The Estrella River is a wide, sandy wash that rarely flows.  Its tributaries are also sandy washes.  No 
potential spawning or rearing habitat within the watershed is known.  Assessments of steelhead 
status in San Luis Obispo County either do not even address this watershed or state that it does not 
support steelhead (Titus 1992, EDAW 1998). Two recent dewatering activities in large, permanent, 
alkaline pools of Cholame Creek (a major tributary) found only hitch, black catfish, bluegill, and 
Sacramento sucker—the Cholame Creek pools are the only permanent waters in this system (Tom 
Edell, California Department of Transportation biologist, personal communication).  The Cholame 
Creek pools are almost always isolated by several miles of dry wash downstream that would have to 
function as a migration corridor.  The two local California Department of Fish and Game Fisheries 
Biologists do not know of any steelhead habitat or occurrences, recent or historic, in the Estrella 
River watershed (Dave Highland, Mike Hill, California Department of Fish and Game, personal 
communication).  The Federal Highway Administration, therefore, determines that the project would 
not affect steelhead. 
 
Thank you for your reference to NOAA Fisheries’ Southwest Region’s Guidelines for Salmonid 
Passage at Stream Crossings. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Please see Page 419 of Volume III of the Environmental 
Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report for a full response to Mr. Ashley’s comments.  A 
response to the additional comment follows. 
 
1.  Regarding your comment noting a discrepancy between the Public Notice published by the US 
Army Corps of Engineers and the EA/DEIR, the values reported in the public notice are nearly 
correct.  The numbers you state in your comment letter did not contain any units nor an appropriate 
designation of the subject matter therefore making it difficult to identify.  However, as reported in 
the EA/FEIR, there could be between 4.58 acres and 13.25 acres of permanent wetland impacts.  
Final acreage calculations for impacts to wetlands and other waters will be performed after the 
selection of the preferred alternative.   
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7.2 State Agency Comments and Responses 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Your support of Estrella Section, Alternative 9N has been noted in the record.  However, to 
clarify a point in your comments regarding the Estrella section alternatives, Estrella Section, 
Alternative 8N would affect fewer rare species, less riparian woodland, and would result in taller and 
longer bridges that would be better for wildlife passage than Alternative 9N’s bridges.   
 
Granted, 8N would result in three bridges as opposed to two, because it would retain the existing 
bridge, but nearly all traffic would be removed from the existing bridge—substantially reducing the 
existing bridge’s wildlife barrier effect.  But, 8N would have two very long bridges with heavy 
traffic and one short bridge with almost no traffic, while 9N would have two short bridges with 
heavy traffic.  Longer bridges and lower traffic levels are generally better for wildlife passage. 
 
Alternative 8N would build two new bridges that would be 19 meters (62.3 feet) higher and 170 
meters (558 feet) longer than the existing bridge (270 meters/886 feet total).  Alternative 9N would 
build two new bridges that would be only 3 meters higher (10 feet) than the existing bridge and 
approximately the same length (100 meters/328 feet).  Also, Alternative 9N would permanently 
remove bat roosts and directly remove much more Fremont cottonwood woodland than Alternative 
8N.  
 
2.  Your support of Shandon Section, Alternative 1 has been noted in the record. 
 
3.  Your support of Cholame Section, Alternative 1 has been noted in the record. 
 
4.  Your support of Wye Section, Alternative 8b has been noted in the record. 
 
5.  Regarding your comments pertaining to sensitive bat species, bats will be excluded prior to the 
maternity season and bridge demolition. 
 
In addition, Caltrans plans to build the new Cholame Creek bridges prior to removing the existing 
bridge that has a large bat-roost.  If for some reason this becomes infeasible, then alternative roosts 
would be built nearby and prior to bridge removal.  The same applies to the Estrella River bridge 
removal if Estrella Section, Alternative 9N is selected.  Bat habitat for interior bridge spaces or for 
offsite bat houses would be designed to mimic the features that make the existing bridge-joint roost 
suitable for bats.  Input from other bat biologists will be sought. 
 
The abandoned house on the Warner property has been demolished and removed by the current 
property owner.  Because of this, demolition by the State of California is not needed.  In addition, 
there is no longer any potential habitat that could be surveyed for the presence of bats. 
 
6.  Regarding your comment on the existing rock slope protection used to protect Bridge No. 49-29 
over Cholame Creek, which will be removed with the project, Caltrans shall remove all of the 
existing rock slope protection and restore the creek bank back to its original slope. 
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7.  Regarding your comments on pronghorn antelope, fence removal for pronghorn habitat 
enhancement would be coordinated with the Department of Fish and Game and with the Bureau of 
Land Management.   
 
8.  Regarding your comments on wetlands, wetland mitigation will be implemented at a 3:1 ratio 
throughout the project except for in the Wye section.  The Wye section contains alkali playa wetland 
that would be difficult to create.  Attempting to create similar wetlands would likely result in lower-
quality wetlands than those we would impact, so our mitigation strategy here is to restore historic 
wetlands by removing existing highway sections, matching the adjoining wetland elevations, and 
establishing wetland vegetation.  This will replace wetlands in-kind, on-site, and within the same 
wetland complex where the impacts would occur.  We anticipate that this in-kind, on-site restoration 
would result in higher-quality wetlands than artificially created wetlands and that as a result the 
lower, minimum mitigation ratio of 1.5:1 would suffice.  This would also restore hydrologic 
connectivity disrupted by the existing highways, restoring a natural hydrologic regime to at least 58 
acres of wetland delineated in the study area plus the larger wetland complex extending beyond the 
study limits.  If counted toward the mitigation ratio, this restored hydrologic connectivity would 
greatly increase the mitigation ratio.  We found it difficult to quantify the mitigation afforded by 
restoring hydrologic connectivity, so we included in the mitigation ratio only the wetland directly 
restored by removing highway sections.  
 
 In addition, to achieve a higher direct mitigation ratio such as 3:1, we would have to displace upland 
habitats of special-status species such as San Joaquin kit fox, coast horned lizard, and rare plants.  
We will work with your agency in further developing our wetland mitigation and monitoring plan, 
which will be submitted with the 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement application. 
 
9.  Your comment regarding the need for a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement has been noted in 
the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Your comments regarding conducting air quality analysis for each construction phase and then 
working with the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District on appropriate measures to 
minimize impacts to air quality has been noted in the record.  Caltrans commits to working pro-
actively with the air board and also feels that it is more productive to work in this manner to ensure 
that construction air quality impacts are minimized to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
2.  Caltrans will try and minimize the overall excavation amount for each construction phase as well 
as try and balance the entirety of the job to prevent future excavation of borrow sites for construction 
materials.  In addition, prudent construction practices will minimize the number of times material 
will be handled during phase construction and between phase locations. 
 
3.  Your preference of Estrella Section Alternative 8N, Shandon Section Alternative 1, Cholame 
Section Alternative 2, and Wye Section Alternative 4 has been noted in the record. 
 
4.  Per your comment in Section II, #1, page 2, a Caltrans field inspector or a qualified individual 
designated by Caltrans shall be responsible for ensuring that the identified air quality measures are 
implemented.  Please see Section 3.1.1 of the EA/FEIR for updated language to reflect this 
commitment. 
 
5.  To provide for emission reductions of diesel exhaust particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, and 
reactive organic gases, the following emission minimization measures from Section II, #2 of your 
comment letter have been included as recommendations in the EA/FEIR:   
¾ Construction equipment shall be operated in proper tune according to manufacturers 

specifications, 
¾ CARB on-road diesel fuel shall be used for all diesel powered equipment used during the 

construction project, 
¾ Electric grid power shall be used to the extent feasible to replace diesel powered generators, 
¾ Diesel equipment shall not be allowed to idle for more than 10 minutes, and 
¾ Post combustion, after-treatment control devices shall be used on the most highly used and 

highest emitting pieces of non-road diesel equipment during each sub-phase of the project.  The 
determination of the number and type of equipment that shall be retrofitted with these devices 
shall be based on finalized emission estimates calculated for each sub-phase.  Caltrans and the 
Air Pollution Control District shall work together to determine the appropriate level of control 
prior to the opening of the bidding process for each sub-phase of construction.  The specific 
details of this process are described in more detail in Section 3.1.1. 

 
6.  Regarding your comment of truck trip scheduling, the recommendation to schedule truck trips on 
Fridays, Sundays and on holidays has been reconsidered and the language changed to recommend 
that truck trips be scheduled to minimize impacts to traffic flow. 
 
7.  Caltrans appreciates the Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD) offer to assist us to determine the 
best haul routes.  The EA/FEIR has been revised to include a measure to write a special provision for 
each construction phase designating routes and areas where the contractor cannot haul.  These non-
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haul routes and areas shall be designated to minimize impacts to communities and sensitive 
receptors.  Please see Section 3.1.1 of the EA/FEIR for the new language. 
 
8.  Your comment regarding the need to adhere to the State Air Resources Board Air Toxics Control 
Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations has been 
noted in the record.  Geologic evaluations will be ongoing during the final design for each phase of 
the project.  The geologic evaluations shall be sent to the APCD for review and concurrence on 
issues dealing with naturally occurring asbestos during the design phase of the project.  Any 
naturally occurring asbestos found during geologic evaluations shall be delineated in the 
construction contract as such and excavated in conformance with the appropriate requirements set 
forth in the ATCM. 
 
9.  Thank you for the reminder that any asbestos containing materials handled during demolition will 
be done so in conformance with 40CFR61, Subpart M – Asbestos of the National Emission Standard 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants.  Notification of Mr. Tim Fuhs, or the appropriate person at the air 
board, shall be given at least 10 days prior to demolition of any known asbestos containing materials 
for any of the construction phases. 
 
10.  All of the proposed project structures proposed for demolition have been tested for the presence 
of lead in the form of lead-based paint.  If needed, a permit to remove the lead-based paint, prior to 
demolition, shall be obtained from the air board. 
 
11.  Caltrans concurs that should the emission estimates from a sub-phase or concurrent sub-phases 
exceed the Tier 3 significance thresholds for NOx and PM10, then Caltrans shall work with the 
APCD to come to mutually acceptable off-site mitigation.  Based on new information from the 
APCD and Caltrans Construction Department, new air analysis was conducted for the project 
sections.  Please see Table 3.1.1-4 for the new estimates of project section construction emissions.  
The project sections shall be broken up into smaller construction segments and analyzed for potential 
air quality emissions per the agreement detailed in Response #1 on the previous page. 
 
12.  Regarding your comment on phasing, please see Section 3.1.1 of the EA/FEIR for the new 
language as suggested in your response letter. 
 
13.  Regarding the APCD’s suggested minimization measures to further control fugitive dust, please 
see Section 3.1.1 of the EA/FEIR for the new measures.  Your suggestion on how to properly control 
soil stockpiles for fugitive dust has been noted in the record.  The Caltrans field inspector or a 
qualified individual designated by Caltrans to ensure that the identified air quality measures are 
implemented shall have a current Visible Emissions Certificate to enforce the 20% opacity threshold 
for fugitive dust emissions. 
 
14.  Thank you for the information regarding portable equipment that may need permits.  Those 
items are noted in the record. 
 
15.  Regarding your comments in Section III, a – g, your comments have been noted in the record. 
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16.  Regarding the process for defining the number of after-treatment emission control devices for 
this project, the language contained in the EA/DEIR, page 36, has been altered to better reflect the 
strategy for the use of these devices.  Please see Section 3.1.1 of the EA/FEIR for the new language. 
 
17.  The APCD’s suggestions as to which pieces of equipment to treat with the after-treatment 
emission control devices have been noted in the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The FCIR forms did contain some inaccuracies and have been corrected.  New FCIR forms for 
“Corridor Type Projects” have been completed.  Please see Volume II of the EA/FEIR for the new 
forms and scores.  Specifically, Caltrans and FHWA offer the following additional points of 
information regarding the forms. 
 According to 7CFRVI 658.5(b), a federal agency (in this case the Federal Highway 
Administration) can assign numbers on a “scale of 0 to the maximum”.  This was interpreted to 
mean that a score could be derived through interpolation given an explanation of why scores were 
interpolated.  Staff questioned our Caltrans Headquarters personnel regarding this interpretation.  
After some research and discussion our Headquarters staff supported this interpretation of the code. 
 For Part VI, criteria 4, all alternatives have been updated to reflect 20 points rather than the 0 
points on the previous forms included in the draft environmental document. 
 For Part VI, criteria 3, it is estimated that between 80 and 50 percent of the project area has 
been farmed.  Much of the area in the Cholame section has been open rangeland and a conservative 
estimate of 50%-farmed area was identified for this section.  Based on mapping received from the 
NRCS and San Luis Obispo County Planning, it is estimated that in the Estrella and Shandon 
sections approximately 80% have been farmed within the past five years.  The appropriate scores 
reflect this. 
 For Part VI, criteria 9, the conversion of the agricultural lands into a transportation use would 
not reduce the demand for farm support services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these 
services.  In fact, the improvements to the highway system would provide additional ease of access 
to the existing farm services.  The forms are scored appropriately.    
 For Part VI, criteria 10, the conversion of the agricultural lands into a transportation use 
would be fully compatible with the existing agricultural use of the surrounding farmland.  The forms 
are scored appropriately. 
 
2.  Concerning the incorrect weighted average Storie Index ratings, these values were provided by 
the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) per the instructions on the FCIR forms.  The 
Department of Conservation is correct that the Cholame Section, Alternative 2 value for the 
weighted average Storie Index is 79 rather than 65.  We appreciate the Department of Conservation 
catching the inaccuracies of the NRCS.  When Caltrans researched all of the values, we found that 
the value for Shandon Section, Alternative 2 and Cholame Section, Alternative 1 were also incorrect.  
The corrected Storie Index Rating Calculator spreadsheet along with the corrected FCIR forms can 
be found in Volume II of the EA/FEIR. 
 
