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Introduction

Volume I of the Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report for the Route
46 Corridor Improvement Project contains the alternative mapping and additional information
referenced in the main document (Volume 1). This volume will probably be most useful for its
information contained in Appendix A. Project Alternatives Mapping. The mapping for this
project has been simplified from detailed engineering design drawings to provide a visual
representation of the proposed project and its affects on the surrounding lands.

Appendices B, C. and D contain noise and floodplain technical information referenced in the
main document. Appendix D also contains some new mapping showing backwater elevations in
the Wye area. Appendix E contains visual simulations of the proposed project and would be
useful for “seeing™ how the project would appear in different locations for the proposed
alternatives. These simulations were computer generated and as such would not be completely
accurate in their portrayal of the end result of the project. Appendix F contains worksheets used
to evaluate impacts to farmland resources and was completed with the assistance of the Natural
Resources Conservation Service in Paso Robles, California.

Appendix G contains copies of the response letters received when the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) was sent to reviewing agencies in January, 2000 to let them know that the California
Department of Transportation was preparing a Draft Environmental Impact Report. The
guidance in these responses helped to define the scope of studies performed for this project.
Appendix H contains a map of the different areas of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of
the United States. These areas represent the locations where Caltrans will be required to obtain
Section 404 permits from the United States Army Corps of Engineers prior to the beginning of
any construction activities. Appendix [ contains the concurrence letter from the State Office of
Historic Preservation on the Determination of Eligibility of cultural resources for the Route 46
Corridor Improvement Project. Appendix J contains the species list obtained from the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service. This list is the first step in the consultation process under the
Federal Endangered Species Act with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Appendix K
contains copies of the concurrence letters from the Environmental Protection Agency. the United
States Army Corps of Engineers, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service on the purpose
and need for the project and on the reasonable range of alternatives for study for this project.
These concurrence letters are the result of early involvement and coordination between these
agencies and Caltrans and are products of the National Environmental Policy Act 404
Memorandum of Understanding process. a comerstone of sound project development. Appendix
L. contains the analysis conducted to determine the appropriate undercrossing length and height
to promote the crossing of wildlife species, specifically the pronghorn antelope.
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Appendix A: Project Alternative
Mapping

A.1 Estrella Section, Alternatives 8N and 9N
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Appendix B: Noise Receptor / Proposed
Barrier Maps

Roure 46 Corridor Improvement Project
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Estrella Section, West of Mill Road
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Estrella Section, East of Mill Road
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Estrella Section, East of Branch Road
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Estrella Section at Estrella Road
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Estrella Section, East of Estrella Road
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Estrella Section, East of Whitley Gardens Drive
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Estrella Section at Almond Drive
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Estrella Section, East of Almond Drive
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Shandon Section
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Shandon Section at McMillan Canyon Road
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Shandon Section, East of McMillan Canyon Road
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Shandon Section, Near Shandon
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Shandon Section, East of Shandon
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Noise Receptor and Proposed Mitigation Maps
for the
Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
Cholame Section, at Jack Ranch Cafe
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Appendix C: Noise Barrier Worksheets
A and B

Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project



WORKSHEET "A" FOR CALCU _ATING
REASONABLE ALLOWANCE PER RE SIDENCE

PROJECT: Co. Rte.PM. PROJECT LOCATION: Page 1 of 3 |
EA: 05-3307U0 SLO-46-PM 32.1/56.3
NOISE BARRIER |.D. & LOCATION: R1 [ B-7

PROJECT ENGINEER:

[J Arguello

Date: 5/8/06

Base allowance (2000 Dollars) §32,000

1) Absolute noise levels (Choose one) Check (x)

69 dBA or less: Add §3,000 x $ 3.000.00

70-74 dBA Add $5,000 $ -

75-78 dBA: Add $7,000 $

More than 78 dBA: Add $9.000 $

2) "Build" vs Existing noise levels (Choose one) Check (x) _

Less than 3 dBA Add 30 X 3 -

4-7 dBA Add $3,000 $

8-11 dBA Add $5,000 3

12 dBA or more Add $7.000 3

3) Achievable noise reduction (Choose one) Check (x) _

Less than 6 dBA Add 30 3 -

6-9 dBA: Add $3,000 X S 3.,000.00

9-11 dBA: Add §5.000 $ -

12 dBA or more: Add $7,000 3

4) Either new construction or pre-date 19787 Check (x) _

(Choose yes or no)

YES on either Add $10.000 X $ 10,000.00

NO on both Add $0

Unmodified Reasonable allowance per residence $ 4800000
Continue on Worksheet B

RsnblcalBSL461_17 xls Rev 5/8/06



WORKSHEET "A" FOR CALCULATING
REASONABLE ALLOWANCE PER RESIDENCE

PROJECT: Co. Rte.PM. PROJECT LOCATION: Page 2 of 3
EA: 05-3307U0 SLO-46-PM 32.1/56.3
NOISE BARRIER I.D. & LOCATION: rR17 | B-8

PROJECT ENGINEER:

[J Arguello

Date: 5/8/06

Base allowance (2000 Dollars) $32,000

1) Absolute noise levels (Choose one) Check (x)

69 dBA or less: Add $3.000 X $ 3,00000
70-74 dBA: Add $5,000 $ -
75-78 dBA: Add $7.000 3

More than 78 dBA Add $9,000 $

2) "Build" vs Existing noise levels (Choose one) Check (x)

Less than 3 dBA Add $0 X $

4-7 dBA Add $3,000 $

8-11 dBA Add $5.000 b

12 dBA or more Add $7.000 $

3) Achievable noise reduction (Choose one) W_
Less than 6 dBA Add $0 X 8 -
6-9 dBA. Add $3,000 3

9-11 dBA: Add $5.000 3 =
12 dBA or more. Add 57,000 $

4) Either new construction or pre-date 19787 Check (x)

(Choaose yes or no)

YES on either Add $10.000 X $ 10,000.00
NQ on both Add 50

Unmodified Reasonable allowance per residence $ 4500000

RsnblcalBSL461_17 xis

Continue on Worksheet B

Rev. 5/8/06



WORKSHEET B FOR CALCULATING REASONABLE ALLOWANCE PER RESIDENCE

ColRte/PM: Date: 5/4/06 Page 3 of 3
SLO-46-Pm 32.1/56.3
EA: 05-3307U0
NOISE REASONABLE NO. OF REASONABLE FRACTION REDUCTION REDUCTION MODIFIED
BARRIER ID ALLOWANCE BENEFITTED ALLOWANCE OF TOTAL OF OF
PER RESIDENCES PER NOISE REASONABLE
BENEFITTED BARRIER ALLOWANCE
RESIDENCE
{Fram (From
Worksheel A) Worksheet A)
Al (M1 (A1 x Niy
{a) (b} e {d)
(c=axb) (d=c/box 1)
B-7 £48.000 1 $48.000 52%
B-8 $45.000 1 $45.000 48%
TOTAL REASONABLE ALLOWANCE
FOR ABATEMENT (Box 1) $93.000
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST
X 05 (Box 2) $82.000,000
SUBTRACT BOX 2 FROM BOX 1
(Box 3) -381,807.000
- If the result is zero or less, STOP.
Use the reasonable allowances
per residence in column (a) above.
- If the result is greater than zero,
The amount is TOTAL
ALLOWANCE excess (Et)
continue with columns (d) thru (g)
Enter information requested in yellow highlight
RsnblcalBSL461_17 xis Rev 5/8/06




WORKSHEET "A" FOR CALCULATING
REASONABLE ALLOWANCE PER RESIDENCE

PROJECT: Co. Rte.PM. PROJECT LOCATION: Page 1 of 5
EA: 05-3307U0 SLO-46-PM 32.1/56.3
NOISE BARRIER I.D. & LOCATION: R2 |B-1

PROJECT ENGINEER:

|J Arguello

Date: 5/8/06

Base allowance (2006 Dollars)

$32,000

1) Absolute noise levels (Choose one)

69 dBA or less: Add §3,000 3 -
70-74 dBA: Add $5,000 X $ 500000
75-78 dBA. Add $7,000 $ -
Maore than 78 dBA Add $9,000 3

2) "Build" vs Existing noise levels (Choose one) " check x)

Less than 3 dBA Add $0 X S -

4-7 dBA Add $3,000 3 -

8-11 dBA Add $5,000 3 -

12 dBA or more Add $7,000 3 -

3) Achievable noise reduction (Choose one) “check (x|

Less than 6 dBA. Add $0 X 3 :

6-9 dBA! Add $3,000 $

9-11 dBA Add $5.000 S

12 dBA or more Add $7.000 3 -

4) Either new construction or pre-date 19787 Check (x)

(Choose yes or no)

YES on either Add $10,000 X $ 10,000.00

NO on both Add 50

Unmodified Reasonable allowance per residence $ 47,000.00
Continue on Worksheet B

RsnblcalBSL462_16 xIs Rev. 5/8/06



WORKSHEET "A" FOR CALCULATING
REASONABLE ALLOWANCE PER RESIDENCE

PROJECT: Co. Rte.PM. PROJECT LOCATION: Page 2 of 5
EA: 05-3307U0 SLO-46-Pm 32.1/56.3
NOISE BARRIER L.D. & LOCATION: Ré4b, 5 |B-2

PROJECT ENGINEER:

|J Arguello

Date: 5/8/06

Base allowance (2006 Dollars) $32,000

1) Absolute noise levels (Choose one) Check (x)

69 dBA or less: Add $3,000 X $§ 3.000.00
70-74 dBA Add $5,000 3 -
75-78 dBA Add $7.000 3

More than 78 dBA. Add $9,000 b

2) "Build" vs Existing noise levels (Choose one)

Less than 3 dBA Add 30 X 3

4-7 dBA Add $3,000 3

§-11 dBA Add $5,000 S

12 dBA or more Add $7.000 3

3) Achievable noise reduction (Choose one) m_
Less than 6 dBA. Add $0 S -
6-9 dBA: Add $3.000 X $ 3.00000
9-11 dBA Add $5.000 5 :

12 dBA or more: Add §7,000 3

4) Either new construction or pre-date 19787

(Choose yes or no)

Check (x)

YES on either Add $10,000 X $ 10,000.00

NO on both Add $0

Unmodified Reasonable allowance per residence 5 48,000.00
Continue on Worksheet B

RsnblcalBSL462_16 xls Rev 5/8/06



WORKSHEET "A" FOR CALCULATING
REASONABLE ALLOWANCE PER RESIDENCE

PROJECT: Co. Rte.PM. PROJECT LOCATION: Page 3 of 5
EA: 05-3307U0 SLO-46-PM 32.1/56.3
NOISE BARRIER I.D. & LOCATION; R13  |B4

PROJECT ENGINEER:

|J Arguello

Date: 5/8/06

Base allowance (2006 Dollars) $32,000

1) Absolute noise levels (Choose one) Check (x)

69 dBA or less Add $3.000 X $ 3.00000

70-74 dBA: Add 35,000 $ -

75-78 dBA: Add 37,000 $

More than 78 dBA: Add $9,000 $

2) "Build" vs Existing noise levels (Choose one) Check (x)

Less than 3 dBA Add $0 X $

4-7 dBA Add $3.000 $

8-11 dBA Add $5,000 3

12 dBA or more Add $7.000 $

3) Achievable noise reduction (Choose one) Check (x)

Less than 6 dBA: Add §0 5 -

6-9 dBA: Add $3.000 X $ 3.00000

9-11 dBA Add $5.000 3 -

12 dBA or more: Add $7,000 3 -

4) Either new construction or pre-date 19787 Check (x) _

(Choose yes or no)

YES on either Add $10.000 X $ 10.000.00

NO on both Add %0

Unmodified Reascnable allowance per residence $ 48,000.00
Continue on Worksheet B

RsnblcalBSL462_16 xis Rev 5/8/06



WORKSHEET "A" FOR CALCULATING
REASONABLE ALLOWANCE PER RESIDENCE

PROJECT: Co. Rte.PM. PROJECT LOCATION: Page 4 of 5
EA: 05-3307U0 SLO-46-PM 32.1/56.3
NOISE BARRIER I.D. & LOCATION: R16 |B-6

PROJECT ENGINEER:

|J Arguello

Date: 5/8/06

Base allowance (2006 Dollars) $32,000
1) Absolute noise levels (Choose one) Check (x)

69 dBA or less Add $3.000 % $ 3.000.00
70-74 dBA: Add $5,000 $ =
75-78 dBA: Add $7.000 3 =
Mare than 78 dBA. Add $9,000 3

2) "Build" vs Existing noise levels (Choose one)

X -

Less than 3 dBA Add $0 $

4-7 dBA Add $3,000 5

8-11 dBA Add $5.000 3

12 dBA or more Add $7.000 5

3) Achievable noise reduction (Choose one) W_
Less than 6 dBA: Add 80 $ =
6-9 dBA. Add $3.000 X $ 3.000.00
9-11 dBA Add $5.000 3 z

12 dBA or more: Add $7.000 3 -

4) Either new construction or pre-date 19787

(Choose yes or no)

Check (x)

AR

YES on either Add $10,000 X $ 10.000.00

NO on both Add $0

Unmodified Reasonable allowance per residence $ 4800000
Continue on Worksheet B

RsnblcalBingn_casts xIs Rev 5/8/06



WOR!.SHEET B FOR CALCULATING REASONABLE ALLOWANCE PER RESIDENCE

Co/Rte/PM: Date; 5/8/06 Page 5 of 5
SLO-46-PM 32.1/56.3
EA: 05-3307U0
NOISE REASONABLE NO. OF REASONABLE FRACTION REDUCTION OF | REDUCTION OF MODIFIED
BARRIER ID ALLOWANCE | BENEFITTED | ALLOWANCE OF TOTAL
PER RESIDENCES PER NOISE REASONABLE
BENEFITTED BARRIER ALLOWANCE
RESIDENCE
(From {From
Waorkshest A) Worksheet A)
Al (N1) (41 x NI
(a) (B} = @
(c=axb) (d=c/box 1)
B-1 $47.000 2 $94.000 15%
B-2 $48.000 8 $384,000 62%
B-4 $48.000 1 $48.000 8%
B-6 $48.000 2 $96,000 15%
TOTAL REASONABLE ALLOWANCE
FOR ABATEMENT (Box 1) $622.000
ESTIMATED PROJECT COST
X 05 (Box 2) $82,000,000
SUBTRACT BOX 2 FROM BOX 1
{Box 3) -$81.378,000
- If the result is zero or less, STOP.
Use the reasonable allowances
per residence in column (a) above.
- If the result is greater than zero,
The amount is TOTAL
ALLOWANCE excess (Et)
continue with columns (d) thru (g)
Enter information requested in yellow highlight
Rev 5/8/06

RsnbicalBSL462_16 xls




Appendix D: Floodplain Evaluation
Report Summaries and Wye Section
Flood Extent Maps

Route 46 Corridar Improvement Project



FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: 05 County: San Luis Obispo  Route: 46 KP: 54.88

Project No.: 05-3307u0) Bridge No.: 49-138 (Box Culvert)

Limits: Creek centerline crossing (existing 7.32-meter culvert span) at KP 54.88, located
6.92 km east of Paso Robles

Floodplain Description: Dry Creek- Zone A Designation

Yes No
Is the proposed action a longitudinal X
encroachment of the base floodplain?
2. Are the risks associated with the implementation X
of the proposed action significant?
3. Will the proposed action support probable X
incompatible floodplain development?
4 Are there any significant impacts on X
natural and beneficial floodplain values?
& Routine construction procedures are required to minimize X
impacts on the floodplain. Are there any special mitigation
measures necessary to minimize impacts or restore and preserve
natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes, explain.
6. Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain X
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR, Section 650.105(q)?
T Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document X
the above answers on file? If not explain.
PREP, RE_Ile:
':,-...,...._.—’_ e —— 3-/11 / ol
Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (Central Region-anch B) Date
7 T A \ | |
RE\IE“EDBY./..,,‘ /[bt" ._ /1 ,;!;
LN } ) .' 41 11Y]
- ]
Sig. -Environmentat Branch Chlet ' Date

JM?‘%M ?"/ ﬂé’/ 9
jz?’_ Pron.ér’En(‘fﬂ}Ler Date

I CONCUR:
C-f\éh:;:..\ T IRV . /e fe |
Sig.-FHWA )
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FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: (05 County: San Luis Obispo  Route: 46 KP: 6431
Project No.: 05-3307u0 Bridge No.: 49-33
Limits: River crossing (existing 76.20-meter bridee length) beginning at KP 64.31

and ending at KP 64.39. located 17.7 km east of Paso Robles
Floodplain Description: Estrella River- Zone A Designation

I CONCUR:

'qﬂ{’«.-.f';-m_,/w-‘a\-_- ,Xu\.}.-‘:".—’}‘-x\f VG2 A

Yes No

I [s the proposed action a longitudinal X
encroachment of the base floodplain?

2. Are the risks associated with the implementation X
of the proposed action significant?

3. Will the proposed action support probable X
incompatible floodplain development?

4. Are there any significant impacts on X
natural and beneficial floodplain values?

5: Routine construction procedures are required to minimize X
impacts on the floodplain. Are there any special mitigation
measures necessary to minimize impacts or restore and preserve
natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes, explain,

6. Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain X
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR, Section 650.105(q)?

s Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document X
the above answers on file? If not explain.

PREPARED BY:

e .

/ A m— | (S
Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (Central Region-Branch B) Date
REVIEWEDBY: |\ u [y #{’ (¢

CUN) |\ L L -
Sig.-Environmental Branch Chiel” Date
J‘P A~ g
L Mre foraebmarr 2/2¢/0)
{ b L o
( g.-Pro_;r:ctfngméer Date

Sig.-FHWA ) Date
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FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: 05 County: San Luis Obispo
Project No.: 05-3307u0
Limits: Creek centerline crossing (existing 3.50-meter culvert diameter) at KP 65.24.

Floodplain Description: Pine Creek- Zone A Designation

[

Route: 46
Bridge No.: N/A

KP: 65.24

located 18.63 km east of Paso Robles

Is the proposed action a longitudinal
encroachment of the base floodplain?

Are the risks associated with the implementation

of the proposed action significant?

Will the proposed action support probable
incompatible floodplain development?

Are there any significant impacts on
natural and beneficial floodplain values?

Routine construction procedures are required to minimize
impacts on the floodplain. Are there any special mitigation

measures necessary to minimize impacts or restore and preserve

natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes, explain.

Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR, Section 650.105(q)?

Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document

the above answers on file? If not explain.

PREPA}!’ED"B 8 :
m,_./J

Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (Central Region-Branch B)

\
, . i | =1 ‘
eviewsn st ) \ugel

—

Sig.-EnvironmeﬁiﬁT'Braﬁch Chief

Voltire Zroelipa s

Fd 3 S -
Sig.ﬂ"‘rqlect Engmccru_xJ

I CONCUR:,

e

. W .
* -E:.J-'j:\“‘_,\‘ s AT “_-l-.d',-fu—v/

Sig.-FHWA
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P2

[P
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FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: 05 County: San Luis Obispo  Route: 46 KP: 68.04

Project No.: 05-3307u0 Bridge No.: N/A

Limits: Canvon centerline crossing (existing 3.50-meter box culvert span) at KP 68.04.
located 21.43 km east of Paso Robles

Floodplain Description: Shimmin Canyon- Zone A Designation

Yes No

1 Is the proposed action a longitudinal X
encroachment of the base floodplain?

2, Are the risks associated with the implementation X
of the proposed action significant?

3. Will the proposed action support probable X
incompatible floodplain development?

4, Are there any significant impacts on X
natural and beneficial floodplain values?

9 Routine construction procedures are required to minimize X
impacts on the floodplain. Are there any special mitigation
measures necessary to minimize impacts or restore and preserve
natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes, explain,

6. Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain X
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR. Section 650.105(q)?

7. Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document X

the above answers on file? If not explain.

PREPARED B_\}/
R i,f?._’.’/'z.c:-,'

Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (Central Region-Branch B)  Date

REVIEWEDBY; /Uc‘(N \\ﬁ’m’ iL,L ~H 1 L 0l

Sig.-Environmental Branch Chief e
o = S— A
& "”';’}-’ S DA 3
Sig.-Project Engineer Date

I CONCUR:

b D\ p A T AN Vi 1SS

Sig.-FHWA J
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FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: 05 County: San Luis Obispo  Route: 46 KP: 73.22
Project No.: 05-3307u0 Bridge No.: 49-31 (Box Culvert)
Limits: Canvon centerline crossing (existing 3.50-meter box culvert span) at KP 73.22.

located 26.61 km east of Paso Robles
Floodplain Description: McMillan Canyon- Zone A Designation

Yes No
l. Is the proposed action a longitudinal X
encroachment of the base floodplain?
2 Are the risks associated with the implementation X
of the proposed action significant?
3. Will the proposed action support probable X
P P P A
incompatible floodplain development?
4, Are there any significant impacts on X
natural and beneficial floodplain values?
5 Routine construction procedures are required to minimize X
impacts on the floodplain. Are there any special mitigation
measures necessary to minimize impacts or restore and preserve
natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes, explain.
6. Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain X
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR, Section 650.105(q)?
# Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document X
the above answers on file? If not explain,
|
PREPARED B-\"/:} j
A _1/3,;/31:3;
Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (Central Region-Branch B) Date
REVIEWED BY: -~ KM%& 4 ‘(/
" N[V e
Sig.-Environmentat Branch Chicf ‘ Date
)':“ d". . /
e e ) WO
Sig.-Project Engineer Date
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R e oy M Ta st 1C / | .,.,/ e
z e ] -
Sig.-FHWA Date
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FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: 03 County: San Luis Obispo  Route: 46 KP: 77.73

Project No.: 05-3307u0 Bridge No.: 49-95

Limits: River crossing (existing 54.86-meter bridee length) beginning at KP 77.73
and ending at KP 77.81. located 1.77 km east of Shandon

Floodplain Description: Cholame Creek (West Crossing)- Zone A Designation

Yes No

L. Is the proposed action a longitudinal X
encroachment of the base floodplain?

2 Are the risks associated with the implementation X
of the proposed action significant?

3 Will the proposed action support probable X
incompatible floodplain development?

4. Are there any significant impacts on X
natural and beneficial floodplain values?

5, Routine construction procedures are required to minimize X
impacts on the floodplain. Are there any special mitigation
measures necessary to minimize impacts or restore and preserve
natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes, explain,

6. Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain X
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR, Section 650.105(q)?

7. Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document X

the above answers on file? If not explain.

PREPA%{TL ;/5 :/.za: |

Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (Central Region-Branch B) Date
\
REVIEWED BY: [\ | /s | ,. , {
o\l A4l
Sig.-Environmental Branch Chief Date
B e AL
Sig.-Project Engineer Date

I CONCUR:

el KT Mevmerrhn ~ e/ e /=
el | .