3.  The Department of Conservation’s recommendation to use the California LESA model has been 
noted.  Caltrans and FHWA discussed the option of using the LESA model to evaluate potential 
farmland impacts from the proposed project.  It was felt that the FCIR forms were appropriate to use 
as a tool to assess impacts to farmland.  While Caltrans agrees that the LESA model may be a more 
comprehensive model, it did not find that the potential impacts to farmland from this project 
warranted an additional analysis. 
 
4.  Regarding your comments on growth inducing impacts of the project, Caltrans has made note of 
your comments and offers the following response.  According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 
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15144, “While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to 
find out and disclose all that it reasonably can”.  Caltrans utilized many different methods and tactics 
to evaluate potential growth in the project area.  The analysis of the growth inducing impacts of the 
project utilized approved methodology to accurately characterize the existing growth and reasonably 
foreseeable future growth in the area.  The project would not introduce any new access points to the 
highway or new county roads into existing agricultural areas.  In addition, the proposed project 
conforms to all of the growth-related policies, goals, and objectives of the San Luis Obispo County 
General Plan and would not lead to any intensification of population densities. 
 
 Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines states that, “If, after thorough investigation, a lead 
agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its 
conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.”  The issue of future unplanned growth in parcels 
currently zoned agricultural is too speculative to be of any substantive use to the assessment of 
impacts from the proposed project.  The project does improve the roadway but it does not propose 
additional, new access points to undeveloped areas.  In addition, the controlled access nature of the 
expressway designation would discourage unplanned growth from occurring.  In order for growth to 
occur many changes would have to occur to the zoning, the general plan for the county, and the 
infrastructure.  For all of these needed changes to occur as a result of this project is speculative at 
best.  Thus, future growth in this area is speculative.  Upon further consideration and discussion, per 
your comments, and based upon the analysis of growth inducing impacts in Section 3.3.4 of Chapter 
3, Caltrans and FHWA maintain the determination in the EA/DEIR that the proposed project would 
not result in growth inducing impacts. 
 
5.  Regarding your comments on the cumulative impact assessment for farmland resources, the first 
sentence of Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4 described the resource assessment area as, “a 1.6 kilometer (1.0 
mile) radius around the State Route 46 corridor from State Route 101 to the San Luis Obispo County 
line”.  Given this assessment area, it is incorrect to include the impacts to farmland from the adjacent 
project that extends from Cholame to Interstate 5.  Defining a resource assessment area is an 
accepted and common method for evaluating cumulative impacts and the assessment area, as 
defined, is reasonable.  Given this, the cumulative impact analysis in the EA/FEIR was updated to 
include the quantifiable information available from the adjacent Route 46 improvement project from 
Cholame to Interstate 5.  However, only the potential impacts from the section of the adjacent 
project within the resource assessment area were included.  There was no designated farmland being 
impacted by the adjacent project in the resource assessment area for this project.  Therefore, the 
analysis stands as written and the determination did not change as a result of the new information.  
Please see Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4 of the EA/FEIR for the new information. 
 
6.  Please see Volume II of the EA/FEIR, for detailed maps showing the locations of the Williamson 
Act properties in the project area. 
 
7.  Please see Chapter 3, Section 3.3.2 of the EA/FEIR for more information and an additional 
analysis of the significance of the impacts to Williamson Act contract lands.  The conclusions did 
not change as a result of the new analysis. 
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8.  The entire right of way acquisition process is done under eminent domain law, therefore, as is 
stated in the Department of Conservation’s letter Caltrans will notify the Department of 
Conservation of the intent to acquire lands from the Williamson Act properties. 
 
9.  Regarding the Department of Conservation’s comments on mitigation, Caltrans as Lead Agency 
under CEQA has determined that no significant impacts to farmland would result from the proposed 
project.  Only linear strips of designated farmland would be removed from production along the 
entire corridor.  While these linear strips add up to a moderate amount of acreage, the loss of 
farmland from this project in San Luis Obispo County is an extremely small fraction of the total 
designated farmland.  Removing the same amount of agricultural land in one large block would 
result in a greater impact to the overall production from these lands and possibly would require 
mitigation.  However, due to the scale and shape of the impact that would result from the proposed 
project, mitigation is neither necessary nor proposed at this time under CEQA. 
 
10.  Regarding your comments to re-circulate the environmental document, Caltrans and FHWA do 
not share the Department of Conservation’s concerns about the accuracy and validity of the analysis 
of impacts to farmlands.  The analysis of growth inducing impacts, cumulative impacts, and impacts 
to Williamson Act lands was reevaluated and determined to be adequate under CEQA.  Although 
some changes were made and inaccuracies corrected in the farmland assessment, the determinations 
did not change as a result.  Thus, Caltrans does not intend to re-circulate the EA/DEIR. 
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7.3 Local Agency Comments and Responses 

 
 
 
 
 
RESPONSE 
 
Thank you for your review and comments on this important transportation project.  Your comments 
have been noted in the record. 
 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
294  Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 

 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  295 

 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Comment noted thank you. 
 
2.  Union Road and State Route 46 intersection will meet current highway design standards. 
 
3.  Comment noted thank you. 
 
4.  Safety lighting warrants as listed in the Traffic Manual section 9-08 will be evaluated for each 
intersection, using existing and five-year projection volumes.  This will occur during the final design 
for each section of the corridor. 
 
5.  Airport Road is outside of the project limits and traffic signal warrants have not been evaluated 
for this intersection.  The intersection of Jardine Road and State Route 46 has been evaluated for 
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traffic signal warrants but does not meet signal warrants with the proposed lane configurations at this 
time.  Side street improvements for possible future traffic signal installation are not included in this 
project. 
 
6.  At the Wye, any of the alternatives would match with the proposed projects in Kern County. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1 & 2. Regarding cost sharing and the escalating costs of the project: The Department recognizes 
that the current and forecasted funding levels of the STIP are significantly reduced from what was 
shown in 1998.  In addition, we are aware that this change will require SLOCOG to reevaluate the 
project’s funding shares and importance compared to other needs SLOCOG has within the county.  
Escalating costs of the project are also a concern of the Department, but the three primary reasons 
for the increases are: 
 
¾ Primarily because of the increased cost of oil, gas, and diesel.  Unit costs that contractors 

are currently bidding for the major items of work of the project have almost doubled from 
what were shown in the PSR. 

¾ New Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan requirements mandated by Federal law were 
not the requirements at the time of the project was initially programmed and that additional 
cost has to be added. 

¾ Right of way requirements were underestimated in the original PSR. 
 
The base design feature identified in section 2.3.1 (full expressway, 80 miles per hour design speed, 
minimum 46.3 foot medians) are not a significant contributor to the overall cost escalation of the 
project but they do make the project more competitive statewide for ITIP funding.  During the PS&E 
phases of these projects the Department is committed to find ways to reduce the cost of the projects 
that are consistent with the projects’ purpose and need and all necessary environmental requirements 
outlined in the environmental document. 
 
3.  Regarding the summary of impacts and mitigation: Due to the size and complexity of the project, 
a summary of impacts and mitigation prepared in a matrix becomes too cumbersome to lend any real 
value to the document.  Originally, we had begun to prepare a matrix to include in the summary 
section of the document but based on comments from peer reviewers and technical writers, it was 
removed. 
 
4.  The preferred alternative was selected with your input, for which we thank you. 
 
5.  A reference to the State Route 46 Safety Task Force has been included in Section 2.2. 
 
6.  Please see Table 2.2.1-1.   It has been updated to include the information you have requested. 
 
7.  As noted above in response 1 and 2, the request to reevaluate the designed features in constrained 
areas: Comment noted. 
 
8.  Regarding your comment on Section 2.3.7, the 4th paragraph will be rewritten as follows: For EA 
05-3307U0, the funding currently is 47% RIP and 53% IIP.  In addition, $48,700,000 for 
construction and $10,400,000 for right of way acquisition is currently programmed.  There is 
$5,629,000 of Federal Demonstration Project funds for the project.  Current estimates for the project 
are construction costs of $152,100,000 and right of way costs of $29,300,000.  After approval of 
both the final environmental document and the Project Report, additional right of way and 
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construction funding would be sought in future STIP cycles and from federal transportation funding 
sources. 
 
9.  The funding and programming section, Section 2.3.7, has been rewritten to include the requested 
information. 
 
10.  The recommendation to schedule truck trips on Fridays, Sundays and on holidays has been 
reconsidered and the language changed to recommend that truck trips be scheduled to minimize 
impacts to traffic flow. 
 
11.  In consideration of your comment, Caltrans began discussion with the affected property owner.  
The Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol states that if greater than 50% of the residences that 
would be protected by a sound barrier are against its construction, the barrier will not be built.  There 
is only one affected owner in this location and they have formally expressed their opposition to this 
noise barrier.  As a result, the proposed noise barrier will not be constructed.  Screen planting will be 
provided by the State to reduce the visual effect for this residence. 
 
12.  Regarding the use of slope rounding, contour grading and other measures to minimize visual 
impacts: Comment noted. 
 
13.  The EA/DEIR does not state that there are significant impacts to this bat colony.  After 
reevaluation of this portion of the analysis, we have reached the same conclusion, which is included 
in the EA/FEIR.  Many bat habitat mitigation projects have failed, but many have been successful.  
Successful habitat mitigation projects have mimicked the roosts that were affected—they re-created 
the thermal and structural characteristics.  For this project, the important characteristics to mimic are 
the shape of the bridge joint where bats roost (a crevice), the thermal characteristics of the bridge 
deck, and the location of the roost in relationship to the bridge deck.  This would best be 
accomplished on another bridge.  The new bridges would have decks with similar thermal 
characteristics to the existing bridge and would be modified to include crevices that adjoin the bridge 
decks. 
 
Our staff biologist has over 70 hours of formal training in bat ecology, impact assessment, and 
mitigation techniques.  The mitigation plan represents the best available information. 
 
14.  The proposed project must mitigate its potential impact: the potential loss of habitat 
connectivity.  This would be best accomplished by maintaining habitat connectivity.  Removing and 
modifying fence lines on BLM lands would be completed in conjunction with the on-site mitigation 
(undercrossing structure).  But without habitat connectivity, all habitat improvements would be in 
vain because they would result in isolated populations dependent upon human intervention and 
costly, perpetual management.  
 
The proposed study on efficacy of crossing structures and potential benefits to the population has 
been removed as a mitigation measure.  Monitoring of the undercrossing structures will be 
conducted for a period of 5 years to gain understanding as to their efficacy for reducing 
fragmentation of pronghorn habitat. 
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15.  Regarding your support of undercrossings for wildlife: Comment noted. 
 
16.  Regarding your support for using Type 80 bridge rail: Comment noted. 
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7.4 Public Comments and Responses 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The affect of the states' purchase on the remaining property will be evaluated and damages paid 
as appropriate. This would include the potential loss of value due to the ability to legally divide a 
parcel.   
 
2.  Page 3 of the Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report indicates that this 
section of the project will experience 18% traffic growth by 2025.  Based on the 2002 Annual 
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 11,700 vehicles per day in this area, the AADT will be 13,800 
vehicles per day.  The traffic for Estrella Section, Alternative 8N and 9N will be the same.  
However, Alternative 8N will remove the Estrella/Route 46 at-grade intersection. 
 
3.  Comment noted.  The State would seek to compensate your for this loss by paying to plant oaks 
on your property. 
 
4.  Thank you for bringing this conflict to our attention so that it can be addressed.  We intend to 
plant native tree and shrub species to screen out the headlight glare from the proposed frontage road.  
The highway planting construction contract will require that plants are irrigated and maintained after 
installation for a 3-year plant establishment period.  All planting will adhere to Caltrans design and 
safety standards. 
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Thank you for your comments on this important transportation project.  Your comments have been 
noted in the record. 
 
 
 





Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  309 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
310  Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  311 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
312  Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  313 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
314  Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  315 

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The limits of this project were established in conjunction with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and meet the requirements of logical termini per the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  Caltrans and FHWA feel that the eastern terminus of this project, at the 
divergence of State Routes 46 and 41 in the Cholame Valley is a logical terminus in which to 
evaluate potential project impacts.  In addition, Caltrans feels that because the project has a logical 
terminus that there are no concerns with segmentation per the California Environmental Quality Act. 
 
2.  Your comment regarding the public hearing format has been noted.  The format used for the 
public hearing is an approved Caltrans format and has found to be effective based on public 
feedback.  This process is generally respected as a more effective way to conduct public hearings.   
 
3.  Regarding your questioning of the need for this project, it is beyond the scope of our analysis to 
question why, “Californians in general so overwhelmingly choose the private car.”  In addition, it is 
also outside of the scope of our analysis to research interregional multi-modal transportation 
systems.  This project, while large, is intended to alleviate the need that currently exists on the 
facility that is in place.  Chapter 1 of the EA/FEIR details the purpose and need for the project.  
Please refer to this section for more information. 
 
4.  Regarding your comments on levels of service.  Level of service is a nationally recognized 
analysis tool to gauge congestion on roads.  Weekend traffic is a source of major congestion on this 
route and the air quality minimization measure you refer to has been changed to reflect this.  Please 
see the EA/FEIR, Section 3.3.7 for the new measure.   
 
5.  Temporary storage sites for excess material and/or borrow sites for needed material will be 
selected in locations that will ultimately become the future highway as planned.  Therefore, the 
temporary impacts associated with storage and borrow sites have already been accounted for in the 
analysis of the project’s impacts.  If a site outside of the project limits were needed, a separate 
environmental evaluation pursuant to CEQA and NEPA would be conducted.  Any impacts would 
be disclosed and mitigated to less than significant level.  Please see the discussion of borrow sites, 
disposal sites, and construction staging areas in Section 3.4 of the EA/FEIR. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Approximately 126 linear feet of the creek behind your house will be realigned.  It will remain as 
an open creek channel.  The loss of wildlife habitat would be mitigated off-site through preservation 
and enhancement of wildlife habitat.  All replacement and enhancement would occur on large 
landholdings that are within or next to larger preserved areas, to maximize their wildlife habitat 
value.  Possible locations are in the San Juan Valley south of Shandon and in the Temblor Range 
east of Shandon.  In addition, culverts and wildlife fencing will be installed to encourage wildlife to 
pass under the highway. 
 
2.  After construction of the proposed widening project, noise levels on Burgundy Road in the 
Vintage Hills area, are expected to lessen over what they are today. This is because half the traffic on 
the route is being moved (about 36 meters [118 feet]) further away from the homes with either 
alternative.  Noise levels that represent the homes on this side of the highway measured 56-dBA in 
the peak hour.  This is well below the 67-dBA65 noise abatement criterion level used for this project.  
This noise level is expected to increase to 60-dBA by 20 years after project completion (based solely 
on traffic volumes).  If traffic doubled, the ambient noise level would increase by 3-dbA66. 
 
3.  A qualified state appraiser will prepare a market value appraisal and an offer to purchase will be 
made.  The appraisal will consider any damages to the remaining property. 
 
4.  The small oak tree directly behind your house is at the edge of the proposed fill slope for an 
acceleration lane.  This tree may be preserved with a treewell that will prevent burying its root 
system—this will be determined when the edge of fill is marked prior to construction.  If the tree is 
removed, then it will be replaced.  Exact areas for replanting have not been determined, but we may 
seek permission from property owners such as yourself to plant on private property.  This would 
replace the visual screening that would be lost when the trees are removed.  Please let us know if you 
are interested in having the oak tree replaced on your property. 
 
5.  Maintenance of the existing private roads within the Vintage Hills area will remain the property 
owner’s responsibility. 
 
6.  Currently there is only one entrance/exit to Route 46.  The new proposed access opening and 
expressway will provide for a faster and safer ingress and egress.  With a wider intersection and 
acceleration lanes residents, during a major emergency, would have a faster and safer exit from the 
community than current.    
 

                                                 
65  Decibels on the A-Scale (weighted for the human ear’s response to sound) 
66  Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement (TENS) Section N-2135. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  While we have made note of your preference for the Wye Section alternatives, any of the 
alternatives could be designed with a 20-foot vertical clearance if requirements deem it appropriate. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  After construction of the proposed widening project, noise levels on Burgundy Road in the 
Vintage Hills area, are expected to lessen over what they are today. This is because half the traffic on 
the route is being moved (about 36 meters [118 feet]) further away from the homes with either 
alternative.  Noise levels that represent the homes on this side of the highway measured 56-dBA in 
the peak hour.  This is well below the 67-dBA67 noise abatement criterion level used for this project.  
This noise level is expected to increase to 60-dBA by 20 years after project completion (based solely 
on traffic volumes).  If traffic doubled, the ambient noise level would increase by 3-dbA68. 
 
2.  Noise studies on the effects of vegetation have shown that vegetation does not reduce noise levels 
unless it is very deep (100 feet) and very dense (cannot be seen through).  Given that about half of 
the traffic is being moved away from houses on Burgundy Lane, we expect noise levels at these 
residences to decline by a decibel or two after completion of the project. 
 
3.  Our Traffic Safety department is reluctant to take out any of the proposed rumble strips as they 
have been proven to reduce accidents associated with driver inattention.  However, we have 
requested the design department to consider the quietest types of vibration strips, especially in 
residential areas.  A determination of whether these can be included in the project will be assessed 
during the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates portion of the design process. 
 

                                                 
67  Decibels on the A-Scale (weighted for the human ear’s response to sound) 
68  Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement (TENS) Section N-2135. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Your preference for Estrella Section, Alternative 8N has been noted. 
 
2.  At this time, it appears that not all 20 acres of your property will be needed for this project.  
However, the state could purchase the entire property if the remainder is made unusable by the 
project.  Our Right of Way Department will be happy to discuss and work with you on this matter. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The northerly extension of Branch Road will be paved. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
After thoroughly studying different solutions in terms of access for the Vintage Hills community, 
Caltrans has concluded that the safest solution is to close the existing Vintage Hills Way access and 
provide access for the community via a northerly extension of Branch Road.  Extending Branch 
Road through to Champagne Lane is the best solution for the whole community given that the 
existing Vintage Hills Way also extends to Champagne Lane.  Caltrans will pave the extension of 
Branch Road, which was requested by a majority of the community in this area.  Our right of way 
department will be happy to discuss your concerns with you on this matter.   
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Thank you for your comments on this important transportation project.  Your comments have been 
noted in the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  At this time, future traffic projections do not warrant the construction of a separated grade 
interchange at McMillan Canyon Road. 
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Thank you for your comments on this important transportation project.  Your support of Estrella 
Section, Alternative 8N has been noted in the record.  In addition, an undercrossing for deer has been 
proposed in the area that you noted.  The fencing adjacent to the undercrossing structure would be 
built to exclude deer from the highway in this location and to direct their movements towards the 
undercrossing structures. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  At this time, future traffic projections do not warrant the construction of a separated grade 
interchange at McMillan Canyon Road. 
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Thank you for your comments on this important transportation project.  Your support of Estrella 
Section, Alternative 8N has been noted in the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  In most locations, the existing pavement will be overlaid with asphalt concrete and be used as two 
lanes of the proposed four-lane expressway. 
 
2.  You are correct that nearly 20% of the traffic on this route is trucks. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  One of the considerations in the selection of the preferred alternative was cost.  For a majority of 
the project, the preferred alternative is also the least expensive. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The northerly extension of Branch Road will be paved. 
 
2.  Currently there is only one entrance/exit to Route 46.  The new proposed access opening and 
expressway will provide for a faster and safer ingress and egress.  With a wider intersection and 
acceleration lanes residents, during a major emergency, would have a faster and safer exit from the 
community than current. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Thank you for bringing the water line to our attention.  The existing 4 inch steel water line will be 
treated as any other existing utility within the State Right of Way (R/W).  The proposed future 10 
inch water line and natural gas line will be taken into consideration during the Design and R/W 
acquisition portions of the State Route 46 Whitley segment of construction. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  During the design phase we tried hard to minimize impacts to homes and properties.  However, in 
the interest of greater public safety, eminent domain laws allow for the necessary acquisition of 
homes and properties.  Regretfully, your home is one of the few impacted by the project. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The placing of Jersey barrier on two lane conventional highways is useful for preventing 
crossover head-on type accidents.  But it does not prevent run off the road type accidents, often 
caused by sleepy or distracted drivers. The presence of Jersey barrier also prevents passing at any 
time, no matter how light the traffic.  If a motorist is stuck behind a slower moving vehicle for many 
miles, frustration levels rise, and passing attempts may be made at unsafe locations.  For this reason 
Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration decided to construct the proposed project, being a 
permanent fix, versus a temporary measure such as median barrier. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Currently there is only one entrance/exit to Route 46.  The new proposed access opening and 
expressway will provide for a faster and safer ingress and egress.  With a wider intersection and 
acceleration lanes residents, during a major emergency, would have a faster and safer exit from the 
community than current. 
 
2.  The northerly extension of Branch Road will be paved. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The project will increase runoff from the roadway in this area from 6 cubic feet per second (cfs) 
to 12.5 cfs. All runoff from the roadway in this area will be routed to a new detention basin located 
near the present intersection of State Route 46 and Vintage Hills Way. The detention basin will limit 
the flow to the original 6.0 cfs. 
 
2.  The two culverts crossing the highway east and west of Vintage Hills Way will be extended, but 
the amount of flow from these culverts will not change. It is separate from the flow coming from the 
roadway. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Many people believe a traffic signal to be a cure-all.  This belief is not grounded in fact.  At best, 
traffic signals provide for a more orderly movement of traffic through an intersection, provide less 
delay for side street traffic, and reduce certain types of accidents.  They may also, however, increase 
other types of accidents, notably high-speed rear-end accidents.  Signals are a trade-off.  In 
attempting to decrease the incidence of one type of accident, we realize that we may be increasing 
the incidence of another type.   
 
Traffic signal warrants, based on research, have been developed on the national level in an attempt to 
define circumstances under which signals may be beneficial.  These warrants are based on traffic 
volumes and on accidents.  If warrants are not met, the indication is that a traffic signal will not 
benefit the location under study, could increase delay and accidents, and should not be considered at 
the location in question.  Ignoring this could result in an increase in the number of accidents and the 
number of people injured.  For the State Route 46/Jardine Road intersection, Caltrans studies 
indicate that traffic signals are not warranted at this time. 
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Thank you for your comments on this important transportation project.  Your comments have been 
noted in the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Your preference for Estrella Section, Alternative 8N has been noted. 
 
2.  Your preference for Wye Section, Alternative 4 has been noted. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The northerly extension of Branch Road will be paved. 
 
2.  Many people believe a traffic signal to be a cure-all.  This belief is not grounded in fact.  At best, 
traffic signals provide for a more orderly movement of traffic through an intersection, provide less 
delay for side street traffic, and reduce certain types of accidents.  They may also, however, increase 
other types of accidents, notably high-speed rear-end accidents.  Signals are a trade-off.  In 
attempting to decrease the incidence of one type of accident, we realize that we may be increasing 
the incidence of another type.   
 
Traffic signal warrants, based on research, have been developed on the national level in an attempt to 
define circumstances under which signals may be beneficial.  These warrants are based on traffic 
volumes and on accidents.  If warrants are not met, the indication is that a traffic signal will not 
benefit the location under study, could increase delay and accidents, and should not be considered at 
the location in question.  Ignoring this could result in an increase in the number of accidents and the 
number of people injured.  For the State Route 46/Branch Road intersection, Caltrans studies 
indicate that traffic signals are not warranted at this time. 
 
Flashing beacons at fire station driveways or at intersections immediately adjacent to a fire station 
may be installed on State highways. The flashing beacon will supplement appropriate signs and be 
actuated from a non-illuminated state by a switch at the fire station.  Caltrans, in conjunction with 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, will determine the need for a device of 
this type at this location. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The ten-year project completion is for the entire corridor project between Airport Road and the 
easternmost State Routes 46/41 junction (referred to as the “Wye”), and is dependent on budget 
considerations.  The western most segment between Airport Road and Union Road will be ready to 
begin construction in the spring of 2007 if funds are available, and the other segments will follow as 
they are ready for construction and funds are available.  The sections of Route 46 that must wait for 
construction will continue to be patrolled by the CHP and monitored by Caltrans for any possible 
short-term issues that arrive.  However, as traffic demand increases, congestion and delay will 
increase, and the motorists will have to drive with care and patience. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Truck traffic currently has to descend a 7% downgrade eastbound near Whitely Gardens, and a 
4% downgrade westbound, requiring significant braking.  The preferred alternative will descend a 
4% downgrade eastbound and a 2.5% downgrade westbound, reducing the need to use compression 
brakes (jake brakes). 
 
2.  In regards to your comment on the visibility near Whitley Gardens Drive, the proposed highway 
in this vicinity will be designed and constructed to meet current highway standards.  The “hump” 
that you refer to is what is impairing the site distance.  The “hump” will be cut down to a point 
where the site distance is standard for the new highway.   
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Thank you for your comments on this important transportation project.  Your comments have been 
noted in the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Noise levels and traffic counts were measured on Jardine Road in November 2000 and January 
2001 as part of the highway noise study.  The results of those readings indicated that the contribution 
of the highway traffic to noise levels along the part of Jardine Road that parallels the highway was 
55-dBA.  Traffic on Jardine Road was responsible for 65-dBA at the nearest residence to the 
highway.  If 2 noise levels differ by more than 9 decibels, the lower level makes no contribution to 
the overall sound level.  At residences along Dry Creek Road, we predict that the noise level caused 
by highway traffic is about 55-dBA.  This is well below the state’s noise abatement criteria level of 
67-dBA.  If traffic would double, the 55-dbA would be expected to increase by 3-dBA.  Since the 
proposed alternative will move half of the traffic further away from homes on Dry Creek Road, we 
actually expect a slight decrease in noise levels, 1-2-dBA, upon completion of the project. 
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Thank you for your comments on this important transportation project.  Your comments have been 
noted in the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Your preference for Estrella Section, Alternative 8N has been noted. 
 
2.  Your preference for Shandon Section, Alternative 2 has been noted. 
 
3.  Your preference for Cholame Section, Alternative 1 has been noted. 
 
4.  Your preference for Wye Section, Alternative 9 has been noted. 
 
5.  At this time, current and future traffic projections do not warrant the construction of a separated 
grade interchange at Airport Road and State Route 46. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  An access will be provided at approximately Station 134+00, the plans have been revised to 
reflect this. 
 
2.  The decision on the new location of the private access road will be determined during the right of 
way acquisition process.  Your opinions and recommendations will be included at that time in the 
decision.   
 
3.  The existing equipment crossing (box culvert) will be extended.  It is actually at Station 134+00. 
 
4.  At this time, future traffic projections do not warrant the construction of a separated grade 
interchange at McMillan Canyon Road. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Please see the responses to your comments on the previous page. 
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Thank you for your comments and support on this important transportation project.  Your comments 
have been noted in the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The Department shares your concern for the projects’ timeline.  Your property, in the Cholame 
section, is within the area of the second of the two State Route 46 Corridor projects and that project 
is not currently funded for either right of way acquisition or construction.  With the current State 
budget constraints, funding for right of way acquisition is now not anticipated before July 2006 at 
the earliest.  Until funding for the purchase of right of way for this project is available, the state 
cannot purchase any property. 
 
2.  Your comment regarding the proposed easement through your property for the commercial 
property adjacent to you has been noted in the record. 
 
3.  The value of your property will be determined by a market value appraisal. It is possible that all 
your property will be purchased, depending on the alternative selected and the affect to the 
remaining property. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Thank you for your comments on the configuration of the States infrastructure.  Several of your 
points and suggestions are matters that should be directed to regional planning authorities in the 
various counties that the highways bisect.   
 
2.  The passing lanes on State Route 41, although short, meet minimum current design standards.  
There is a project in development at this time to extend the longer westbound passing lane on State 
Route 41 so that it connects through to the shorter passing lane near the crest of cottonwood pass.  
Upon completion of this project, that minimum passing lane will be eliminated. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The acquisition of the various parcels mentioned in your letter will begin with a letter that you 
will receive entitled “Notice of Decision to Appraise” from one of our Right of Way staff appraisers.  
This letter will invite you or your representative to accompany our appraiser on an inspection of the 
property to be acquired.  After the appraisal of your property is completed, you will be contacted by 
one of our Right of Way Acquisition Agents who will meet with you and present the State’s offer to 
buy your property.  That will begin the acquisition process, during which there will be ample time 
for you to consider the State’s offer and also for any special considerations that may need to be 
examined. 
 