Sig ~FHWA Date
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FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: 03 County: San Luis Obispo  Route: 46 KP: 81.53
Project No.: 03-330800 Bridge No.: 49-29

Limits: River crossing (existing 64.31-meter bridge length) beginning at KP 81.53
and ending at KP 81.59. located 5.57 km east of Shandon
Floodplain Description: Cholame Creek (Intermediate Crossing)- Zone A Designation

Yes No
1. Is the proposed action a longitudinal X
encroachment of the base floodplain?
2, Are the risks associated with the implementation X
of the proposed action significant?
3 Will the proposed action support probable X
incompatible floodplain development?
4. Are there any significant impacts on X
natural and beneficial floodplain values?
5. Routine construction procedures are required to minimize X
impacts on the floodplain, Are there any special mitigation
measures necessary to minimize impacts or restore and preserve
natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes. explain.
6. Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain X
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR, Section 650.105(g)?
A Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document X
the above answers on file? If not explain.
PRFP‘\RF;D Bl j [
‘—..-—’ _-ra-——-_‘——— ‘:.:;"'/?:L“':f
Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (Central Region-Branch B) Date
Y
REVIEWED BY: P Al
v
letb=lll) - 41910|
Slg -Environmental anch Chief Date
S)L* -Project En;__mL(eP‘ Date
l(.O‘\CIJR » ;-
r‘t = IR R A IL_/[.;;' {1

Sig.-FHWA" ) Date
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FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: 05 County: San Luis Obispo  Route: 46 KP: 85.50

Project No.: 05-330800 Bridge No.: N/A

Limits: Canyon centerline crossing (existing 4.27-meter box culvert span) at KP 85.50.
located 9.54 km east of Shandon

Floodplain Description: White Canyon- Zone A Designation

Yes No

1. Is the proposed action a longitudinal X
encroachment of the base floodplain?

2. Are the risks associated with the implementation X
of the proposed action significant?

3, Will the proposed action support probable X
incompatible floodplain development?

4. Are there any significant impacts on X
natural and beneficial floodplain values?

5 Routine construction procedures are required (o minimize X
impacts on the floodplain. Are there any special mitigation
measures necessary 1o minimize impacts or restore and preserve
natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes. explain.

6. Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain X
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR. Section 650.105(q)?

P, Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document X
the above answers on file? If not explain.

PREPARED BY: // os ]

' f } 7 27 L!'-.

I e S — cl2iftec
Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (Central Region Branch B) Date
REVHHNEDBYF,A’. \ 1} ,%

s 5 &y L] e 2 & b
s\ n "I.L} A
. . - o S — o )
Sig.-Environmental Branch Chief \ Date
1
L_}é,admz‘ ML%M*—’ 3/ 2¢/o|
Sig-Project Enginees Date

I CONCUR: |
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Sig.-FHWA ) Date
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FLOODPLAIN EVALUATION REPORT SUMMARY

District: 05 County: San Luis Obispo  Route: 46 KP: 88.13
Project No.: 05-330800 Bridge No.: 49-36

Limits: River crossing (existing 36.58-meter bridge length) beginning at KP 88.13
and ending at KP 88.17. located 10.06 km west of Kern County line
Floodplain Description: Cholame Creek (East Crossing)- Zone A Designation

Yes No
L. Is the proposed action a longitudinal X
encroachment of the base floodplain?
2, Are the risks associated with the implementation X
of the proposed action significant?
3 Will the proposed action support probable X
incompatible floodplain development?
4. Are there any significant impacts on X
natural and beneficial floodplain values?”
3 Routine construction procedures are required to minimize X
impacts on the floodplain. Are there any special mitigation
measures necessary to minimize impacts or restore and preserve
natural and beneficial floodplain values? If yes, explain.
o7 Does the proposed action constitute a significant floodplain X
encroachment as defined in 23 CFR, Section 650.105(q)?
7. Are Location Hydraulics Studies that document X
the above answers on file? If not explain.
PREPAREDBY: //
72____,«' | "/? 7./ Dps
Ll el |
Sig.-Hydraulics Eng. (CLH[I'U.] Region-Branch B) Date
REVIEWED BY+ )1 | Q 4 )’“f )
) Lm U) : L/'
|
Sig. ~Enuronmcntal Branch ‘Chief” Date
Sirgj_’iject Enginétf &, Date
1 LOVCU
et \Lp Mirie, ot T /f e A ]

Sig.-FHWA ) Date
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Appendix E: Project Visual Simulations

Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project



The following images are photographs and visual
simulations taken from the Visual Impact Assessment
(July 2002) for the proposed Route 46 Corridor
Improvement Project.

The intention of these images is to show the visual
resource change that would be introduced by the various
alternatives. This perceived change helps to analyze and
determine the degree of potential visual impacts.



Looking eastbound near Hunter Ranch Golf Course
Observer View 1
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Looking eastbound approximately 1 km (0.6 mi) west of the Estrella River Bridge
. _ﬂ
Observer View 2
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Looking westbound at Whitley Gardens Drive
Observer View 3
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Looking from Estrella Road 200 m (656 ft) South of Route 46 ®
Qbserver View 4

Existing View

Simulated view after construction of Estrella Section, Alternative 9N




.Looking west from Route 46, 1.3 km (0.8 mi) east of River Grove Drive

Observer View 5

Existing View
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Looking from Route 46 approximately
3.4 km (2.1 mi) west of McMillan Canyon Road

Observer View 6

Existing View
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Simulated view after construction of Shandon Section, Alternative 1 or 2



Looking from Route 46 approximately

.1.6 km ( 1 mi) west of the Route 41 Intersection
Observer View 7a
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Looking from Route 46 approximately
.0.3 km (0.2 mi) east of the Route 41 Intersection

Observer View 7b
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Looking from Route 46 approximately
1.6 km (1 mi) east of the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area ®

Observer View 8a

"l.lllll‘luuujlll.llljl.lll.l.‘.lllllj.lll.l'l.l.]l]ﬂ.l-*IlllllllIIIIIII.IIIIIlllllll!llllllll‘llllllllllllll'llll

RN




Looking from Route 46 approximately
1.6 km (1 mi) east of the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area

Observer View 8b
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Simulated view after construction of Cholame Section, Alternative 1



Looking from Route 46 approximately
3.2 km (2 mi) east of the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area

Observer View 9a
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Simulated view after construction of Cholame Section, Alternative 2



Looking from Route 46 approximately
3.2 km (2 mi) east of the Shandon Safety Roadside Rest Area
Observer View 9b
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Simulated view after construction of Cholame Section, Alternative 1



Looking from Route 46 approximately
0.2 km (0.1 mi) west of the Jack Ranch Café

Observer View 10
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Appendix F: Farmland Conversion
Impact Rating Sheets & Preserve and
Contract Lands Map

Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project



USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service, Templeton, California
Farmland Protection Policy Act: Storie Index Rating Calculator
CalTrans Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project

Section Alternate  Alternative Sol  Prime/ Unique? Acresof Acres Crop? ‘Storie Acres Storie  Weighted
Site (Form Map Statewide? Farm to be in Index Index® Average of
AD-1008) Symbol Converted Whole Rating Acres Storie Index
R _Farm = : E
149 Prime  No 0 76076 532
BN & 9N 106 Statewide No 0. 72 424 3053
188 Prme  No 0 58001 D058 70
an 105 Statewide No o 72 832 599
158 Statewide No S 0. 55 243 1172
Fawela 149 Prime Mo 0 70 076 532
8N & 9N 105 Statewide No 0 72 424 3053
188 Prime No 0 58 001 058 g
106 Statewide No - 0 72 58 4032
oN 158 Statewide No 0 58 2 110
188 Prime No 0. 58 146 8468
188 Prime __ No [ 58 317 1839
106 Statewide No 0 T2 817 5882
140 Prime  No 0 B85 153 1307
122 Statewide No o 40 282 11128
Alternate 1 185 Prime No 0 90 481 4329 7
184 Prime No 0 90 405 3645
174 Pime  No 0 76 907 6893
173 Prime No ¢ _B5 &7 5695
184 Prime Yes 074 270 dryland barley 100 1.57 157
Shandon ' — | ‘ _
188 Prme  No 0 58 317 1839
106 Statewide No Q 72 105 7524
140 Prime o 0 85 1.37 1165
122 Statewide No 0 40 282 1128
Alternate 2 195 Pnme. ‘No 0 . 90 934 8406 81
184 Pime  No 0 80 4.05 3645
174 Pime No 0 76403 3063
173 Pnme. No 0 : 85 138 1178
184 Pnme Yes 511 270 dryland barley 100 511 571
173 Prime Yes 3234 mgated alfalfa_ 85 395 3358
195 Prime Yes 221 irigated alfalfa 90 123 1103
195 Prime Yes 4,66 20 dryland barley 90 976 8784
Alternate 1 174 Pime No 0 76 78 5328 81
206 Prime  No 0 76 2.85_ 2166
148 Statewide Mo 0 B85 0% 782
122 Statewide No 0 — 40 688 2752
122 Statewide No <8 - 40 832 3328
148 Statewide No [ 85 092 782
174 Prime No O ! - 85 281 2392
Alternate 2 173 Prime Yes 21.59 irrigated alfaifa “o"E_ 7.8 592 8 78
195 Prime Yes 191 imigated alfalfa 90 9.93 8937
195 Prime Yes 512 20 dryland barley 90 927 8343
206 Prime NS I 75 823 2455




U.S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NRCS-CPA-106

Natural Resourees Conservation Service (Rey. 1-01]
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3 Datentlanc Evaluation Reguest oo ns T Envart g1

)

' Name of Froect poute 46 (Estrella Section)

v Federal Agency Invo'ved

Federal Hiahwav Administration

2. Type of Project

Highway

T Cogunt

ARSI gan Luis Obispo, CA

PART Il (To be completed by NRCS)

1 Date Recuest Receved by NRCS

2. Person Complating Form

3. Does the corridor contaln prime, unigue statewige or (pcal imponant farmlana?

{If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete adaitional parts of tnis fofrm)

ez [

va [

<. Acres Irngates | Average Farm Size

47,479 704

Major Crop(s) 6

Barley, Wine Grapes, Grain, Hay 304,740

Acres:

Farmabie Lanz in Gavernment Jurisdiction

%

7. Amount of Farmiang As Delined |n FRPA

Acres: 358,025 %

“wr

Name Of Land Evaluation System Usec

California-Storie System None

Name of Local Site Assessment Svstem

10. Date Lanc Evaiualion Returned by NRCS

6/27/02

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Alternative Corridor For Sagment

Corridor ABN  Corndoy & 9N| Cornder Corridor D
A Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 10,66 14,52
B Total Acres To Be Converied Indirectly. Or To Recelve Services 0 0
C Total Acres In Corricor Py 22 02,122 0 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime Ang Unique Farmiand 0.77 a3
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 14.69 11.84%
C. Percentage Of Farmiand in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0.004 U.004
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt, Junsdiction With Same Or Higher Reiative Value |[No DATA NO DATA
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative
value of Farmiand to Be Serviced or Caonverted (Scale of 0 - 100 Paints) 70 68
PART VI (Te be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)]  Paints
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15
2. Penmeler in Nonurban Use 10 LO 10
3. Percent Of Cornidor Being Farmed 20 ) )
4. Protection Provided By Siate And Local Government 20 2 ¥
5 Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 0 0
B, Crealion O Nonfarmable Farmlang 25 U U
7. Availablinty Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5
& On-Farm Invesimants 20 20 20
8 Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 0
70, Compaubility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 0 0
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0o 86 L 0 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Valug Of Farmlang (From Part V) 100 70 68
Total Corndor Assessment (From Pan VI above or a iocal site 50
assessment) ! o 86 0 86 0 0
(Total of abave 2 ines =
TOTAL POINTS (Tota! of abave 2 lines) 260 o 156 0 154 0 0
1. Gormdar cled. .. 2. Tola Acres of Farmiandgs io be 3. Dale Of Selection 4. Was A Local Sne Assessmeant Used?
FSE resffa 8N Converted by Prgiect
Shandeon 1 —_— 11/2005
Cholame 1 SRS es (1 %o’ [

Reason For Selecticn

w

It was determined that the following alternatives for each section were the environmentally

superior alternatives based on a comparison of each alternative.