2.  The proposed easement will be negotiated during the right of way acquisition process.  Since this 
is a proposed easement, you would not find it on any existing title reports. 
 
3.  Due to the long timeline associated with this project, there will be at least one but more likely 
several reevaluations of this project as it moves east towards the Shandon area.  There will be 
opportunities to look into changing the design slightly to avoid impacting water wells, holding 
ponds, and the entrance to the farm.  However, if impacts to these resources on your property were 
to occur, the State would compensate you for the impacts to these features of your property. 
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Thank you for your comments and support on this important transportation project.  Your comments 
have been noted in the record. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Upon reviewing the terminology used in the environmental document, we have found that it does 
not conflict nor have intentions of confusing any member of the public or resource agency. 
 
2.  Your disagreement with many of the DEIR assessments has been noted.  The Summary correctly 
reflects the assessments made in the environmental document based on the numerous cited technical 
studies prepared for this document. 
 
3.  Analysis of impacts to Waters of the US in combination with the proposed mitigation support the 
determination of no significant impacts to these resources.  The necessary permits to impact these 
sensitive resources require rigorous analysis and review.  The regulatory agencies charged with 
issuing these permits will make a final judgement as to whether the criteria of “no net loss” to these 
resources has been met prior to the issuance of any permits. 
 
4.  Concerning the DEIR’s assessment of impacts to farmland, the DEIR addressed cumulative 
impacts to this resource.  Caltrans has no control over county planning organizations that issue 
development permits and oversee zoning designations.  This project is being proposed to 
accommodate existing traffic congestion and safety concerns not for growth, either planned or 
unplanned. 
 
5.  Please see Section 1.3.3 in the EA/FEIR for accident data.  At this time it is neither prudent nor 
relative to discuss accident data on State Route 101 since there is no valid comparison of data from 
two completely different transportation facility types. 
 
6.  The addition of impervious surfaces due to this project will result in greater runoff and decreased 
percolation, however, this runoff will be detained within roadside vegetated swales and retention 
basins to provide for control of the runoff as well as a return of that water to the soil. 
 
7.  Please see the detailed discussion of water quality, Section 3.1.4 of the EA/FEIR.  Minimization 
measures and best management practices have been included in the project to reduce the chances of 
roadside pollutants entering any of the natural drainages within the project area. 
 
8.  State Route 46 is currently designated as a route for hauling hazardous materials/waste.  These 
designations would not change with the incorporation of the project. 
 
9.  In response to your comment concerning Air Quality, page v, paragraph 1, comment noted. 
 
10.  The DEIR has adequately addressed growth inducing and cumulative impacts associated with 
the proposed project, please see Chapter 3, Section 3.3.4 and Chapter 4 for these discussion. 
 
11.  The 404 Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA 40 MOU) process is a formal process to 
provide for, “early and frequent coordination” on large transportation projects.  The MOU was 
developed in conjunction with and signed by the US Army Corps of Engineers, the US 
Environmental Protection Agency, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries 
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Sanctuary, and the Federal Highway Administration.  This formal process provides for review and 
concurrence at different steps in the NEPA process.  Caltrans and the Federal Highway 
Administration have complied with the MOU by developing the purpose and need and reasonable 
range of alternatives in conjunction with the signatories to the MOU and by asking for and receiving 
concurrence on these steps of the NEPA process.   
 
Through project design changes impacts to wetlands have fallen below the limits set forth in the 
MOU.  Because of this, Caltrans and FHWA have formally withdrawn from the NEPA 404 MOU 
process.  A letter was sent to the Environmental Protection Agency on December 2, 2005 stating our 
withdrawl from the process and the reasons for doing so.  Caltrans will be pursuing nationwide 
permits under the Clean Water Act for the first three sections of the project and will work with the 
Army Corps of Engineers in the future to obtain an Individual Permit for construction of the Wye 
section.  All committments and agreements made between the EPA and Caltrans have been 
incorporated into this EA/FEIR and into the projet design itself.  In addition, Caltrans has selected 
the alternative with the least impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and will adhere to the no net loss 
policy set forth in Executive Order 11990. 
 
12.  Regarding your comments on the Environmental Significance Checklist: Caltrans as the Lead 
Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act has provided evidence and analysis for the 
determinations made in the checklist.  Your comments and dissension with the determinations made 
have been noted. 
 
13.  Regarding your comments on the Biological Environment: Intensive coordination work 
consisting of many meetings, field reviews, and correspondence has been and continues to be 
ongoing with the reviewing/regulatory agencies.  This includes continuous, informal correspondence 
via e-mail and telephone calls that would be awkward to document in the DEIR. 
 
14.  Regarding your comments on Vegetation, Wildlife, and Wetlands & Vernal Pools: All 
biological surveys and analysis were conducted by qualified biologists trained to conduct these 
surveys and analysis.  Your comments have been noted. 
 
The DEIR does not imply or state that the project's biological influence extends 1 mile from the 
highway.  The discussion on page 76, and Figure 3.2.1-1, illustrate different habitat qualities as a 
function of land uses in the highway corridor.   
 
The DEIR describes the existing environment, including plant communities, and does not discount 
the wildlife habitat values of those plant communities.  The 2:1 - 4:1 mitigation ratios for impacts to 
San Joaquin kit fox and other upland species habitat (annual grasslands) reflect our recognition of 
that plant community's habitat values.  Every square meter of annual grassland that the project would 
remove would be mitigated for at a minimum 2:1 ratio to replace lost wildlife habitat. 
 
Regarding wetland mitigation: the primary purpose of CEQA and NEPA are to disclose a project's 
impacts to the public.  A CEQA or NEPA document is not a mitigation plan.  The wetland mitigation 
will be developed when alternatives are selected and project design is refined, so that we know 
exactly how much mitigation will be required.  The mitigation plan will be required prior to 
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obtaining the permits necessary for filling wetlands.  The primary permitting agency (US Army 
Corps of Engineers) will require no net loss of wetlands.   
 
It is important to distinguish between permanent impacts, temporary impacts, wetland impacts, and 
impacts to other Waters of the US.  The DEIR discusses that permanent impacts to other Waters of 
the US are in highly degraded ephemeral channels.  If you observe table 3.2.1-19 you will see that 
the permanent impact to wetlands, without the Wye section, is 0.27 acre.  We are mandated to select 
the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative, which means that at the Wye we would 
likely select 8b or 7 because of its minimized wetland impacts.   If you read the Natural Environment 
Study of which you requested and received a copy, you will find that there are opportunities to 
further reduce wetland impacts at the Wye. Those opportunities will not be ignored as final 
engineering plans are refined and drawn and permit applications are reviewed by regulatory 
agencies. 
 
15.  Regarding your comments on Environmental Impacts, In General and Blue Oak Woodland: The 
Lead Agency feels that the support of resource agencies in the strategy for mitigation of oak losses is 
indicative of the fact that our creative mitigation strategies shall adequately compensate for the 
losses that would occur with the proposed project. 
 
16.  Regarding your comments on the monarch butterfly: There are no known winter roosts in or 
near the project area where the preservation of Indian milkweed or Narrow-leaf milkweed would be 
prudent.  Winter roosts and ovipositor sites are typically on the coast. 
 
17.  Regarding your comments on the California tiger salamander: No potential California tiger 
salamander breeding habitat would be affected.  As the DEIR states, all vernal pools would be 
avoided and all affected wetlands, except at the Wye, are associated with ephemeral channels.  
Ephemeral channels are not potential breeding sites.  The wetlands at the Wye are highly alkaline.  
Alkali sink habitats and highly alkaline wetlands are not potential breeding habitat for California 
tiger salamanders.   
 
18.  The studies being conducted by the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
(WAFWA) are being closely followed by the Project Biologist.  It will be at least 8 years before 
construction in the Wye area would begin.  Our Project Biologist has determined that the proposed 
undercrossing structures is more than adequate to address the issue of fragmentation of the 
pronghorn antelope population in this area.  Please see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1 of the EA/FEIR for 
an updated discussion of impacts to pronghorn antelope. 
 
19.  Regarding your comments on the mitigation for San Joaquin kit fox impacts: To compensate for 
impacts to San Joaquin kit fox a large ranch is being considered for purchasing a conservation 
easement.  This ranch is currently not in preservation thus, it could be developed and in fact is being 
pursued for purchase by a biomedical research facility.  This ranch has been identified by the 
California Department of Fish and Game and the US Fish and Wildlife Service as being a key ranch 
to the survival of the western populations of kit fox.  It contains ideal habitat for many of the San 
Joaquin valley species including a large acreage of “deep-soiled valley grassland”.  Purchasing a 
conservation easement on this ranch at a higher than 1:1 ratio is accepted as appropriate mitigation 
by the resource agencies whose mission it is to protect endangered species.  Caltrans and the Federal 
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Highway Administration feel that this mitigation strategy is sufficient to compensate for impacts 
associated with this project to “deep-soiled valley grassland” habitat and other native flora and 
fauna.  In addition, the preserved property would be enhanced and managed specifically for the 
benefit of the San Joaquin kit fox and other affected species, in perpetuity.  This would improve the 
habitat value over existing conditions, thus offsetting the linear habitat losses incurred by the project. 
 
20.  Caltrans is not in a place to respond to other agency's mitigation successes or failures. 
 
21.  Regarding the qualifications of State Personnel in their job classifications and the ability for 
them to do their job duties: Caltrans personnel are highly skilled, highly trained individuals who are 
well qualified to perform the duties that their jobs require.  Our biologists work closely and 
continuously with agency representatives on numerous projects throughout the central coast of 
California.  Caltrans biologists are highly respected by various State and Federal agency personnel 
including the United States Army Corps of Engineers, the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, the 
California Coastal Commission, and the California Department of Fish and Game. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Thank you for your comments.  The State and the Hearst Corporation have been coordinating on 
many aspects of the development of this project as it relates the Hearst Properties.  We appreciate the 
continued willingness of the Hearst Corporation to work with us.  The State will coordinate with the 
Hearst Corporation during the final design and right of way phases of this project to address the 
issues in your comment letter. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Lucy Brown Road will be connected to the proposed Route 46 by a standard public road 
intersection.  There is not enough room within the existing right of way to fit four lanes.  Additional 
right of way is needed to meet highway design standards.  Moving the highway away from Cholame 
Creek and around the Tosco Plant benefits future maintenance of the highway and the health and 
ecological functions of Cholame Creek. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Many people believe a traffic signal to be a cure-all.  This belief is not grounded in fact.  At best, 
traffic signals provide for a more orderly movement of traffic through an intersection, provide less 
delay for side street traffic, and reduce certain types of accidents.  They may also, however, increase 
other types of accidents, notably high-speed rear-end accidents.  Signals are a trade-off.  In 
attempting to decrease the incidence of one type of accident, we realize that we may be increasing 
the incidence of another type.   
 
Traffic signal warrants, based on research, have been developed on the national level in an attempt to 
define circumstances under which signals may be beneficial.  These warrants are based on traffic 
volumes and on accidents.  If warrants are not met, the indication is that a traffic signal will not 
benefit the location under study, could increase delay and accidents, and should not be considered at 
the location in question.  Ignoring this could result in an increase in the number of accidents and the 
number of people injured.  For the State Route 46/Branch Road intersection, Caltrans studies 
indicate that traffic signals are not warranted at this time. 
 
Flashing beacons at fire station driveways or at intersections immediately adjacent to a fire station 
may be installed on State highways. The flashing beacon will supplement appropriate signs and be 
actuated from a non-illuminated state by a switch at the fire station.  Caltrans, in conjunction with 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, will determine the need for a device of 
this type at this location. 
 
 



Chapter 7: Comments and Responses 

 
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project  431 

Comments made to the Court Reporter, April 23, 2003 and Responses 
 
 
 
RICHARD MACEDO:  My name is Richard J. Macedo.  My work number is 805-781-4338.  I have 
driven Highway 46 East over 1,000 times between the coast and San Joaquin Valley.  I have assisted 
at many automobile accidents.  I encourage Caltrans to continue to move forward as soon as possible 
on this critical public safety project.  While there is concern about environmental issues on the 46 
corridor, the most endangered species on Highway 46 are we, the people, human beings.  More 
deaths on Highway 46 are unacceptable.  Thank you very much. 
 
Thank you for your comments and support on this important transportation project.  Your comments 
have been noted in the record. 
 
 
FELICIA & RICHARD LAMBERT:  We have been living on Jardine Road for 16 years and are 
subject to the traffic on Highway 46 when we try to go to town and when we return from town.  The 
area on Jardine Road and Hog Canyon Road has increased in population greatly.  The need for a 
traffic signal at 46 and Jardine Road is necessary.  Please consider this need.  Also, we drive to 
Bakersfield often to see loved ones and pray this four-lane highway will begin building soon.  Thank 
you for all the work of planning a safe Highway 46. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Please see page 356 for a response to your comment concerning a traffic light at State Route 46 
and Jardine Road. 
 
 
JOHNIE DILBECK:  Concerning the Vintage Hills project area, Branch Road, I believe if the 
County and Caltrans goes with that recommendation, that they blacktop Branch Road all the way 
down to Champagne for the reasons of health and safety and the dust area and stuff like that.  What 
else do we want to say on that?The consensus of the property owners was that it needs to be 
blacktopped because the engineering over there said that all they're looking at right now is some 
class 2 road base; i.e. dust.  That's their proposition to us.  And I'm saying no.  Raise our taxes, 
blacktop it. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The northerly extension of Branch Road will be paved. 
 