These alternatives would be

be far more consistent with the local plans, meet more elements of the purpose and need, improv¢

safety, and reduce and/or avoid impacts to as many resources as feasible.

_S|grrxa:;.'e of Person Campieting [nis Fart. . DATE - o
A o...._;Q—u Yedar *;‘-*’I Hl 0b

NOTE: Complete a forffi Yor each seament with more than one Alternate Corricor




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service (Rew. 1-81]

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Lang Evaluaton Recusst oo ng R UPUICIET |
t Name of Project . § Feaera Agercy Involved _ .
Route 46 (Shandon Section) Federal Highwav Administration
2 Typeof Proes! . £ Caunt & Stat P 5
ypE 2T TRGES Highway & County anc Stale gan | 4yis Obispo, CA
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) 1 Date Reguest Received by NRCS 2, Person Compleling Form
3, Does ine corridor contain orime. uniqué sialewide of local important farmiand? JES o [ 4. Acres Irngated | Average Farm Size
(! no, the FPPA does riot apply - Do net complate additional barts of this form) - . 47,479 704
5 Major Crop(s) §. Farmahis Land In Governmenl Jutisciction 7. Amounl of Farmiand As Definea \n FPPA
Barley, Wine Grapes, Grain, Hay Acres: 304,740 o 13.2 Acres: 358,025 #1545
8. Name Of Land Evaluatior Syslem Usad 4 Name of Local Site Assessment System 16. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS
Califernia-Storie System None 6/27/02
Alternative Corridor For Segment
ERISH (LG 0F ROmpletac by Fadara/ Agency) Currldo/ﬂ’ 1 Cnrndurfﬂ/ 2 Corridor C Corridor D
A Toial Actes To Be Converiec Directy 46./6 48,85
B. Total Acres To Be Convarlec indirectly, Or Te Receive Services 0 0
C. Total Acres In Corridor p=5b/U g <8o/U 0 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A Total Acres Prime And Unigue Farmland 30.90 40.93
8. Total Acres Statewice And Local Impartan: Farmland 10.99 L3321
€. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0.011 0.015
D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govi. Jur:sdichion With Same Or Higher Relative Value NO DATA NO DATA
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 77 81
value of Farmiand to Be Serviced or Convented (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))  Points
1 Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 i>
2 Perimeter in Nonurtan Use 10 10 LU
3. Percant Of Corricor Being Farmed 20 16 16
4 Prgtection Prowided By State And Leca Government 20 4 2
5. Size of Prasent Farm Unit Compared Te Average 10 U U
6 Crealion Of Nonfarmabnle Farmiang 25 U U
7 Avaiahility 0! Farm Suppord Services 5 2 ]
& On-Farm |nvesiments 20 20 20
& EFects Of Conversion On Farm Support Servizes 25 U U
10, Compattility Witn Existing Agricultural Use 10 U 4]
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 p 86 o 86 0 0
PART VIl {Te be complated by Federal Agency)
Ralayve Value Of Farmand (From Pant V) 100 77 21
Total Corrider Assessment {From Part VI above or a local site "
assessment) 160 ] Sb 0 86 (1] 1]
TOTAL POINTS (Total of ahave 2 lines) 260 0 163 0 167 0 0
1 Carridar Selecled: 2. Tota Acres ¢f Farmiancs to be 4, Date Of Saigction 4, Was A Local Site Assessmen! Used?
Estrella 8N Converted ny Project:
Shandon 1 o _ .
Cholame 1 166,33 11/2005 ves [ wo O

S Reason For Seleclen

It was determined that the following alternatives for each section were the environmentally
superior alterntive based on a comparison of“each alternative. .Jhese alternatives would be
far more consistent with the local plans, meet more elements of the purpose and need, improves
safety, and reduce and/or avoid impacts to as many resources as feasible.

DATE

Sonaie ol FemonConpRing hEPar —— -
4 rQM YA D d'/ /4'/ oe
CL_AA \

NOTE: Complete §74rm for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
]




U S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service [Rov, 1-91)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART | (To be completed by Fedaral Agency) 3 Date o' Land EvaatonRecuest o 00 " neervaf 1
1 Name of Broject ; § Feoeral Agency invoivec
" 7'%"" Route 46 (Cholame Section) Federal Hiahwav Administration

2 Tyoe of Projod 8~ AN S e " ;.
= Type oTFoet Highway § County 676 S 840 | uis Obispo, CA
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Recuesi Receivea by NRCS | 2. Person Compieting Form
3, Dees tha carmdof contaln prime, unigue statew.de of local Impertant farmland? vee [ we [ 4 Acres |(rigatea | Average Farm Size
(If o, the EPPA does not apoly - Do not comalete adoitiona’ parts of ths form) Dall o 47,479 704
5. Major Crop(s) 6. Farmanple Lang in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amoun! of Farmiang As Defined in FPPA
Barley, Wine Grapes, Grain, Hay Acres: 304,740 o 13,2 Acres: 358,025 %wl5.5
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 8 Name of Local Site Assessment Sysiem 10, Date Lapd Evaivation Returned by NRCS
California-Storie System None 6/27/02
Alternative Corridor For Segment B
PART Ill (Te be completed by Federal Agency) Corridar & 1 Corndor & 2 Corridor C Corridor D
A Tetal Acres To Be Convertec Directly ITI.91 J1.Us
B Total Acres Tec Be Convenlee Indirectly. Or To Receive Services ¢ 8
C. Total Agres In Corridor 0 L s a¥s | 0 I > 894 0 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A Tolal Acres Prime And Unigue Farmland 218 28.33
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmlang 7.380 9.24
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit Te Be Converted 0.022 0.019
D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value | No Data No Data
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 81 79
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)
PART VI (Te be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c})  Points
1 Area in Nonurban Use 15 13 15
2 Pernmeter in Nonurban Use 10 l 5 15
3. Percent Of Corndor Being Farmed 20 10 10
4. Protection Provided By Slate Anc Local Government 20 20 | 20
5 Size of Present Farm Linit Comparec To Average 10 0 | 0
6. Creavon Of Nonfarmab e Farmland 25 0 0
7. Avalablilty Of Farm Subport Services 5 ) 2
B On-Farm Invesimanis 20 10 10
g, £ffects Of Canversion Or Farm Suppor: Services 25 0 0
1¢. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 0 0
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 0 0 0
PART VIl (Te be completed by Federal Agency)
Retative Valye Of Farmland (From Fart V) 100 81 79
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI abave o a local site - 75
assessmeant) 160 JJ 0 L 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 0l36 0 154 0 0
1 Corndor Selected 2 Total Acres of Farmiands {6 be 3. Date Of Selection 4 ‘Was Aloca Sne Assessment Used?
Estrella 8N Convered by Projezt
qhandnn 1 1 fovme e
> 169.33 1172005 vE wr
Cholame | ! =[] s [

5, Reason For Selection

It was determined that the following alternatives for each section were the environmentally
superior alternatives based on a comparison of each alternative. These alternatives would be
far more consistent with local plans, meet more elements of the purpose and need, and reduce
and/or avoid impacts to as many resources as feasible.

n Compleling this Pan ' ' DATE

Q&w L/ !_4-/0—{3

NOTE: Completela form for each segment with more than one Aliernate Corridor J

Sgatre of Per
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Appendix G: Responses to the Notice of
Preparation

Rouwte 46 Corridor Improvement Project



M UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
& REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3501

Larry E. Bonner, Environmental Planner March 9, 2000
Caltrans District 5

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Dear Mr. Bonner:

This is in reply to your February 24, 2000 Jetter requesting EPA’s participation at the first
NEPA/404 meeting for the proposed HIGHWAY 46 EAST PROJECT, Jrom Airport Road east
of Paso Robles to the eastern junction of Highways 46 and 41, San Luis Obispo County,
California (PM 32.2/55.9). The initial meeting is scheduled for March 16, 2000 in Paso Robles.
We also have reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare a Draft EIR. Your letter
indicates that an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) will be
prepared by Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration to evaluate the proposal’s impacts
on the environment. We offer the following comments for your use in preparing for the March
16" interagency meeting and as the EIR/EA is developed, and hope you find them beneficial - -

l. Range of Action Alternatives: The Notice of Preparation indicates that two
alternatives are under consideration, Alternative 1 (No Build) and Alternative 2 (upgrade
current two-lane facility to four-lane divided highway). The NOP indicates that several
design variations are being considered for Alternative 2. The National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) requires analysis of a range of action alternatives that could
accomplish the project purpose. Regarding Federal requirements, Section 102(2)(E) of
NEPA requires Federal agencies to "[s]tudy, develop, and describe appropriate
alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved
contlicts concerning alternative uses of available resources." In its NEPA Implementing
Regulations (at 40 CFR 1508.9(3)(b)), the Council on Environmental Quality instructs
Federal agencics, in their Environmental Assessments, to include a discussion of the need
for the propoesal, of alternatives as required by NEPA Section 102(2)(E), of the impacts to
the environmental from the proposed action and alternatives, and a listing of agencies
and persons consulted. We recommend that the Highway 46 East Draft EA address
several action alternatives, in accord with NEPA and the Council on Environmental
Quality’s NEPA Implementing Regulations.

2. Impacts to Wetlands and Other Aquatic Resources: The EA should clearly
differentiate between the acreage of impacts to waters of the United States (including
wetlands and other special aquatic sites) caused by the placement of fill versus the
acreage to waters of the United States caused by other project-related impacts (e.g,,




bt

increased erosion, sedimentation and runoff of pollutants; deprivation of sunlight caused
by a bridge; temporary construction impacts, etc.). Additionally, the EA should clearly
identify the habitat types (by acreage) that would be affected (e.g,, wetlands, marshland,
other waters of the United States), again differentiating between impacts caused by the
placement of fill versus impacts caused by other factors (for each specific habitat type).
We recommend that the EIR/EA clearly portray the project’s indirect (secondary)
impacts, for example, would additional impacts to aquatic resources be reasonably
foreseeable once interchanges or other project facilities are built,

3. Water Quality: The EIR/EA should address potential impacts to water quality due to
project operation and construction, and identify the beneficial uses (existing and
potential) for surface water bodies in the area. Beneficial uses are found in the "Warer
Quality Control Plan" adopted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and
approved by U.S. EPA under authority of the Federal Clean Water Act. Depending upon
the surface water body, beneficial uses may include recreation, groundwater
replenishment, public drinking water supply, cold or warm water fisheries, fish
migration/spawning, wildlife habitat, agricultural use, and livestock watering. The EA
should clearly identify whether the proposed project’s construction or operation would
adversely affect or impair beneficial uses or be inconsistent with Water Quality
Standards. which are adopted by the State of California and approved by U.S. EPA.

4. Air Quality: The EIR/EA should portray the project’s impacts to air quality due to
construction and operation of the expanded transportation facility. The EIR/EA should
discuss existing air quality conditions in San Luis Obispo County for both Federal and
State air quality standards (e.g., CO, ozone, ROG, NOx, PM), within the context of the
County’s current attainment/nonattainment/maintenance status for Federal criteria air
pollutants. We suggest that the air quality discussion in the EIR/EA be presented in the
context of the three most current years for available air quality data, i.e., 1995, 1996 and
1997 air quality data. As appropriate, the EIR/EA should discuss the applicability of the
transportation conformity rule to the proposed project (if not applicable, this should be so
noted in the document).

5. Pollution Prevention: We recommend that the EIR/EA address the pollution
prevention opportunities that can be integrated into the project’s design, construction, and
operation, in accord with the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance to Federal
agencies on incorporating pollution prevention techniques and features in Federal agency
NEPA documents. For your reference [ have enclosed two pollution prevention
checklists (habitat preservation/protection, and highways/bridges) developed by EPA that
Caltrans may find useful in developing the NEPA/CEQA document.

6. Cumulative Impacts: In addition to addressing the project’s direct and indirect
impacts, the EIR/EA should address the project’s potential cumulative impacts on the
environment. The Council on Environmental Quality recently published a guidance
document for Federal agencies (also a useful reference for State co-lead agencies such as
Caltrans) titled "Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental




Policy Act" (CEQ, January 1997). Cumulative impacts may include those to air quality,
wetlands, water quality, protected species, critical habitat, noise, and other environmental
parameters, not only from the proposed project but also due to "other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal)
or person undertakes such other actions." (40 CFR 1508.7, Cumulative impact). Please
refer to 40 CFR 1508.7 for the Council on Environmental Quality’s definition of what
constitutes a "cumulative impact."

7. Environmental Justice: We recommend that the EIR/EA address the applicability of
the President’s Executive Order on Environmental Justice, the U.S. Department of
Transportation’s Environmental Justice Strategy and the CEQ’s recent guidance to
Federal agencies on incorporating environmental justice considerations in Federal agency
NEPA documents, including the public participation provisions found in the CEQ’s
guidance document.

8. Council on Environmental Quality Homepage: The Council on Environmental
Quality has a worldwide web site that contains a wealth of information, including the
guidance document on cumulative impacts, their environmental justice guidance, and
other materials. The site can be accessed at  http://vww.whitehouse.gov/CEQ/

When accessing this site, much of the information can be found by clicking on the section
called "NEPA NET."

We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments and commend your efforts in secking EPA’s
advice and involvement in this project. If you have any questions or require additional
information, please call me at 415-744-1575.

Sincerely,

[

David Tomsovic

Federal Activities Office

Cross-Media Division

ce; Mr. Bill Wong, FHWA, Sacramento

Enclosure: Pollution prevention checklist



POLLUTION PREVENTION/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REDUCTION CHECKLIST FOR
HABITAT PRESERVATION AND FROTECTION

How Can Ecosvystem ‘Preservation and Protection Affect the Environment?

In the face of development activities, populations of indigenous plants and wildlife can be protected only
through the protection and preservation of ecosystems necessary for their survival. Ecosystem requirsmeats
are species-specific and can include a variety of factors, such as soll type, water regime, climate, and plant
and animal associations. Ecosystems are defined by the structure and function of plant and animal
communities and by the habitats they utilize. The protection and preservation of ecosystems are important
for a number of reasons, which include the protection of wildlife, climate control, maintenance of
biodiversity sources, pollutant detoxification, erosion control, and CO2 sequestration.

Wetlands are ecosystems necessary for the survival of a host of aguatic and terrestrial species. In addition,
wetlands are integral parts of the hydrological system and are necessary for the maintenance of water
supplies and water quality.

Ecosystems face a number of threats that reduce the area available for wildlife, change the character of the
specics that inhabit particular habitats, or change their form through the alteration of features, including
topography or water regime, Ecosystem preservation efforts are geaerally directed at protecting particular
species, such as endangered or threatened species, recreationally or gesthetically important species, of
commercially important species. It should be noted, however, that habitat preservation (or creation of
enhancement) for one species can adversely affect other species.

Also see checklists on Pest Management, Siting, Landscaping, Water Use, Grazing, and Forestry Activities.

What Ouestions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effects Are Minimized or Eliminated?

Habitat Fragmentation Concerns. Existing habitats are typically damaged through fragmentation, often due
o encroachment. Reduction in the size of an existing habitat can reduce the number of individual
organisms, as well as the diversity of specics, that it can support. A number of techniques can help
mitigate/reduce the effects of fragmentation.

- Have other sites been considered as an alternative to encroaching on the existing habitat? €

- Has the critical area necessary for survival of the ecosystem beca determined? Can the arca of the
habitat that will be altered be minimized? * : .

. Has the project been designed to avoid the fragmentation of existing habitats into a number of
smaller areas? ”

. Have transportation corridors, such as roads and power lines, beca designed to avoid eacroaching
on sensitive habitats?

. Does the project establish a system of natural corridors (which take into consideration the behavior
of the species in question) 0 link habitat areas? ”

“Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunity.

39



3 Will landscaping activities use native shrubs and other vegetation with high wildlife value (e.g.,
browse or cover)? ©

e Will landscaping be designed to minimize grassy areas and maximize use of native habitats? ~

. Will the effects of babitat encroachment on wildlife be mitigated by the installation of feeding
stations for target species? ©

Habitat Alteration Concerps. Existing habitats can be altered through changes in a number of abiotic
factors. Wetlands are prone to destruction through inadvertent drainage or changes in the hydrological
regime. Stream habitats can be damaged by incressed siltation, reduced shading from overhanging trees, or

pollution.

. Docs the project include mitigation measures, such &s restoration of damaged habitats or the
creation of new habitats? *

s Does the project/development include adequate buffer zones between the developed ares and
wetlands or other habitats?

. Has the poteatial to minimize hydrological impacts on wetlands through measures to reduce or
control stormwater runoff and drainage been considered?

. Has project planning considered sources of water and controls of water flow to wetlands or other
habitats?
. Have tree and vegetation buffer areas been maintained around streams to provide shading and

reduce siitation and pollutant loadings?

J Has the project plenning evaluated the vulnerability of the surrounding babitats to alterations in land
use? ”

. Has the timing and location of construction or other human activity included consideration of animal
migrations and activity patterns?

. Has the timing of construction or earth removal operations considered seasonal rainfall patterns to
avoid sedimeat runoff to seasitive aguatic babitats?

. Will the project minimize the introduction of pollutants that bicaccumulate?

. Has the project considered possible impacts from increased activity or access to seasitive habitats,
such 25 an increase in the numbers of pets and people near 2 wetland area? *

. Has the project considered impacts from habitat conversion? ©

. Has the project considered impacts to habitats due to the air pollution it will generate?

* Indicates an environmental impact reduction opportunity.

3-10




s T

Species Introduction Concerns. The structure and function of existing habitats can be drastically altered
through the insdvertent introduction of non-indigenous species. These species may be able to better compete
for resources than can the local species.

. Will landscaping activities avoid (or at least minimize) the use of exotic species? =

. Will the spread of exotic weed species be monitored and controlled? ™

. Have buildings and structures been designed to minimize nesting and brooding areas for undesirable
species, -such as pigeons, starlings, rats, and raccoons?

. Have corridors designated or created to mitigate for habitat fragmentation been evaluated for
potential negative effects? Do the benefits of having the corridors override other possible negative
effects? *

Other References

Marsh, W.M. 1993, Landscape Planning. Environmensal Applications. Second Edition. John Wiley and
Sons.

* Indicates an environmeatal impact reduction opportunity.

3-11




POLLUTION PREVENTION/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REDUCTION CHECKLIST FOR
HIGHWAYS AND BRIDGES ‘

How Cga Highways And Bridges Affect the Enviroamen(?

The pl A:E_dw-gn_mﬂ;m,mdopatﬁmjﬁninm?mmofhiglfm}smdhﬁdgﬁmM1ﬂday
of effects ca the eaviroament. Minnd!hcdﬂ:ud’xou_ordwrﬁm‘of\‘uﬂdlifchhims. <rosion,
sodimaatitioa, soil compactiod, chemical pollution resulting from deicing activitics, gascous and particulate
emissions from vehicles, coataminated roadway runoff, the geacration of waste coastruction materials
(including asphalt, concrets, metls, xnd wood), matesial from wom brake liniag, sod scrap rubber tires, as
well a5 litter 2ad other debris, : ;

Also 500 checklists on Ecosystem Preservation 20d Protection, Vehicle Maintensace, Siting, Landscaping,
20d Pest Management. )

What Questions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effects Are Minimized or Eliminatad?

Ecosystem Concems.. Highways and bridges can bave significant effects oa the ccosystems in which they
are built. These impacts can include fragmentation and degradation of wildlife habitats, contamination of
surface water and groundwater, a0d soil coatamination, crosion, and sedimentation. Techniques can help to
mitigate/reduce these cffects, however.

. Have other transportation options or pricing structures (i.e., mass trznsit or improved traffic
management) beea coasidered as alternatives to constructing a new highway or bridge?

. Have ail mﬁmﬁ&:ﬂlynﬁﬁvg zreas beeq chamcterizad?. Have sttempts been made to avoid
construction in egviroameatally seasitive areas? Coastruction footpriats in such arcas ss floodplains
and wetlands should be avoided whenever possible. '

. Docsthepmjocxnﬁnimimcdu.ﬁmcﬁmpaﬂudmﬁvmwmm;cdmthcmﬁdfordixm
runoff discharge from the roadway? : '
. Docs the project make use of existing roadway alignments (if possible) to reduce the zmouat of

wasie generated as 2 result of dearing and construction activities? .

. Doss the project include pmwsxon.s for curb design 20d catchment basins to reduce pollation
tmpacts associated with runoff aad debris from the roadway? :

. Has the project incorporated mitigation measures o reduce the impact of pollution runoff from the
roadway? These measures may include stabilizing cut and fill slopes, shoulders, and medians with
pereanial vegetation and noa-crosive materials, such as rip-rap or geotextiles, or establishing
permanently coatrolled discharge potats Tor stormwater.

- 'Doesth:mnsmmionp!mpmvidcforumioumdmdimmtconuolduxingmdnﬁummaim?
This may include the installation of mitigation mezsures, such 15 erosion curtains and/or settling
poads. o '




. Will stream crossings be designed (o easble fish passage and to maiatain natural in-stream
structures, such as large culverts? ~ .
. ,'Doﬁ&cphnmdudcmhwphﬂmcgmumofmdmbcdbya:msmmanmmmmmc
! crosion and sedimentation? *
. Have safe wildlife crossing, structures and sppropsiate feacing boca incorporated into the project to

sccommodate the movements sad noeds of resident wildlife and to mitigste habitat fragmeatstion?
Have bridge structures been designed to accommodats wildlife passage, ﬂ:ctr.'l:rypwvuﬁngadu.il

n"-
s Dm&cprdmhdu&mcmﬂfn&xwdhmommmrdmchOfm
pollution? ” '

. Dmthcpm;cdmdudtthcphnﬂngmdmmmofgﬂmmvmwmhcrmdlgm:sphm
material to reduce poliutant conceatrations in roedway runoff?

1= Docs the project provide for regular preventive maintenanee of the highway or bridge to reduce the
poteatial amount of waste geaerated by reconstructing portions of the roadway?