 
RICHARD HOLLISTER:  I live at 35 South Whitley Gardens Drive.  The way that map shows it, on 
one of the alternates, it goes right through my house.  And then they took and put a frontage road 
around and took the remainder of my property in front.  So what I was concerned about is:  Are they 
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going to take all of my property?  They've got all of the front footage on it.  I have no way to get in 
or out of it the way it is, if they do this, if they take alternate 8, so that's what my problem is now.  I 
have been told that there's a possibility that they would take the property but when they put this 
frontage road in, I wasn't concerned because I have 20 acres.  I figured, I will just move over, tear a 
chicken house down, and build a house over there.  But I can't do that now so... and I don't know 
who I go to talk to. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Please see page 387, #1 for a response to your comment concerning the acquisition of your 
property. 
 
 
MICHAEL KELLEY:  My name is Michael Kelley.  I live at 6225 Burgundy in Paso Robles, and 
my concerns are the water run-off from the widening of the highway.  Two things come to play out 
there where we live, is that all the culverts are basically undersized to the roads.  Some of the 
neighbors have doubled the size of the culverts to kind of remedy the runoff problem, but now with 
the widening of the road, they're going to be doubling the amount of water run-off and that's going to 
be an over concern for us because historically when it does rain, and it rains hard, some of the roads 
are non-passable for an hour or maybe two hours, and that's my big concern.  The safety of the 
project is excellent.  It's an excellent idea, and the alternatives that they've come up with are very 
good choices.  And I think that most people that live in our little Tract area are agreeable to the 
entrance, the new entrance to the road, mainly because of the safety.  And that's all I've got to say.  
My phone number is area code 805-239-0394. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The project will increase runoff from the roadway in this area from 6 cubic feet per second (cfs) 
to 12.5 cfs. All runoff from the roadway in this area will be routed to a new detention basin located 
near the present intersection of State Route 46 and Vintage Hills Way. The detention basin will limit 
the flow to the original 6.0 cfs. 
 
2.  The two culverts crossing the highway east and west of Vintage Hills Way will be extended, but 
the amount of flow from these culverts will not change. It is separate from the flow coming from the 
roadway. 
 
 
BRENDA BAKER:  I am a homeowner.  My name is Brenda Baker.  My address is 6355 
Champagne Lane, Paso Robles, 93446.  My phone number is 227-0570.  I have two comments about 
the proposal.  My first comment is the proposed northerly Branch Road extension; this road needs to 
extend clear to Champagne Lane as written on the proposal.  So that's good.  However, I was told it 
has a class 2 road base right now.  I think it needs to be paved for two reasons.  No. 1, this road is 
going to go along an existing vineyard owned by Meridian.  The prevailing winds will carry the dust 
to the grapevines of Meridian, and it will ruin their crop, essentially.  Right now they can control that 
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because it's a private road.  So if they pave it, that will take care of the dust problem.  Secondly, the 
paving then is also going to reduce the speed, especially if they can put speed bumps in, and there 
are several property owners concerned about speeding around and creating dust problems there.  If 
you can cut that dust problem down, that will be very good.  And also there's a third issue. The 
paving will also reduce noise for the homeowners.  My second comment is a more general comment.  
I do believe that by law, every tract needs to have exits for emergency.  As proposed right now, 
there's only one exit to Highway 46 and there needs to be two.  I would suggest the planners look at 
the extreme west side of tract 22.  There's already an existing road.  They could make a right turn 
only on to Highway 46 in case of emergency so people can get out.  And it probably wouldn't impact 
traffic that much but it would be a good emergency thing, especially since there are so many more 
people moving into that division.  Right now if everybody jams up, it's going to be a problem.  
Those are my comments. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Please see Page 328 for a response to your comments concerning the paving of Branch Road and 
the access to the Vintage Hills community. 
 
 
SUSAN HARVEY:  My name is Susan Harvey.  I live at 2430 Geneseo Road, Paso Robles, 805-
239-0542. I'm disappointed that there's not the kind of hearing that facilitates everyone hearing what 
everyone else is going to say.  I understand this is going to be in the public record, but I think that 
the other kind of hearing serves to broaden people's education and adds a better understanding of 
what the issues are because you hear from all sides.  And even though some people might be 
precluded from expressing their views, I think that loss is more than made up for by having whatever 
that other kind of hearing, normal kind of hearing.  I talked to the environmentalist about the wider 
median, and I'd like to see -- he indicated they spent a lot of time looking into finding ways to have 
the narrow median beyond Shandon, and you have to have a clear impact, and there's nothing that 
would be, you know, causing that out there, but I would still like them to consider having the 43-foot 
median instead of the 61-foot median.  Let's see.  What are my other complaints.  As I read the first 
part of the environmental impact report, I noticed that the deaths on this highway were only slightly 
higher than equivalent roads around the state which led me to wonder why we weren't just putting a 
jersey barrier up, and also the second reason is their level of service.  They want to carry more cars.  
But any time I've been on the road, I've never been in a situation where I even had to slow down, you 
know, so I'm not sure that the level -- I think what's driving this is the commercial interests.  They 
just want four lanes so that more people can get into the wineries, can get into the golf course, and I 
don't think that it's completely predicated on level of service or even the deaths on the highway.  So 
I'm not sure it's such a great financial investment.  Let's see.  What are my other complaints?  
Besides the width of it.  There was something else.  I guess my main complaints are the size of the 
median and the hearing process.  Oh, I know.  It seems to me this is setting up the entire north 
county for having nuclear waste from Diablo Canyon come through the north county and across 
Highway 46 to get out of here because this will -- in 20 years, it will be a four-lane to Highway 5 
and at about that time, they will be ready to move that stuff and it will be coming through the north 
county.  And I'm not happy about it being moved at all, but I will bet you dollars to donuts this is 
where it's going to come.  But the other possibility, 166 is -- I don't see them making that any -- I 
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don't like either, but previously it was going to go down and across 166, and -- when this is four 
lanes, it's going to be this road.  Thank you. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1. Your comment regarding the public hearing format has been noted. 
 
2.  Your comment regarding a narrower median for the eastern sections of the project has been 
noted.  Current safety standards for an expressway facility require the construction of a 63 foot 
median.   
 
3.  Although the accident rate for State Route 46 is slightly below the average statewide accident rate 
for similar facilities, this project is needed because the current levels of service (measuring 
congestion) are below the desired levels for a properly operating facility.  For a complete discussion 
of the purpose and need for this project, please see Chapter 1 in the environmental document.   
 
4.  Your comment regarding your opposition to the movement of nuclear waste has been noted. 
 
 
ERIC GREENING:  My name is Eric Greening.  I live at 7365 Valle Avenue, Atascadero, 93422, 
461-1955.  And I share the concerns of the previous speaker, specifically in regards to process.  I 
think the public's coming together and hearing each other is a very important part of either reaching 
a consensus or recognizing differences and different concerns and people with different concerns 
hearing each other.  I know I have certain areas that I know very little about, and I would appreciate 
being educated by members of the public who have studied that just as others might appreciate what 
I would have to say about areas they haven't looked into.  That said, relating to the need for the 
project; obviously, the current highway has a lot of problems, and as a non-driver, I find it scary to 
be a passenger on it, but primarily because everybody is being so fast that drivers feel pushed.  The 
only real excuse for this in my mind would be if there would be a genuine slow lane that you could 
be guaranteed would be a slow lane for those of us who bite our knuckles otherwise.  That said, 
though, I know that speed is usually the reason given for a project like this, and so my question is, 
and I would like to look at this as one entire project from here to Interstate 5.  I strenuously protest 
the segmentation.  I strenuously protest doing everything from the Wye east on a negative 
declaration, a separate project, even though from an environmental standpoint, it is all one project 
with a set of impacts.  But looking at the project as a whole or even this part of it, how much time is 
expected to be saved by the traveling public compared to not doing the project per trip, say, 10 or 20 
years out, and then the next question is, will the time lost to the traveling public during construction 
ever be amortized back to the public  
during the lifetime of this project?  And then a further dimension that probably tilts the answer even 
farther into the negative is how much time is invested by taxpayers earning the money to pay for this 
project and paying it in taxes compared to the amount of time saved by people on the road?  And 
time spent on the road is not lost.  It's just spent on route rather than at a destination.  Maybe it's time 
you would rather be doing something else but the same can be said of the time people work to pay 
taxes.  Regarding the safety impact, you know, what Susan referred to as the somewhat but not 
notably higher accident rate; there is one factor that no project will change, which is that during the 
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sunrise hours and the sunset hours, the alignment of the road simply points people's eyes straight into 
the glare.  There's no number of lanes that can change that, and so the safety issue, I don't know how 
that particular thing can be fixed except seismically by a major reorientation of California.  In 
relation to total project impacts, I am concerned about the lack of assessment of off-site impacts 
relating to either quarrying of material for this project and/or disposal of material from this project.  
When I talked to the environmental manager, he said that it would actually be a net creator of road 
base because of all the heavy excavation in the Whitley Gardens area, and then he proceeded to tell 
me that they were planning to dispose of that material on the Jack Ranch.  The Jack Ranch is very, 
very important habitat.  It's valley grassland, deep soiled.  It's the deep soiled valleys that are the 
anchor of the food chain.  Environmentally they're even more important than scenic crags because of 
their top soil.  Where are the environmental impacts and mitigations assessed of whatever area will 
be chosen for disposal of this material?  Then the question is, there may be a net export of material 
but wouldn't there still be some import of material to serve this project?  I remember with the Cuesta 
Grade project there was nothing in the EIR on that project about off-site impacts of the material 
brought in.  I remember reviewing the Rocky Canyon Quarry EIR and that set particular limits on 
the rate of extraction.  Come to find out, once the Cuesta Grade project was underway, that they 
blasted right through those extraction limits in order not to delay the project and, of course, the 
response given to those who objected was, Well, we don't want to have to stop an important project; 
do we?  My concern then is that the environmental review of the Cuesta Grade project should have 
been assessed, and to whatever extent possible, mitigated the impacts on the removal of material 
from Rocky Canyon and whatever other sources, the Santa Maria River, wherever material from this 
project came from, as well as the truck trips that brought it in.  I'm asking that the same be done for 
this project.  These are impacts connected with this project.  I am generally pleased with the level of 
attention given to wildlife and to wildlife crossings; however, I am very, very seriously troubled that 
the segmentation of this project means that we have no comprehensive picture of what is happening 
to the wildlife in similar habitats, even in the Cholame Creek watershed, because the boundary of 
projects is not at Polonio Pass, not at the county line which is the boundary between Caltrans 
districts.  It is well within this county and this watershed.  Wildlife impacts such as the impacts on 
the burrowing owls just beyond the end of this project are not mitigated in the negative declaration, 
and people here have no real process for getting those issues addressed.  There is no public comment 
and response to comments on a negative declaration.  To challenge a document where the lead 
agency is in Fresno is extremely difficult and to even find people in that area who share the same 
concerns is impossible if their hearing -- quote unquote, hearing -- at Lost Hills is this type of format 
which goes back to my endorsement of Susan's comments that this format short-circuits the process 
of the public educating itself.  We, the people, are paying for this project which is being done by a 
public agency.  It is the responsibility of the public agency to make sure that  
we, the people, have a sense of ownership of this project if it is to go forward, and the only way we 
can have a sense of ownership is to be trusted to hear each other, influence each other's thinking, and 
not just be shown around by handlers.  I could say a lot more, but my further comments will 
probably be contained in comments made by Life on Planet Earth and Canyons and Streams 
Alliance and possibly Paso Watch.  So, to be continued.  I'm not done.  Thank you for the 
opportunity to speak. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
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1.  Your comment regarding the public hearing format was addressed earlier in our response to your 
written comments on Page 315. 
 
2.  Your comment regarding the need for the project was addressed earlier in our response to your 
written comments on Page 315.  
 
3.  Your comment regarding the alignment of the highway and the safety factor during sunrise and 
sunset has been noted. 
 
4.  Your comment regarding borrow and disposal material was addressed earlier in our response to 
your written comments on Page 315. 
 
5.  Your comment regarding wildlife has been noted. 
 
 
PHIL ASHLEY:  My name is Phil Ashley.  I live at 1586 La Cita Court, that's L-a C-i-t-a, San Luis 
Obispo, 93401, and that's 544-9741.  And I'm here 24 on Planet Earth.  And I'm not going to make 
all my comments today.  I haven't read the document yet, but my biggest concern is with process, the 
way the hearing is being conducted.  I feel for 30 years hearings, since the environmental era have 
started, have worked very well where members of the public have their period of time, whether it's 
two minutes, three, four, five, whatever the allotted time, or a trust agency such as Caltrans lets that 
person speak and every person that's at the hearing can hear that person speak and every person that 
wants to speak can have everybody else at the hearing hear what they have to say, but this process of 
coming in and just having a workshop, basically, and calling that a hearing, and nobody, no matter 
what they  
believe or feel about the project, knows what anybody else is thinking, based on this so-called 
hearing, is an abomination to the hearing process and the way it's worked and worked well for 30 
years now.  The idea that this is creating consensus, good feelings, people working well amongst 
themselves; that may be fine, but we need to hear opposing points of view, and typical hearings 
work that way well and are not disorganized, are not rowdy, and people have adequate time before 
and after such hearings to talk to each other based on hearing each other's opinions and typically 
have adequate time to talk to staff of that agency.  And my final comment on this issue is, I hope 
Caltrans seriously takes it into consideration that if this is the way we're going in this new 
millennium, this new century, 30 years after our environmental laws have shown the other way has 
worked well and people appreciate the other way, this new way really is an attempt to divide and 
conquer where differing points of opinion aren't heard until the Final EIR when nearly the final 
stamp of approval is being put on the process by the agency or the project proponent; in this case, 
Caltrans.  I have many other comments on environmental issues, but that's enough for tonight 
because that is the issue tonight; the process.  It's being undermined at the expense of the public and 
the environmental process.   Thank you. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Your comment regarding the public hearing format has been noted. 
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STEVE ORMONDE:  My name is Steve Ormonde.  I have a business at 2348 Golden Hill Road on 
the corner of 46 and Golden Hill.  I'm here representing the California Trucking Association.  We 
have two concerns with the Wye out at the Cholame intersection.  One is for oversized loads going 
across 46.  We cannot have an overpass or any restrictions to oversized loads at that Wye 
intersection.  We prefer the intersection alternative 7 or 4.  And the Estrella dip, we prefer the option 
8-N.  I can be reached at area code (805) 238-1466 and we will also formalize a letter from the 
California Trucking Association stating our concerns and our preferred options. Thank you. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  While we have made note of your preference for the Wye Section alternatives, any of the 
alternatives could be designed with a 20-foot vertical clearance if requirements deem it appropriate. 
 