. Cmcxistingmadmysorhidgcsbcclowdmdmdaimcdasamﬂtofﬂncmnmwﬁm:nd :
opeaing of the new project? ©

Hazardous Material Concemns. The coastruction of highways and bridges can igvolve the uss of harardous
materials. The use of these materials can affect the cavironment through improper storage, air emissions of
volatile chemicals, ‘and spills and other uncontrolled releases, as well as the poccnual for the gencration of
toxic waste materials,

. Amtbcrco;:pormmucsmmdmctbccmmmofbm:dmmdwxxcm.umﬂsusndtspmoftbc
project? For example, will the least toxic paints and deicing chemicals be us::d’ )

. Are there provisiocas for reducing sny potential spills of hazardous materials? Ls there a spill
prcvmtion 2ad control plan?

- Is there a plaa for pmpqiy mansging the storage, handling, and application of deicing cbcnnc:]s
salts, and sand?

. Eth::mhwgnmdeMamgm(ﬂ’M)phntumdumdmuscofcbmnulpcmadumdm

mmmnzchummmdwﬂdhfcexpogn:.

Procuirement Concerns.  Purchasing dwmmsmmmaﬂmﬁmt ofpouunonpxwmum. Making-
mwmmuﬂymdpwthmgdmamsmhdpmdm&cmmufmmmtylhghmym
bridge project. m-ddman,&::pumhmngofmydedmtmtmumﬂhdpswppanmtmfafmds
collected for recycling. .

* Indicates an eaviroamental impact reduction opportunity.

—



Executive Order 12573 directs all Federal agendies to review and revise their xpcqﬁm:mm product
descriptions, and starderds to increase their purchase of environmentelly preferable and recycled produas,

. Are there provisioas for the proper storage of construction materials to reduce the amount of waste
generated by damage or exposire to the claments?

. Will perishable construction materials, sk =< prints, bepurchucdmc:rcmcntallymcnsurcmdumd
“spoilage of unused materials?

. Wﬂllhcpwmcludcmcmofdunblc,loug-hsimgm:::m]slhxtwiﬂnmnmdmbcmphood

:softm.thusmdu:mgd:cmwntofmnsmmouwmsmaﬂndmuumc?

- Will the project use coastruction materials coataining recycled coatent when possible 2ad in
zccordance with accepted stendards? Examples of recycled—coatent materials include coacrets
contzining fly ash, as well as asphalt containing “waste® asphalt, glass, roofing materials, or.
recovered scrap tires.

Reuse and Recveling. Many of the waste materials generated as 1 result of bighway and bndgc projects can
be reused or recycled into usable products. The benefit of reuse and recycling is that it removes matedals

that would otherwisz be disposed of from the wasie stream.

. Duoes the coastruction contract spacify that construction mmaterials notu,ujmthaspmjmbcmfcd
in other projects rather than be disposed of? © .

- Will trees cut down dering coastruction sctivitics be used or sold for lumber or compost? *

- Will a0y metal, wood, or packaging wastes generated 25 1 result of coastruction activities be

collected for mcyc!.ing iato other usable products? ~

. It :i:c project is & repair of an existing highway or bndgc are there provisioas for the reuse or
recycling of “waste” mzn::nals" -

Other References

U.S. Eavironmeatal Protection Ageacy, Office of Federal Activities. April 1994. *Evaluation of Ecological
[mpacts From Highway Developmeat.®

U.S5. Eavironmental Protection Agency, Office of Water. September 1992, “Storm Water Mapagement For
Industrial Activities: Developing Pollution Preventioa Plans and Best Management Practices.”

< [ndicates an mﬁmameuml'impmt reduction opportunity.




City oF EL PASO DE ROBLES

“"The Pass of the Ooks"

February 7, 2000

Larry Bonner

California Department of Transportation
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 63401

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation, Draft EIR, Highway 46 East Widening

Thank you for the Notice of Preparation regarding this project. We appreciate an
opportunity to provide input. Our recommendations / concerns are outlined as follows:

o Highway 46 East provides very important accesses to tounsm and business
related properties (e.g. golf courses, wineries, and similar uses, both existng and
planned) in both the City of Paso Robles and the County of San Luis Obispo.

. It is requested that the widening project ke into consideration how vehicular
access can be safely facilitated (e.g. through the vse of adequate um pockets) to
all properties that currently have legal access to Highway 46 East.

. That land acquisinon ftor the widening project Rully consider the physical and
economic impacts en adiacent properties, secking a least impact alternative.

. Because of the histone heritage of the community (our City’s name, El Paso de
Robles, means “the pass of the oaks”), preservaton of mature oak trees is
encouraged by all technically feasible means, including but not limited to
nstallation of protcetve guard rals,

As you proceed with preparation of the Environmental Iimpact Report for the Highway 46
East widening, we would sincerely appreciate consideration of these recommendations /
concerns.

Please feel free to contact me at (805) 237-3970 / fax: 237-6565 / e-mail: bob@preity.com
should you have any questions or other information needs,

Sincerely,

Robert A. Lata
Community Development Director

hMeti00\caltrans comments on hd6e widening 7 Feb 00

1000 SPRING STREET « PASO ROBLES. CALIFORNIA 93446
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATlON

801 K Street, MS 24-02
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 445-8733 Phene
(816) 324-0848 Fax
{918) 324-2555 TDD

February 11, 2000

Mr. Larry E. Bonner

California Department of Transportation, District 5
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA $3401

Subject:  Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Highway 46 Four-Lane Project
SCH# 2000011033

Dear Mr. Bonner:

The Department of Canservation menitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis
and administers the California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act and other land
conservation problems. The Department's Division of Land Rescurce Protection (Division)
has reviewed the above referenced NOP for the expansion of Highway 46 to four lanes
between Paso Robles and Cholame, and recommends that the DEIR address the
following issues.

Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or Unique Farmland

The Department of Conservation's 1996 San Luis Obispo County Important
Farmland Map indicates the presence of Important Farmlands (Prime Farmland,
Farmiand of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local
Importance) along the highway corridor. Therefore, we recommend that the DEIR
include the following specific information.

. A map identifying areas of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance
and Unique Farmland in the project area.

. Current and past agricultural use of the project area, and data on types of crops
grown and their yields and values.

. The economic value of agricultural production. Economic multipliers can be

used to assess the total agricultural value to the economy. The University of
" California Cooperative Extension and U.S. Department of Agriculture are two
sources for multipliers for agricultural crop.
. Type, amount, and location of farmland conversion resulting from project
implementation.
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February 11, 2000
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. Impacts on current and future agricultural operations,

. Incremental project impacts leading to cumulatively considerable impacts on
agricultural land in San Luis Obispo County and the project area.

. Growth inducing impacts of the project on nearby agricultural lands. These

impacts could be discussed in terms of the affect of the project on the land
values of nearby agricultural lands.

Impacts on agricultural resources may also be quantified and qualified by use of
established thresholds of significance (California Code of Regulations Section
15064.7). The Division has developed a California version of the USDA Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model that is a semi-quantitative rating system
for helping to establish the envirenmental significance of a project's impacts on
farmland. The model may also be used to rate the relative value of alternative project
sites. The LESA Maodel is available from the Divisicn. (Since this project is being done
in cooperation with the Federal Highways Administration, a Federal Farmland
Conversion Impact Rating form will also need to be completed. This should be done
with the assistance of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources
Conservation Service. Before conducting the federal impact rating, check with the
Natural Resources Conservation Service, the Califernia LESA evaluation may meet the
purposes of the Impact Rating form requirement)

Williamson Act Lands

A project is deemed to be of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, if it
will result in cancellation of a Williamson Act contract for a parcel of 100 or more acres
[California Code of Regulations Section 15206(b)(3)]. The San Luis Obispo County
Williamson Act Contract Lands map indicates both prime and non-prime lands under
contract in, or adjacent to the study area. Therefore, the Department recommends that
the following information be provided in the DEIR:

. A map detailing the location of agricultural preserves, the number of acres, and
type of land in each preserve (e.g., prime or non-prime).

. A map showing the location of Williamson Act contracted land within each
agricultural preserve,

. If public acquisition of lands under Williamson Act contract will be necessary for

the project, the DEIR should describe the acquisition. Please note that the
Williamson Act requires notice to the Department of Conservation at first
consideration of a public acquisition of Williamson Act land. In addition, the
acquiring agency is required to make specified findings to justify the acquisition
(Government Code Sections 51291-51292).
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Mitigation Measures and Alternatives

Feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to lessen farmland conversion
impacts should be discussed in the DEIR. For example, CalTrans District 11, has
proposed the purchase of offsetting agricultural land conservation easements to
mitigate the loss of agricultural land from the Route 7 freeway project in Imperial
County. In addition to proposing acquisition of conservation easements, District 11
considered the donation of funds to a local land trust or the statewide California
Agricultural Land Stewardship Program (now renamed the California Farmland
Conservancy (CFCP)) for the purchase of conservation easements. Further
information on the CFCP is available on the web at:

www.consrv.ca.gov/dirp/CFCP/index. htm

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. If you have questions on
our comments, or nead further information on the Division's land resource protection
programs or publications, please contact the Division at 801 K Street, MS 13-71,
Sacramento, CA 95814, phone (916) 324-0850. You may also contact me at (916)
445-8733. \

v

o\ ason Marshall
Assistant Director

Luree Stetson, Assistant Director
Division of Land Resource Protection

Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource
Conservation District



State of California—Business, Transportation and Housing Agency GRAY DAVIS, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL —

Templeton Area ([~ )
101 Duncan Read \@/
Templeton, CA 93465 ¥

{805) 4341822
(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD}
{800) 735-2922 (Voice)

January 11. 2000

File No.: 740.7748

Caltrans

50 Higuera

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Attention: Mr. Larry E. Bonner

RE: SR-46 east, roadway development.
Dear Mr. Bonner:

We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation document recently sent to us regarding necessary
Environmental Impact Reporting for the proposed improvements of SR-46 east. The California
Highway Patrol works in conjunction with Caltrans with all proposed construction and projects
relative to roadways subject to our enforcement jurisdiction.

SR-46 east, between postmiles 32.2 and 55.9, is entirely within the patrol and enforcement
jurisdiction of the Templeton Area CHP. The applicable permit for all work within the State
right of way is issued through Caltrans with oversight by this Department as added assurance to
public safety. Our involvement to date regarding this project has been extensive and ongoing
with Caltrans Engineering, SLOCOG, the FIX-46 Committee and the public. We therefore
desire to maintain our involvement with improvements of the roadway as they occur. Officer
Scott Lee or myself should be considered the local contact persons for questions that may arise
relative to traffic safety involving this roadway. We can be reached at (805) 434-1822, Monday
through Friday.

Sincerely,

BATSSMOSES, Lieutenant
Commander
Templeton Area



@ California Regional Water Quality Control Board

. Central Coast Region ‘
Winston H. Hickox Gray Davis

f"ff""”."‘.‘!‘"" Intemet Address: Rttp/fwwaw.swreh.ca sov/~nvgehis Governor
Environmenial 81 Hizuera Street, Suite 200, San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5427
Protection Phonz (803} 549-3147 « FAX (805) 5430397

February 22, 2000

Larry E. Bonner

Caltrans

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
(805) 545-3801

Dear Mr. Bonner:

CALTRANS NOTICE OF PREPARATION-WIDENING OF HIGHWAY 46 AND
CONSTRUCTION OF AN INTERCHANGE BETWEEN HIGHWAY 46 AND 41
(SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY)

Thank vou for the opportunity to review and comment on your January 10, 2000 Netice of Preparation,
regarding the proposed project. We understand that the project involves widening Highway 46 from the
existing two-lane highway to a four-lane divided expressway. This project would include constructing an
interchange at the Route 46/41 junction. The following water quality concerns must be addressed:

Storm Water Issues

Construction projects disturbing more than five acres of land are to be regulated by the Statewide
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit. Proper regulation can be
accomplished by filing a Notice of Intent with the State Water Resources Control Board. The project
sponsor must propose and implement control measures to protect water quality that are consistent with the
General Construction Permit, and with recommendations and policies of local agencies and the Central
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Storm water is the major source of fresh water to creeks and waterways. Storm water quality is affected
by a variety of land uses and the pollutants generated by these activities. Development and construction
activities cause both site specific and cumulative water quality impacts. Water quality degradation may
occur during construction due to erosion and sedimentaticn, discharges of petroleum hydrocarbons, oil,
grease and metals from vehicles. Runoff may be concentrated and storm water flow increased by
impervious surfaces, which will mobilize and transpert pollutants to storm drains and creeks.
Cumulatively, these discharges will increase pollutant loads in creeks, wetlands, and the ocean. It is
important that environmental documents address potential storm water impacts that might affect the
surrounding environment. Such documents should discuss the development and implementation of
possible best management practices, investigation of local affected environments, and mitigation
measures to restore the affected areas.

California Environmental Protection Agency

ﬁ Recycied Paper
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Nonpiont Source Pollution Issues

Nonpoint source pollution results when water moves across the landscapes and picks up pollutants from
roads, construction sites and other land uses. These pollutants are carried into streams, rivers, and ground
water, where they affect water quality and the beneficial uses of water. Control of nonpoint source
peliution requires the efforts of individuals, local governments and resource agencies. Best Management
Practices should be required and implemented to protect water quality and minimize any possible water
quality impacts. Best management practices that might be considered, but are not limited to. would
include:

I. Temporary construction fencing placed along the limits of the construction site and other areas used

by equipment and vehicles. This practice would be used to prevent major disturbance to the adjacent

wetland. Signs could also be incorporated with the fencing to note envirenmentally sensitive areas.

Storing equipment and vehicles far from any creek, river, or wetland. This will reduce the

intreduction of any pollutants, contaminants, or nuisances.

Storing stockpiled materials and wastes under a roof or plastic sheeting to prevent any materials from

entering waters of the state.

4. Having a qualified biologist present onsite during construction to monitor construction activities and
the surrounding environment.

2

Ted

Wetland and Water Quality Certification Issues

The Regional Board must certify that any permit issued by the Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act complies with state water quality standards, or waive such
certification. Section 40| Water Quality Certification is necessary for all Section 404 permits, including
reporting and non-reporting Nationwide permits, Any project requiring a 404 permit from the Army
Corps of Engineers should apply for Section 401 Water Quality Certification by submitting a Form 200
Report of Waste Discharge Application. Applications may be obtained from this office. Any project,
which involves disturbance of a streambank or riparian area, must also obtain a Streambed Alteration
Agreement from California Department of Fish and Game.

Wetlands enhance water quality through such natural functions as flood and erosion control, streambank
stabilization, and filtration and purification of contaminants. Wetlands also provide critical habitat for
hundreds of species of birds, fish and other wildlife, offer open space, and provide many recreational
opportunities. Water quality impacts occur in wetlands from construction of structures in waterways,
from activities such as dredging and filling, and altering drainage to wetlands. The State of California’s
Wetlands Conservation Policy requires no overall net loss in wetlands in the short-term and a long-term
net gain of wetlands. All projects must be evaluated for the presence and protection and protection of
jurisdictional wetlands. According to the California Wetlands Conservation Policy the project must
ensure no overall net loss and achieve a long-term net gain in the quantity, quality, and permanence of
wetland acreage and values in California. The Regional Board prefers to avoid any loss of wetlands. If
loss is unavoidable, a mitigation plan should be developed and implemented to achieve at least a 3:1
replacement ratio.

If you require specific information on the programs discussed in this letter, please contact the following:

Storm Water Program Jennifer Bitting (805) 549-3334
Section 401 Water Quality Certification Alison Jones (805) 542-4646
NPDES Permits Lida Tan (805) 542-4785

California Environmental Protection Agency

ﬁ Reeyeled Puper



Mr, Larry E. Bonner 2 February 22, 2000

Should you have any questions or require application packets, please call David Athey at (805) 542-
4644.

Sincerely,

Roger Briggs

Executive Officer
Attachments

cc! State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 93814

Dic:s\icentralCEQA\i e name

California Environmental Protection Agency

ﬁ Recyeled Paper




77 AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL DISTRICT

January 25, 2000 COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISFO

Lamry E. Bonner

California Department of Transporiation
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 83401

SUBJECT: NOP of a Drait EIR fer Hwy 46 Widening Project
Dear Mr. Bonner,

Thank you for providing District staff with the cpportunity to review the NOP for the Highway 46
widening project. District staff are aware that public heaith and safety concerns weight strongly in the
consideration of the proposed Hwy 48 widenring preject, For years, residents of this county have
watched the accident statistics mount on this section of roadway. With this in mind, we submit the
following brief comments to a'd your agency's efforts to prepare the air quality section of the proposed
EIR.

1. Staff recommeard that the authors of the EIR review and follow the guidelines centained in the
District's CEQA Air Quality Handbock (enclosed). Of particular interest to District staff are potential
growth inducing impacts associated with the project, if any. We reccmmend that the EIR contain 2
discussion of potential growth inducing impacts and associated impacts.

2. We are aware of other potential construction prejects, including the installation of an east-west
bearing fiter optic cable, that are proposed within the Hwy 48 corridor and could petentially be
cocrdinated with roacway widening work, where feasible, to reduce construction emissions from
the combined projects. We recommend the EIR consider the feasibilty of simultaneously installing
other infrastructure while engaged in the roadway widening work

The air quality secticn should endeaver to quantify fugitive dust and exhaust emissions preduced
during the project. Estimatas of average and peak daily and quarterly emissions sheuld be clearly
presented in tabular form along with averall total project estimales. Projected emissions sheould
then be compared to the District's CEQA significance thresholds presented in Table 6-2 of the
enclosed CEQA Air Quality Handbook.

L8

4. The following mitigation measures should be incerparated to minimize impacts from the
combustion of diesel fuel by construction equipment and should be provided to contractors bidding
on the work so they can account for [abor and capital costs in their bids:

Project Wide

- Construction equipment should be operated in proper tune according to manufacturers
specifications,

- Use only CARB on-road diesel fuel for all diesel-powered equipment used during construction
of the project. This fuel has the potential to reduce sulfur dioxide emissions by 80%,
particulate matter emissions by 25%, and NOx (oxides of nitrogen) emissions by 7% while
simultaneously enabling the potential installation of pest combustion controls as mentioned
below due to the fuels lower sulfur content

- Tothe extent feasible, use electric grid power to (a) replace electricity produced by diesel-
powered generators, and (b) power air compressors and light plants.

» 20S-781-3%12 « FAX: B05-781-1002

-
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Highest Emitting Censtruction Equipment

Install catalytic exhaust after-treatment contrel devices on a number of the project's higher
usage, higher emitting pieces cf diesel powered construction equipment (off-road equipment
ony, not on-road trucks). Catalytic exhaust after-treatment can reduce emissicns of toxic
hydrecarbons and carbon monoxide by as much as 80% and particulate matter by 10 to 20%.
These centrols, used recently with significant success during a large excavation project
conducted locally, are very simple and quick to install and are surprisingly inexpensive (less
than 34,000 fer a large cataiyst). All targeted equipment should be initizlly inspected by a
qualified mechanic and a representative of the catalyst manufacturer prior to installation of
centrols. Please contect District staff at the number provided below with questions. The
number of targeted pieces of equipment should depend on the magnitude of emissions as
follows:

Table 1, Post Combustion Retrofit Schedule

Overall Project I . ¥
Quarterly Emissions F;_.'ﬁﬁ:;ﬁ?g%ggﬂ g?
(ton/guarter) =Hp )
<25 T None
25860 1
|
8.0-7.0 I
7.0-80 4
Contact APCD staffto
=8.C Discuss
Implamentation

Nole: Overall Project Quarierly Emissicns include exhaust emissians of ROG NOx, and PM10 from on-road
verices and off-road construction equipment

5. Implementation of the following mitigation measures is recommeanded to reduce fugitive dust
emissions and the potental creation of nuisance or visibilty problems. Proper implementation of
these measures shall be assumed to achieve a 50% reduction in fugitive dust emissions.

a.

b.

Raduce the amount of the disturbed area where possle,

Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quartities to prevent airborne dust frem
leaving the site. Increased watering frequency would be required whenever wind speeds
exceed 15 mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be used whenever possible.

All ¢irt steck-pile areas should be sprayed daily as needed.

Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved project revegetation and
landscape plans should be implemanted as scon as possible following completion of any soil
disturbing activities.

Exposed ground areas that are planned to be reworked at dates greater than one month afier
inital grading should be sown with a fast-germinating native grass seed and watered until
vegetation is establishad.
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f. Al gisturbed soil areas not sutject to paving or revegetation shou'd be stabilized using
approved chemical soil bincers, jute netting, or other metheds approved in advance by the
APCD.

g. Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved surface at
the construction sita

h. Al trucks hauling dirt, sand, soll, or othar loose materials are to ba covered or should maintain
at least two feet o fresboard (minimum vertical distance between top of load and tep of trailer)
in accordance with CVC Section 23114,

i, Sweep streets at the end of each day if visitle sor material is carmied onto adjacent paved
roads. VWater sweepers with reclaimead water should be used where feasible.

Please feel free tc contact me at {805) 781-5812 with any questions or comments.
Sincarely,
=
“t -
Barry Lajoie
Air Quality Specialist
BPL/opl

HAOIS\PLANIRESPONSE\2187-1.doc



State of Califernia The Resources Agency

Memorandum

To :Mr., Larry Bonner Dote: February 10, 2000
California Department of Transportaticn
50 Higuera Street
San Luis Obispe, California 23401

Frem : Department of Fish and Game - Post Office Box 47, Yountville, California 94599

-oject, SCH Number 2000011033; Notice of

Subject: 11 ¢ ay 46 r I - .
= NOP), 3an Luis Obispo County

Tght
reparation

Department of Fish and Game personnel have raviewed the NOP
for the proposed w'denirg of Highway 46 betwesn Pasc Rebles and the
inctersection cf rquwayﬂ 46 and 41. The project includes
increasing the road 'wi atn from two lanes to a four-lane divided
gexpressvway that meets cuern\ design standards for vertical and

horizontal curve radii and shoulder, median, and lans widths. Ths
project would also incl ude’ an 11Ler¢hange at the Highway 41/45
junction. The projsct is expected to result in the loss of over

250 acres of grassland and cropland along this corridor.

Pepulations of several seﬁsitivé species are known to €
within several miles of the project: area.‘ The San Joaguin k
{Vulpes macrotis mutica), which 15\llsteq as EHdargﬂrnc und
Federal Endangered Species Act:(FESA
California Endangered Species: Act;&CESA{, iish known to range
throughout the project area.;.”_ , OBO of the Fisn and Gare
Code prohibits the take of CESA l$st d spncles. Sin' the:e is a
nigh probabllity of kit fox take as _f' ‘
and operation of this project,,lt Wil
Department of Traﬁsportatlon-" £ ) : :
described in Section 2081 of 2 ,h_and Game'Code._ We Pecamxﬂnd
that informal consultation on tth matter begln ‘as:soon as possible
with both the Department and U. S Elsh and Wzldllfe Servlce.