2.  Your support of Estrella Section, Alternative 8N has been noted. 
 
 
MARK WINSBORROW:  My name is Mark Winsborrow.  My phone number is 661-549-0586.  I'm 
out of the Bakersfield area and I represent the California Trucking Association.  Looking over the 
Highway 46-41 interchange, we recommend that we use alternate 7 and alternate 4.  And the reasons 
for that is for our heavy haulers that run across Highway 46.  They will have direct access to 46 to 
the coast.  With the heavy haulers, they are concerned with bridge overpasses.  Most of these heavy 
haulers are hauling anything from 16 feet to 20 feet in height.  So we recommend that we have these 
alternatives 4 and 7 because there is no bridge over 46.  The other is the Estrella section, and we 
recommend 8-N, the reason being is it will cut the 6 percent grade to 4 percent grade which will 
flatten it out for our trucking industry.  And those are the comments for me. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  While we have made note of your preference for the Wye Section alternatives, any of the 
alternatives could be designed with a 20-foot vertical clearance if requirements deem it appropriate. 
 
2.  Your support of Estrella Section, Alternative 8N has been noted. 
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Comments made to the Court Reporter, April 24, 2003 and Responses 

 
 
 
HERMAN SCHWARTZ:  My name is Herman Schwartz.  I'm the general partner of Continental 
Vineyards.  My address is 11,000 Highway 46 East, Paso Robles, 93446.  My office number at that 
property is area code (805) 238-2562, and my fax number is (805) 238-2575.The subject property, 
Continental Vineyards, is a 2500-acre piece of property with approximately one mile of frontage 
along Highway 46 East on the north side of the highway.  I bought the property in 1969, and on the 
title report and policy of title insurance, it was noted that on -- we have two methods of ingress and 
egress to our property, on the west end of the frontage and the east end of the frontage.  And based 
on a letter that I sent to Thomas Houston of the Department of Transportation on May 8th, 2001, I 
cited that -- I'm going to read one paragraph that I delivered to you copies of two grant deeds 
executed by Emma B. Kester, in favor of the State of California recorded on March 24, 1954, and 
March 22, 1957, accepting and reserving to the grantor the right to access -- I'm quoting now, "the 
right to access to the freeway over and across the following described lines."  And I sent them copies 
of those two grant deeds, and I also, in addition to -- that was the first written communication I had 
with Tom Houston to present my case, which I'll explain in a minute.  And prior to that, I think the 
first letter I sent going back was April 25, 2001, and that was to Jay Walter, District Director of the 
Department of Transportation.  Then the second letter was May 8th that I just cited to you.  The third 
letter was dated May 9th from Jay Walter to me acknowledging my letter and saying that they'll look 
up all the facts and hopefully satisfy all parties.  And the fourth letter, which I'm going to give to you 
also, is dated October 2, 2001, and that's my letter addressed to Tom Houston of the Department of 
Transportation, once again, dealing with the fact that the proposed widening of the highway 
indicates that -- this I just got off the Internet and this I'm looking at map -- it's entitled Estrella 
section, alternative 8(n) and then E 18 of 18.  And it indicates there's an access opening to the 
property both on -- this is our property here on the north side of the highway and across the road, but 
there is no indication of a left-turn lane to go into our property on eastbound traffic.  And for that 
matter, there is no method of leaving this property and making a left-turn lane to go east on this new 
proposed four-lane highway and that's what I object to because we use both the west end, which I'm 
referring to now, and the east gate, and we need access to the property coming from and going east 
and west.  The second map I'm going to refer to indicates the east entrance to our property, and that's 
located -- the map I'm referring to is Shandon section, alternatives one and two, and then it looks like 
big S, little H, 2of 17.  And this opening, as well as the one I previously described, actually is an 
opening that serves two contiguous properties, so the first one I gave to you a little earlier is an 
opening for two properties, one, our neighbor.  The one I'm referring to now here on 2 of 17 is 
actually the same situation where there is -- there is a left-turn lane provided eastbound on this, our 
main entrance, but I don't see any way of coming out of our property and turning left or going east, 
and it doesn't look like there's a provision to do that.  So based on the grant deed of the Emma Kester 
grant of the State of California, it is mandated by that document, legal document that's recorded on 
our property, that we have ingress and egress from Highway 46 on both the east and west gates to 
our property.  That means when we leave that property, we can turn -- we should be able to turn 
either east or west.  It may not -- they've indicated it doesn't fit into their plans right now, but that's 
something they're going to have to work out.  They don't have the legal authority to prevent me and 
my business invitees and customers not to be able to get into our property.  As a matter of fact, on 
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the west end of our property, there is a 50-acre parcel which is designated as a potential winery site.  
Without having the appropriate and safe ingress and egress that would be approved by the County of 
San Luis Obispo, the County would never grant a license or a building permit to build a winery on 
that site.  So there's an economic consideration as well as a legal consideration.  I think that is it at 
the present time.  The last paragraph of the May 9th, 2002, letter from Jay Walter, which I referred 
to earlier, to me that -- I'm going to quote, Caltrans is committed to working with all adjacent 
property owners in reaching acceptable and reasonable accommodations on issues concerning 
access.  Then he says, if you have any additional questions as the project proceeds throughout the 
project development process, please contact Tom Houston, and there's a phone number and e-mail,        
et cetera.  So it may be a token comment that he's throwing out to appease me, but I'm going to take 
that at face value that they should make a conscious effort to take care of the legal obligations that 
the State of California entered into with the previous owner to our property. Referring to map 
number entitled Shandon section alternatives 1 and 2 and the letters Sh, 2 of 17, there's some small 
numbers here, and I'm told this is 108, and that should be brought to the attention of the engineers 
that when you're leaving our property, the access opening, and you want to turn east, go east on the 
new highway, that it was recommended that they consider a speed lane coming from my property to 
turn left to go east and hook up to the highway.  So take a look at that.Okay.  That's it.  (See attached 
letters.) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  The State recognizes your right of ingress and egress at these locations and access will be 
provided or you will be compensated for those rights however you will not be left landlocked. 
 
For the west end of your property, a median opening to allow access in and out for both westbound 
and eastbound traffic cannot be provided at this location because of its proximity to Almond Drive.  
This is based on the Highway Design Standards, which does not allow for a median opening within 
800 meters (2,625 feet) of a public road intersection.  Future negotiations to move this access 
location to the east could be beneficial to both parties. 
 
For the east end, there will be a median opening that allows for access in and out for both westbound 
and eastbound traffic. 
 
 
JERRY WHITE:  I'm Jerry White.  We lease the Peck Ranch property which is probably about five 
miles along Highway 46 both East and West of McMillan Canyon Road, and then we also have the 
owner in the Granger property that's over by the Union 76 Station which is about -- it goes through 
the middle of our property, about two miles through the middle of our property there.  I'm concerned 
about on the Peck Ranches, the drainage coming out of section 019-131-015 and it connects to 
section 019-131-016.  In that area there's a drainage comes out of the north of that which would be 
out of section 015, and I want to make sure that that tunnel under the new part of the highway is the 
same size as the existing one so we can move cattle under there and also so we can access both north 
and south of the freeway with tractors.  And also on section 019-131-015 there's an existing road that 
you can access Highway 46, and there's also a frontage road along the front of that property.  When 
you take -- you're going to take that hill out and you aren't allowing us to have a frontage road on 
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that north side of 46 where we can access, and we need -- we farm in the back there.  There's about 
2700 acres of grain that we haul grain out of those fields, and we need an access to Highway 46 
there.  And what you're doing is just eliminating all of our accesses and even our side roads to where 
we can go down to our grain storage which is about three miles east of there.  And also when you 
take -- if you do put in an access road, we would like to have the access road at the ground level, at 
the same level as the highway, and then cut back so that the cattle won't have to go up and over the 
top of the hill and the same way with our trucks as they do now on the frontage road, they have now, 
it would be better to take more of the dirt and then use ground level so the cattle and the trucks and 
everything don't have to go up over the top of the hill on the cut that they're going to be taking out of 
that area.  And then also down on section 019-131-017, and it also connects 019-131-018, that goes 
into the home site, and just west of there there's 60-foot gates on both sides of the highway where we 
presently and for the last 27 years have been crossing Highway 46 there, and we want also to have 
equipment crossing at the same areas that we do have now and that we have been using for the last 
27 years that we have leased from the Peck Ranches.  And the reason I'm stating all this is it's an 
absentee ownership, and it's managed by bank trust, and that's why they don't have the hands-on 
exactly what needs to be done in the right-of-ways, but when they do go to purchasing the property, 
the right-of-ways, I'm going to make sure to stress that we have access to the highway and also what 
I'm asking for at this time.  And then down at the McMillan Canyon Road, we feel -- our family 
feels that with the growth there, they should have an overpass instead of the existing thing that 
they're going to -- not thing, but -- what do you call it?  Access to the freeway that they have 
proposed.  We think it should be an overpass where it would be -- because of the growth in Shandon 
and the amount of vineyards in the area and the number of trucks that go in and out of there, it would 
be a real hazard without an overpass and it would be senseless to spend $200 million on a freeway 
and have a stop sign there or a stoplight.  I think that's all I have on that. And then on the Granger 
property, we would rather have a thick -- we would rather have both lanes and existing right-of-way, 
or expand the existing right-of-way instead of going through the middle of our property out by 
Cholame.  It's east of the Standard pump station.  Our property is going to be -- as far as the value of 
our property and everything, it would be better to have both lanes in the existing right-of-way, just 
expand that instead of having one lane go through the middle of our property and the other one on 
the present right-of-way.  I think that's all.  The main thing is the drainage ditch and the right-of-
ways and then the equipment crossing and then being able to -- because we have trucks that haul 
grain in and out of our grain storage at McMillan Road.  It would be better for us to have an overpass 
instead of waiting for the traffic because sometimes on weekends, you'll wait for 15 minutes to get 
out on the freeway, and when it's four lanes, it's going to be that much worse and people going a lot 
faster, it would be a lot safer and less hazardous to have an overpass to go east on McMillan Road.  
And I thank you for taking these comments into consideration.  My phone number is 238-0309. And 
the frontage road, station 134, plus 50, is the area that we're concerned about where the access road 
should be because that's off the map and then they'll know exactly where that's at.  Thank you. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Regarding your comment on access at Station 134+00, access will be provided at approximately 
Station 134+00, the plans have been revised to reflect this. 
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2.  Regarding your comment on the private access road, the decision on the new location of the 
private access road will be determined during the right of way acquisition process.  Your opinions 
and recommendations will be included at that time in the decision.   
 
3.  Regarding your comment on the existing equipment crossing (box culvert), this equipment 
crossing will be extended.  It is actually at Station 134+00. 
 
4.  At this time, future traffic projections do not warrant the construction of a separated grade 
interchange at McMillan Canyon Road. 
 
 
TIM WOODLE:  My name is Tim Woodle.  I am an architect representing the Vina Robles property 
at the intersection of Mill Road and Highway 46.  My office address is 3450 Broad Street, Suite 106.  
My phone number is (805) 541-5604.  I'm just here to go on the record.  We found out yesterday that 
the current plan and the current EIR indicates acquisition of the Vina Robles property as part of the 
mitigation for the highway improvements.  Our clients are adamantly opposed to selling their 
property or giving up their property in any way.  They are a long ways down the road on a 
development project that includes an annexation to the City of Paso Robles which is completed.  It 
includes the design of a hotel, a winery, visitor center, restaurant, tasting room, and spa complex.  
We have City approval for that project, and we are proceeding with working drawings as well.  After 
our discussion last night, I've been assured that the City would not pursue condemnation if they don't 
have a willing seller, so I don't believe that we have an issue but I thought it is important to go on 
record. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Regarding your comment on the acquisition of the Vina Robles property for mitigation purposes, 
the State is no longer considering a full acquisition of this property for mitigation.   
 
 
PAMELA BARRETT:  My name is Pamela Barrett.  I live at 540 Punta Gorda Place, Shandon.  I'm 
part of the Advisory Committee in Shandon.  My concern is that it's going to be difficult for us to get 
onto McMillan Canyon; that we're going to need an overpass at McMillan Canyon to be able to go 
up to Chapel Hill and back and forth because of the five lanes.  I just want to make that a part of the 
record.  At Whitley Gardens, the bridge that's there, we would like to see 8-n which is the one that 
goes up over the hill rather than making the existing bridge wider or adding another part to the 
existing bridge.  We would like to actually see the one that bypasses that and goes over -- the bridge 
at Whitley Gardens be the part that's called 8-n and that bypasses the existing bridge.  I think it's 
called part B, but I didn't see it on there. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  At this time, future traffic projections do not warrant the construction of a separated grade 
interchange at McMillan Canyon Road. 
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2.  Regarding your support of Estrella Section, Alternative 8N, your comment has been noted. 
 
 
MARY CHAMBERS:  I'm Mary Ellen Chambers.  I live at 1744 Ponderosa Lane, Paso Robles, 
California, 93446.  My phone number is (805) 239-2888.  I'm chairman of Fix 46.  We've been 
working on this project with Caltrans, with the California Highway Patrol, with the community since 
1995.  We started at a town hall meeting in Paso Robles and we have all been working as a unit right 
up until now hoping that we start in July of 2005.  The projects that I've helped do and I still believe 
is the best one for the 46-41 is No. 4.  And I don't know the number of the other one.  Anyway, I'm 
real proud of everybody.  Jack Walker is doing a really good job with the design and construction.  
Due to finances, we took a hit with some of our money.  With the cost of gas, everything has 
increased.  Making it asphalt, everything has increased, but I'm real happy with how everything is 
going.  Larry Bonner is the environmental planner.  He has a college education.  He's a teacher.  He's 
done this project.  He's got it approved by the federal.  Real proud of him.  Nevin Sams is for safety.  
He goes all over our county and our district, the whole district, and works with everybody.  Tom 
Houston; great guy.  Talks with everybody.  I'm just real happy with the whole project.  I hope 
everybody is happy.  There are folks that are going to lose their home construction.  I feel bad for 
them.  I hope they get a fair price for their homes.  I just want it to be a safer highway.  I don't want 
them to disturb the beauty of the environment and they're not.  We're not putting ugly cement 
barriers up there.  You can put ugly in quotes.  I'm just real happy with the project.  I was there last 
night.  I was busy and didn't see you, so I didn't get to mention anything on the record.  That's it.I 
have been working -- let's see.  I have been working with the Executive Director for SLOCOG 
Ronald DeCarli and Darren Brown, planner from SLOCOG, and the Supervisor of District 1, Harry 
Ovitt.  I just wanted them to know that I have been working with both of those people in this.  They 
are part of the Fix 46 Committee, and there are ten of us in the committee.  We started with ten.  
Some have moved away, some have dropped out, but I still send them mail.  Our committee includes 
the CHP which Dwight Doggins has gone up to captain now in San Luis, and we have had two other 
lieutenant commanders since Dwight, so it started with Dwight Doggins and Harry Ovitt and Ron 
Carli.  We were as a group.  And we have advanced over the eight years.  Good group. 
 
Thank you for your support of the proposed project.  Your comment has been noted in the record. 
 
 
PETE CLARK:  My name is Pete Clark.  I grew up here in Shandon.  My family -- our home ranch 
is up McMillan Canyon.  My father bought our first ranch up McMillan Canyon in approximately 
1960.  My four brothers and sisters and I were raised here and have deep roots in the area.  I am 
hoping that my comments will be considered, and I have had previous meetings with different 
people at Caltrans.  My first concern would be the intersection at McMillan Canyon Road.  I think 
that an overpass needs to go in there rather than what is currently being offered due to the fact that 
Shandon, the community itself, is being considered for at least as many as another thousand homes.  
The agricultural traffic, primarily grape trucks during harvest season, will create a horrific traffic 
problem at that intersection, and primarily for safety reasons, I think that an overpass should be 
constructed at McMillan Canyon instead of the current configuration.  Moving east from McMillan 
Canyon, our family owns parcel 019-181-010, and the current configuration gives us access to those 
-- to that parcel; however, it does not show speed access lanes going east or west from what our 
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ownership there is under the name of Vineyard Hill Partnership.  And we have two accesses there 
now which the current configuration does acknowledge and is providing for access in the future, but 
it does not give us speed access lanes going the opposite directions.  So I would like as many trailers 
as we come out of these accesses with hauling horses and cattle and other ag commodities.  We 
definitely need speed access lanes at, well, it would be sheet 2 of 17 and sheet 3 of 17 of the 
Shandon portion of the plan.  Those two parcel numbers are 019-151-017 and 019-151-018.My other 
concern on the north side of that highway; as proposed now, the extended easement which is shown 
in green on the map, heavily impacts the operation of our ranch there by -- the easement would go 
right through an existing barn which we utilize, and it also is removing interior ranch roads which 
are imperative to our operation.  So I would like to have that point addressed as well.  We just have 
to have access on those roads, and by extending northerly the easement, it removes our roads which 
access the back of the ranch.  What else do I have?  So primarily in summation, an overpass at 
McMillan Canyon and then our speed access lanes to the west at our Vineyard Hill Ranch and that 
happen pretty much is it.  I can be reached at our business offices which is area code (805) 238-
7110.  And as I say, we have been in the area a long time.  The Whites are our good neighbors as 
well as the Peck Ranch.  We all operate together and help each other.  And I know they feel the 
same, primarily on these access points and having the speed access lanes and then also the concern 
about McMillan Canyon and the installation of an overpass instead of the current configuration.  I 
would also be interested in hearing, in return for extending the easement, which is shown by the 
green line on the map, how a value is going to be arrived at.  So I think that's it.  And I would like to 
request a copy of the transcript. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  At this time, future traffic projections do not warrant the construction of a separated grade 
interchange at McMillan Canyon Road. 
 
2.  Regarding your comment on the proposed easement on the north side of the highway that goes 
through an existing barn, the barn could be purchased or relocated and the ranch roads would be 
relocated to provide the same utility that they serve now. 
 
3.  Determination of location and length of acceleration lanes, inside and outside, will be made 
during the design of the Shandon section.  Typically, where left turns are allowed into local access, 
median acceleration lanes will be provided for traffic entering Route 46.  Right turn acceleration 
lanes are based on volumes and type of entering traffic since a ten-foot outside shoulder is available. 
 
4.  Regarding your question of how a value is going to be arrived at for the purchase of an easement 
on your property, the value will be determined by a market value appraisal. 
 
 
STEPHAN GRETHER:  My name is Stephan Grether.  I am the trustee of the Hans Georg Grether 
Trust, and the parcel in question is parcel No. 017-131-027.  My phone number is (805) 278-9077, 
and the administrative address is 5415 Santa Clara Avenue, Camarillo, California, 93010.The 
comments I have are with respect to the two proposals; the Cholame section of the Highway 46 
widening project, in particular, stations 116 through 117.  The road would bisect -- well, not exactly 
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bisect but intersect a corner of our property, isolating a relatively small acreage, making it not very 
viable or inviable for farming purposes once the road project had been completed, and also this is 
then perpendicularly bisected, this orphaned piece of property, by the Cholame Creek itself, making 
the south end virtually inaccessible by either proposal, and due to the fact that you don't want to run 
farm machinery over a busy road, you'd rather find a different alternative method of doing that.  The 
road north of the Cholame Creek is a larger -- then would be a larger piece and could possibly be 
accessed via the bridges, the proposed bridges going over the Cholame Creek, as you might say sort 
of the access road co-located alongside the creek, parallel with the creek, where the farm equipment 
could be driven underneath the bridges or the overpasses, making that northern section or I should 
say the section of orphaned property north of the creek accessible; however, that would have to be 
balanced off against the cost of lengthening the bridges unless they are already proposed to do that 
and/or buying the property outright.  The southern portion of this, for lack of a better word, orphaned 
property, is another matter.  Any kind of access that we have built in the past to go through the creek 
is just washed out and it's never really been viable.  We've never been able to, short of building a 
bridge, or anything like that, it's just not -- it's not a good idea, it's not a practical idea to be driving 
through the creek back and forth from one side of the property to the other, so we have always used 
Highway 46 over the existing bridge to get from one side to the other and on the -- alongside the 
road using the easement on the north side of the road to be able to access the other piece of property, 
and that wasn't all that great either.  I just want to go on record saying that there is approximately a 
12-acre piece of ground that would be cut off by the road that is very -- would make its economic 
viability via farming quite questionable.  It is also, to reiterate, bisected by the creek, making the 
southern section of that piece of property virtually inviable as an economic unit.  And the northern 
section, if we could get access underneath the new highway via the proposed bridges, would allow 
that to be continued to farm as it is.  But if that in any way was hindered or not possible or not 
practical, then we would propose that the state buy that portion of it as well.  And if they can't buy 
the small piece without buying the big piece, then our option would be just to sell the whole thing.  I 
think I've stated it as succinctly as I can.  Basically stated it twice.  Those are my comments.  Thank 
you. 
 
STEPHAN GRETHER:  This is a continuation of my earlier comments concerning the access to an 
orphaned piece of property once the proposed highway is constructed.  If it is Caltrans's option to 
lengthen the bridges, then it has to be stipulated that they need to accommodate a wide variety of 
agricultural equipment.  It has to be high enough or wide enough for a wide variety of agricultural 
equipment such as combines, grape harvesters; things that are wide and high in stature, because -- it 
could give us access but just being able to drive a pickup through there wouldn't be adequate.  In 
other words, the columns that support the bridge would need to be of sufficient -- of having 
sufficient spacing to allow us to go between them, and the elevation of the bridge would have to be 
sufficient for us to get the equipment under the bridge without -- with a good margin of safety so that 
we're not actually hitting the bridge with the equipment.  And the other issue -- this is changing the 
subject -- would be that Highway 46 with respect to either alternative in the Cholame section poses 
an additional security risk to our, you might say, shop facilities, storage facilities because the road, 
the public road is now 200 feet -- within 200 feet of the shop area as opposed to 500 yards.  And I 
don't know how these things are addressed, but we might have to fence it off; we don't know.  So I 
just wanted to go on record saying this is a concern of ours both the scope and elevation, length, size 
of the bridge, and the change in security issues with respect to the road being that much closer to our 
existing shop facilities.  That's all. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Regarding the Cholame alternatives and how they would bisect your current parcels that are 
actively farmed and the remnants that may remain, the state would offer to purchase any uneconomic 
remnant of property created by our project.  During the right of way acquisition negotiation process 
there will be opportunities to discuss this matter in detail.   
 
2.  Regarding the construction of the new bridges to accommodate large farm equipment, your 
comment has been noted. 
 
3.  Regarding the potential security risk to your shop facilities due to the relocation of the proposed 
highway substantially closer to the shop facilities, the state would be willing to negotiate an 
appropriate mitigation to reduce this risk.  This would be determined and discussed during the right 
of way acquisition negotiation process. 
 
 
TIMOTHY COCKRUM:  My name is Timothy R. Cockrum.  I reside at 2469 West Roberts, Fresno, 
California.  My telephone number is (559) 999-4235.  I'm speaking in reference to parcel No. 017-
131-039 or informally known as the Cockrum garage property.  As the property now exists, there are 
two access points from Highway 46.  Both designs alternative one and alternative two have 
eliminated the quality of access that we now have and have only provided easements to the property 
from the highway.  We would like to see efforts in redesigning or to improve the access to 
something equal to what we now have or something closely aligned with what's available at the 
Cholame Cafe.  Also, if the highway in front of the garage property now is abandoned with 
alternative one, will that property be available for sale to adjacent property owners?  If so, could I 
please be contacted?  Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Regarding the changes in access and frontage for State Route 46 in relation to your property, your 
comments have been noted. 
 
2.  Regarding excess lands as a result of the project, if the property is not needed then it will be 
available for sale. 
 
 
MONICA MARTIN:  My name is Monica Martin.  My address is 8950 Union Road, Paso Robles, 
and I'm concerned with the Estrella section mapping.  My phone number is 239-2204.I would like 
the designers to reconsider the movement of the proposed -- the new highway away from the Tobin 
James Cellars.  That's an active business. And across the highway, which would be north of the 
highway, north of 46, it's just bare land.  And that would be a better place to move the highway.  
Also, there's a natural curve in the highway, and if they did move the highway north, it would 
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straighten out that curve a little bit better.  It wouldn't be such a sharp curve.  It would be more 
straight.  That's all.  Thank you. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Your comment has been noted in the record. 
 
 
KEN WHITE:  My name is Ken White, Box 105, One McMillan Canyon Road in Shandon, 
California, 93461, (805) 238-5509.  The two concerns that we have are, other than what my brother 
already expressed, is at station 168, the access from McMillan Canyon Road and access from -- or 
McMillan Canyon Road to Highway 46 from the Shandon side.  We have the shop facilities and the 
farm yard right across kittie-corner -- it would be on the north-western corner of that easement.  
We're losing currently the elevator portion of our grain storage facility.  Our concerns are, this 
highway cuts our operation in half, our farm operation, so we have the movement of equipment on 
both sides of the highway, heavy equipment; not only trucks but tractors with equipment that have 
for our farm operation.  But our concern is if we use the current access arrangement there, we'd 
much prefer an overpass.  Down further at Station 151, we should have on record an encroachment 
permit for crossing the highway.  There are two 60-foot equipment gates on both sides of the 
highway for movement of farm equipment across Highway 46 currently.  We have an encroachment 
permit that was acquired in 1974 or 1976, I'm not exactly sure, and we were told at that time that it 
was only -- we only needed to do that one time, a one-time permit.  If we lose that access or that 
ability to move equipment across 46, we would prefer an overpass at the station 168 on the access 
going into Shandon just from a safety factor and from the fact that we'll have -- like I say, it cuts our 
farm operation in half and we utilize it regularly.  We also are landlocked on land parcel 019-131-
015.  We have no access in or out of that parcel.  I thought I had the other one, but I don't; I'm sorry.  
Maybe -- well, could we add these two parcels -- that's what are involved on this station 168 as far as 
the access and easement.  They're 101-131-022 and this one's 014.  Anyway, getting back to the -- 
we have no access to this portion of the property, and it involves about 3,000 acres of crop land plus 
a livestock operation.  Right now we have side -- I guess you'd call them dirt frontage roads, dirt 
ranch frontage roads on the north side of the highway, and in the new plan, those are removed with 
the right-of-way change, and also there's no accommodations for this type of a road arrangement on 
that side which is necessary for us or else we need the option of an on or off easement to Highway 
46 from the current access that we have onto Highway 46.  And that's essentially it.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Regarding your comments pertaining to the effects of the proposed project on your grain storage 
facility, negotiations with right of way during the right of way acquisition process will take into 
account the physical impacts to the grain storage facility.  The state would either reconstruct or pay 
you to reconstruct this facility so that it was operable with the proposed project. 
 
2.  Regarding your comment pertaining to access at Station 151, access will be provided at Station 
134+00. 
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3.  Regarding the reconstruction of the access/frontage roads for your operations, the decision on the 
new location of the private access roads will be determined during the right of way acquisition 
negotiation process.  The state could pay for or reconstruct replacement ranch roads. 
 
4.  The existing equipment crossing at Station 134+00 will be extended. 
 
 
ROBERT ANDERSON:  My name is Robert Anderson.  I live at 1411 Center Street in Shandon.  
My phone number is (805) 238-2833.  What I have been having is that the backside of my property 
goes for over 3,000 feet along Cholame Creek.  I have been experiencing for the last 18 to 20 years 
an erosion problem that I feel is generated by the existing bridge at Highway 46.  I live downstream 
two pieces of property above me, but we are all losing land, a tremendous amount of land.  My 
neighbor nearest the bridge has had to have his power pole removed.  It fell off in the river because 
of the erosion.  They lost their back yard and the former owners moved out and gave it back to the 
bank.  They quit making payments on the land because they moved out.  The bank took the property 
over because they couldn't -- they were feeling that their house was going to go in the river.  It has 
continued from the silt to fill in the initial channel of the river that has caused the river to change 
course all the way down from the bridge now.  At the present time, several years back Caltrans 
hauled in riffraff to put at the lower side of the river.  And at that time I had went to San Luis 
Obispo.  I exercised a concern because my business was in construction, and I understood the 
features of it.  They said that their engineers had done all the plotting of it and they didn't need my 
advice.  So within three years, the first initial rock that they placed in there came out and then they 
brought another contractor in, replaced it, and added additional rock.  Within three years again, all of 
that rock came out and went downstream up to 60 feet away from the initial point of the installation.  
That is now altering the flow of the river and the rock.  Caltrans recognized that they still had a 
problem with the base of the bridge, so they hired a contractor, this time pile-driving metal 
interlocking pieces across the lower part of the bridge.  But evidently, the Fish and Game wouldn't 
let them go after their rock that had flowed downstream, which is now altering the course of the 
river, because they thought that the Kangaroo rat or the blunt nose lizard might have taken up habitat 
in the rocks.  So Caltrans did not opt, in my conversation with them, did not want to go through the 
environmental impact study and return when and if they ever got approval to remove the rock, so 
they waved goodbye to me and they're still there.  And since then, I have lost approximately, in some 
areas, 60 feet and a lot of areas 40 feet encroachment into my property for over 3,000 feet of my 
river property line, an irrigation well, and I have 20-foot straight-up-and-down embankments that 
full length now that naturally break off even in the summer months, and as soon as the rains come, 
they're gone again.  I attempted to, even though I own that property, Fish and Game said I am denied 
to put a tractor down there because I'm going to kill the fish that's in the river.  These fish would 
have to have legs at least 11 and a half months of the year in order to navigate the land.  Most of the 
time the water only runs for about maybe a week at the most once a year, but when it does come, it 
does flow occasionally pretty good.  But this has nothing to do with Caltrans.  But now the river is 
starting to get a growth of trees in the old aqua flow because of the sand depositing, changing and 
altering it, it has allowed willow trees to grow, and the Fish and Game informed me that I could not 
remove the willow trees because it was a bird sanctuary.  So my concern is by looking at the map 1 
and map 2, one alternative is to double-lane the road through that area and abandon a small area 
where the existing road is.  And the other thing is at the present bridge, when it was engineered, I felt 
way back at the original time of engineering, they placed the pillar support system not to 
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accommodate the flow of the river but they placed it to accommodate the width of the highway, so it 
created not a direct flow, it created a wing-like effect that started an eddy condition at high water and 
that has been an ongoing thing for over 20 years.  It's not only Caltrans's fault but there is an 
embankment above it that started the eddy condition before it approached the bridge.  So we have a 
double -- we have a double thing there.  We have, by nature, water is starting to do its eddy thing and 
by that time, it draws into the bridge embankment and that is then increased.  Caltrans went 
underneath and built supportive conditions, and they winged that also to the present -- at the time 
that they did it, to the present flow that looked right to them.  But if you stand in the original river 
flow, then all of this stuff becomes obvious that it was not put in to accommodate the natural river 
flow.  And it's been done now 20 years so -- but I've only been in the area 18 years.  I spent many 
years in the construction business, and so -- not building houses but doing earth work.  I have earth 
movers and water trucks and bulldozers.  So I understand a little bit about what takes place, but I've 
never had anybody help.  Nobody can help me.  All I've got is passed off and even the County 
people said, Oh, it's too bad.  I went to the soil conservation people; it's too bad.  My only thing that 
I get is, it's a natural thing for rivers to change course.  It's been doing it for a thousand years.  And I 
have pictures of showing in the 18 years I've had of how much the land has changed.  I'm at loose 
ends.  Too bad.  You know, as far as people are concerned, as long as it don't affect them 
immediately, their interest in gone.  That's all I have to say.  I hope somebody listens.  I haven't been 
able to get anybody to listen for the last 18 years. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1. Regarding your comment pertaining to Cholame Creek and its impact on your property, your 
comments have been noted and the information sent to our Maintenance department in Shandon.  
The erosions problems in Cholame Creek are regional in nature and the State, like yourselves, has 
experienced scour and stream bank erosion at several locations along the creek.  Cholame Creek 
experiences flash floods and when winters are severe the erosion problems follow.  Caltrans 
involvement in the channel has not altered the natural occurrence of erosion as it pertains to your 
property.  
 
 
SERENA DRUCKER:  My name is Serena Friedman-Drucker, and I am speaking on behalf of my 
husband Michael Drucker.  We are owners of parcel 015-041-005 also known as Oak Creek 
Vineyard on Highway 46 East in Paso Robles.  My mailing address is 28705 Wagon Road, Agoura, 
California, 91301.  My phone number is (805) 526-9242.  We are the owners of Oak Creek Vineyard 
on Highway 46 East -- Highway 46 East of Meridian Vineyard.  We hope also to be able to develop 
commerce on this site to include both a wine tasting room and possibly a bed and breakfast.  For the 
last 13 years we have had to dodge the traffic entering and exiting our property.  We have employees 
who multiple times each day enter and exit this parcel.  The crossing is so dangerous that only good 
fortune has prevented an accident.  This is especially dangerous for those people newly visiting our 
property.  We strongly support the turn lanes and acceleration lanes in this project as proposed.  We 
also feel it will relieve congestion and reduce accidents.  We're very pleased with the Estrella section 
proposal and the lower-costing alternative at Whitley Gardens.  We want to sincerely thank all those 
who have been working these many years on this project.  We appreciate the thoroughness of the 
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proposal and feel it meets the needs for the area for years to come.  Now we would like you to hurry 
up and get started. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR), your comments have been noted in the record. 
 
 
WILLIAM ALLEY:  My name is William J. Alley.  My address is P.O. Box 24, Shandon.  My home 
phone is  (805) 238-2697.I have two concerns.  One is with the Wye alternative No. 4.  In traveling 
from Davis Road to the west, you would need to cross extra traffic lanes that are eastbound.  That is 
an ag area.  We own property up that road, and most of it is trucks with trailers or vehicles with 
trailers, cattle trailers.  That seems a little excessive in that alternative.  The other concern I have is 
with the McMillan Canyon Road access.  Most of the traffic from Shandon, and a lot of it is trucks, 
turns left; that is, westbound, and is there going to be adequate space in the center for trucks to be 
trapped between the traffic lanes?  It appears to be only about 34 feet between the edges of the traffic 
lanes.  And I understand that a truck would be at an angle and there is an acceleration lane there, but 
I'm concerned if there's going to be enough room and if that's been looked at.  Let me add two more 
things real fast.  I want to thank the people who set it up for having the court reporter system.  I 
much prefer to talk than to write this stuff down or to handle it in some other fashion.  And the 
second concern is -- let me think for a second.  The other one is I'm gratified to see that all of the 
alternatives conserve the current access to the Shandon Cemetery.  That was an earlier concern and 
I'm glad that it's been taken into account. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Regarding your comment on the alignment and configuration of Davis Road, your comment has 
been noted. 
 
2.  Regarding your comment on the median width, the proposed median width meets current 
highway design standards for expressways.  Any adjustments to this width will be investigated 
during the final design phase of each section of the project. 
 
 
CLAIRE SILVER:  My name is Claire Silver.  My address is 8950 Union Road, Paso Robles, 
93446, and the phone number is (805) 239-2204.  This is about our concerns for our business, Tobin 
James Cellars at 8950 Union Road.  We also have a residence there.  We have a letter from March of 
2000 from John Wollman, the project manager, because we wrote letters to him stating our concerns 
about the effects of this widening on our business.  And he said they will be looking into "widening 
it primarily to the north of its existing alignment, and it appears to avoid any significant impacts to 
your business and property." And by the looks of things tonight, that's not happening, and we're very 
concerned.  We really want every effort made to extend it to the north instead of on our side.  The 
land on the north is just grazing land and a dump up on the hill, and we have 25 employees and a 
residence, a historical building.  We have our business at stake, so we can't -- we can't expand 
anywhere for our parking lot.  If they come closer to us and take over our property, that's going to 
render the house useless, the residence useless, the guest house useless.  Our parking lot will be 
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diminished I don't even know by how many spaces, but it's going to affect our business, and we have 
families to feed here and are really concerned and we want every effort made to align the highway so 
that it goes to the north instead of the south.  Thank you. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Your comment regarding the location of the proposed highway and its relation to your business 
has been noted in the record.  The highway was redesigned in this area to minimize the impacts to 
your property and business to the greatest extent possible.  Please see Volume II, Appendix A of the 
EA/FEIR for the new plans in this area. 
 
 
LANCE SILVER:  My name is Lance Silver.  We own a business at 8950 Union Road.  That is on 
the corner of Union and 46.  The business is Tobin James Cellars and has been operating for almost 
20 years, 12 at that site.  When we were first informed of the 46 widening we spoke with a John 
Wollman and wrote letters and he responded after seeing the first conceptual design that it was 
encroaching on our property and not on the north side of the highway where there is no development 
at all.  Mr. Wollman responded with a letter dated March 10th, 2000, stating that there is an 
alternative to widen Highway 46 primarily to the north of its existing alignment instead of to the 
south and appears to avoid any significant impacts to your business and property.  This letter did 
quite a bit to assuage our concerns, and it wasn't until this meeting tonight where we saw that the 
highway is not going to be widened to the north side but, rather, to the south side.  Looking at the 
drawings and speaking with Tom Houston and Jose Arguello, the highway is going to encroach 
approximately 60 feet onto our property bringing the highway 60 feet or possibly more closer to a 
140-year-old historical site that is currently being used as a residence, a single-family residence, and 
a two-room bed and breakfast.  The encroachment also will destroy almost half of our parking lot.  
There are no alternatives for additional parking on our site.  We have maxed out, according to the 
County, on where we can expand any parking or buildings.  Several concerns regarding the 
movement of the highway.  First would probably be the noise level that would make living and 
staying at a B & B undesirable.  The second, of course, would be having cars rumbling past twice as 
close as they currently are.  The third, the current configuration on the map that I saw stops my 
circular right-of-way within the winery, which would mean I would no longer be able to 
accommodate trucks that pull in and deliver items and pick up items and then make a loop around 
my guest house and are able to get out.  According to the way the configuration states, there would 
be no room for that.  This current configuration I see as affecting my business, possibly cutting my 
sales in half or more, eliminating jobs, eliminating the residence, eliminating a hotel which is vital to 
this area as anyone in the hospitality business knows.  Certainly, in a perfect world, our concept 
would be to widen the highway on the other side of the road where there is only agriculture.  There 
are no buildings within a mile of that side of the highway, and a landfill.  As Mr. Houston and Mr. 
Arguello pointed out, there might be grade considerations; however, we strongly feel at Tobin James 
Cellars that jobs and a business that has taken 20 years to build should take precedence over moving 
some more land.  All of us at Tobin James Cellars respectfully request that a more user-friendly 
alternative be adopted.  Respectfully, Lance Silver. 
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Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EA/DEIR).  Responses to your comments follow. 
 
1.  Your comment regarding the location of the proposed highway and its relation to your business 
has been noted in the record.  The highway was redesigned in this area to minimize the impacts to 
your property and business to the greatest extent possible.  Please see Volume II, Appendix A of the 
EA/FEIR for the new plans in this area. 
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Chapter 8: Consultation and Coordination 
 
 
Agencies formally or informally contacted and consulted during the preparation of this 
environmental document include the following: 
 
 Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
 California Department of Fish and Game 
 California Department of Planning and Research 
 California Highway Patrol 
 California Native Plant Society 
 California State Office of Historic Preservation 
 California Transportation Commission 
 Chamber of Commerce (San Luis Obispo) 
 City of Paso Robles 
 Federal Aviation Agency 
 Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 Federal Transit Administration 
 Land Conservancy 
 Natural Resource Conservation Service 
 Paso Robles Unified School District 
 Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 San Luis Obispo Council of Governments 
 San Luis Obispo County (Engineering, Parks, Planning)  
 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 
 San Luis Obispo Environmental Center 
 San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 U.S. Department of the Interior (Fish and Wildlife Service) 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
An extensive list of federal, state, and local agencies received the Notice of Preparation to prepare a 
DEIR for review.  Correspondence received from these agencies is presented in Volume II, 
Appendix G. 
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Chapter 9: List of Preparers 
 
 
The following people contributed directly and significantly to the production of this document and 
the project in general and were instrumental in managing the project through to the preparation of 
this document. 
 
BONNER, LARRY E. – ASSOCIATE ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR 
7 years experience in environmental analysis and documentation 
B.S. Degree in Forestry & Natural Resources Management 
Prepared Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
HOODE, SUMI – TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 
5 years experience in highway design and construction 
B.S. and M.S. Degrees in Civil Engineering, Registered Civil Engineer 
Project Engineer, Prepared Project Report 
 
HOUSTON, TOM – PROJECT MANAGER 
25 years experience in highway design and construction 
Registered Civil Engineer 
Project Manager 
 
WALKER, JACK – SENIOR TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 
20 years experience in highway design and construction 
B.S. Degree in Civil Engineering, Registered Civil Engineer 
Senior Project Engineer 
 
ARGUELLO, JOSE M. – TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 
15 years experience in highway design and construction 
B.S. Degree in Civil Engineering, M.S. Degree in Soil Mechanics, Registered Civil Engineer 
Project Engineer 
 
ALMAGUER, HUMBERTO – TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER 
7 years experience in highway design and construction 
B.S. Degree in Civil Engineering 
Project Engineer 
 
The following people contributed to the preparation of this environmental document through the 
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