{

Highway 46 is reccgnized as the prlmary movement corPLHOF
connecting the kit fox populations of the San Joaquln Valle; to
populations at Camp Roberts and southerﬁ Monterey County.
Slgnlfﬂcant impacts to "this corridor could conceivably lead to the
extirpation of kit fox populat*ors 1mmed1ately north of Paso
Robles. It will be necessary to: address this issue’in beth the
CEQA document and the bleloglcal assesswent.

Several other sensitive wildllfe species have also been
documented in the immediate project area including southwestern
pond turtle (Clemmys marmota pallida), western spadefoot
(Scaphiopus hammondii), California tiger salamander (Ambystoma
californiense), and nesting prairie falcons (Falco mexicanus).
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Mr. Larry Bonner
February 1€, 2000
Page Twe

Records from the project area also include two rare plants, Munz’'s
tidy tips (Leyia munzii) and showy madia (Madia radiata). The CEQRA

decurent will need to include discussions of impacts to thase
species,

Pronghorr antelcpe (Antelocapra americana) inhabit the flatter
portions of the project area near the Eighway 4€/41 intersection.
The area is known to bz a movement corridor for pronghorn between
the Parkfisld area and the low hills above Bitterwater Road.

Losses of pronghorn to vehicle strikes can be anticipated. Freeway
underpasses have not been shown to be effective for allowing
moverents of pronghorn which typically avoid any linear structure
which confines their movements. The most effective methcd fox
reducing preaghorn mortality from vehicles is to remove fences
which may inadvertently funnel the animals onto the roadway.
Therefore, we recommend that fences in this area be moved at least
300 yards frem the proposed rcadway. Chain link or “hogwire”
fences should not be installed. 1If barbed wire fences are
necessary; the bottom strand should be at least 18 inches off the
grourd. The top and bottom strands should be smeoth.

Based on the information provided in the NOP, Caltrans will
need to cbtain streambed alteration permits pursuant to Section
1601-1603 of tha Tish and Gams Code. Due to a recent court order,
the Department is required to conduct an environmental review
gursuant to CEQA pricr to issuing a streambed alteration permit.
The Department will typically utilize existing CEQA cocuments 1if
they are determined tc be adeguate. However, all project
mitigation associated with the 1601-03 permit will need to be
disclosed in the CEQA document and adoption of these documents will
be needed prior tc the issuance of the permit.

A streambed alteration permit application is included with
this memo. If you have questions, or need additional informatior,
please contact ‘Mz. Robert Stafford, Asscciate Wildlife Biclogist,
at (805) 528-8870; or Mr. Carl Wilcex, Habitat Conservaticn

Mznager, at (707) 944-5525.

Brian Hunter
Regional Manager
Central Coast Regicn

Attachment

co: U, S, Fish and Wildlife Sservice
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Table 2. Highway 46 Summary of Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.

Number and Type Acreage | Location
SW 1 0.072 west of Mill Rd, north of 46
OW 1 0.023 west of Mill Rd, south of 46
oW 2 0.018 west of Mill Rd, south of 46
SW2 0.114 west of Mill Rd, south of 46
SW3 0.027 east of Mill Rd, south of 46
oW 3 0.003 east of Mill Rd, south of 46
oW 4 0.012 drains Hunter Ranch Golf Course and Eberle Winery, north of 46
SW 4 0.093 drains Hunter Ranch Golf Course
SW 3 0.018 | east of golf course, north of 46
SW o 0.095 cast of golf course, south of 46
VP 1 0.012 on Black Ranch, north of 46
OW 5 0.065 drains to Dry Creek. south of 46, west of Dry Creek
OW 6 0.003 | drains to Dry Creek, south of 46, west of Dry Creek
oW 7 0.137 Dry Creck
OW 8 0.068 | drains to Dry Creek, north of 46, east of Dry Creek
OW 9 0.091 drains to Dry Creek, south of 46, east of Dry Creek
OW 10 0.102 drains to Dry Creek, south of 46, east of Dry Creek, across from Jardine Rd
SW7 0.094 adjacent to Laura’s Vinevard
OW 11 0.062 creek near Branch Rd, north of 46
oW 12 0.080 | creek near Chumeia Vinevard
OW 13 0.061 Creek near Estrella Vinevard
OwW 14 1.393 Estrella River
OW 15 0.079 Pine Creek, runs through Whitley Gardens
oW 16 0,053 first drainage east of Whitley Gardens, south of 46
OW 17 0.013 first drainage east of Whitley Gardens, north of 46
OW 18 0919 Shimmin Canyon
OW 19 0.087 | unnamed drainage east of Shimmin Canyon
OW 20 0.536 | McMillan Canyon
OW 21 2,890 Estrella River
Ow22 0.023 Hopper Canyon
Ow 23 4512 Cholame Creek
OW 24 4.893 Cholame Creek
OwW 25 2.694 Cholame Creek
SW 8 0.067 small wetland east of Warner Ranch, north of 46
OW 26 0.139 White Canyon
ow 27 0.080 White Canyon
OW 101 543 Cholame Creek flood channel
OW 102 0.12 Cholame Creek flood channel
OW 103 0.61 unnamed creek channel on Antelope Grade
OW 104 0.01 unnamed creek channel on Antelope Grade
OW 105 0.04 unnamed creek channel on 41 east of Wye inerchange
OW 201 0.01 unnamed creek channel on Antelope Grade
OW 202 0.03 unnamed creek channel between 41 and 46
PW 101 0.09 unnamed creek channel on 41 east of Wye merchange
PW 102 0.14 unnamed creek channel on 41 east of Wye inerchange
SW 14 6.13 alkali sink
SW 101 40.17 alkali sink
SW 102 16.02 alkali sink
SW 103 0.21 Cholame Creek flood channel
SW 105 0.06 unnamed creek channel on Antelope Grade
SW 201 1.71 Cholame Creck
SW 202 0.10 Cholame Creek
SW 203 1.24 Cholame Creek
SW 204 0.14 Cholame Creek




Table 2. Highway 46 Summary of Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.

Number and Type | Acreage | Location

SW Seasonal wetland
Ow Other waters of the U.S.
VP Vernal pool
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Appendix I: State Office of Historic
Preservation Concurrence Letter

Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project



S ATE OF CALIFCRNIA=-THE hi:"‘{)\..“uro A-.iL N _'f' ) ) . SHAY DAVIS,

G -l,-,qa-.'.r

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PHESEFIVAT]DN

frex
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION \ 3,
FQ BUX 42836 e
SATRAMENTO, CA 342964101

1016) L53-6824  a¢ ('8} 6539824

calahpo@ nhg parks.ca gov

WAL 0N SRR Ca.goY

3 April 2002

in Reply Refer To
FHWAQI0T723A

Michael G, Ritchie

Division Admimistrator

California Division

Federal Highway Administration
980 Ninth Street, Suite 400
Sacramenio, California 93814-2724

RE:  HDA-CA, File Number 03-SL0O-46.32.2/56.0 [Further Section 10€ Consultation {or
Proposed Improvements Lo State Route 46 from Post Mite 32.2 1o 56.0. San Luis Obispo
County]

[Dear Mr. Ritchie,

This letter 1s the fourth in a series of letters the purpose of which is to reach concurrence
on the adequacy of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FEWA) effonts to consider the effects
of the proposed improvements to a portion of State Route 46 [Kilometer Post 51.2 1o 90.0 (Post
Mile 31.8 to 56.3)] in San Luis Obispo County on historic properties purstant to 36 CFR part
800, the regulations that implement Section 106 of the Nationul Historic Preservation Act of

1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f), as amended.

Vulerie A. Levulett, District 5 Branch Chief, Technical Studies, of the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) responds, on behalf of the FHWA, in a letter of 11
January 2002 to my 26 November 2001 request for clarification on the FHHWA's efforts to assess
the area along the southeastern boundary of CA-SLO-1927/H for the potential presence of

archzeological deposits that relate to the historic community of Chotame, und outiings the
FIITWA's D]an to conclude the agency’s efforts to ulr:“tlfy hmo ic properties in the undertaking’s
arca of potentiul effects (APE) under 36 CER § 800.4(b)2

On the basis of the information in the Revision of Impacts section of the Caltrans 11
January 2002 letter, T am able to concur that the FHWA's efforts to identity the total potential
extent of the historic compenent of CA-SLO-1927/H are appropriate, under 36 CIR §
$00.4(b)(1), to the nature and extent of the undertaking’s potential effects to the archacological
property. Caltrans relates in the Revision of Impacts section that the agency’s recent review and

revision of the altemnatives presently under consideration, Altematives | and ..,'W"H"TES"W
i

i

i T T :
1 R el ESNE
L {

B T T

‘%7

i

T L




Appendix J: U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Species List

Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, California 93003

August §, 2002

David Hacker

District 5

Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Subject: Species List for Northeastern San Luis Obispo County. California
Dear Mr. Hacker:

This letter is in response to your request, dated May 24, 2002, and received in our office on June
4, 2002, for a revised list of threatened and endangered species which may occur in the Paso
Robles, Estrella, Shandon, and Cholame Quadrangles in San Luis Obispo County. The
California Department of Transportation (CalIrans), along with the Federal Highways
Administration (FHWA), proposes to widen a portion of Highway 46. We originally provided
vour office with a species list. dated September 20, 1999, for this project. Due to an oversight,
the giant kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ingens) and the blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia sila)
were excluded from the list. We are providing an updated list to vou at this time.

The enclosed list of species fulfills the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) under section 7(¢) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The
FHWA, as the lead Federal agency for the project. has the responsibility to review its proposed
activities and determine whether any listed species may be affected. If the project is a
construction project which may require an environmental impact statement', the FHWA has the
responsibility to prepare a biological assessment to make a determination of the effects of the
action on the listed species or critical habitat. If the FHWA determines that a listed species or
critical habitat is likely to be adversely affected, it should request, in writing through our office,
formal consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act. Informal consultation may be used to

" “Construction project” means any major Federal action which significantly affects the quality of the human
environment designed primarily to result in the building of structures such as dams, buildings, roads, pipelines, and channels.
This includes Federal actions such as permits, grants, licenses, or other forms of Federal authorizations or approval which may
resull in construction.



David Hacker 2

exchange information and resolve conflicts with respect to threatened or endangered species or
their critical habitat prior to a written request for formal consultation. During this review
process, the FHWA may engage in planning efforts but may not make any irreversible
commitment of resources. Such a commitment could constitute a violation of section 7(d) of the
Act

We also recommend that you review information in the California Department of Fish and
Game's (CDFG) Natural Diversity Data Base and that you contact CDFG at (916) 324-3812 for
information on other species of concern that may occur in the project area.

If you have any questions, please contact Caral Tyson of my staff at (805) 644-1766.

Sincerely,

Diane K. Noda
Field Supervisor

Enclosure



ENDANGERED, THREATENED, PROPOSED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES WHICH
MAY OCCUR IN PASO ROBLES, ESTRELLA, SHANDON, AND CHOLAME
QUADRANGLES SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Mammals
Giant kangaroo rat Dipodonmys ingens E
San Joaquin kit fox Vulpes macrotis mutica E

Reptiles
Blunt-nosed leopard lizard Gambelia silus E

Invertebrates

Conservancy fairy shrimp Branchinecta conservatio E
Longhorn fairy shrimp Branchinecta longiantenna E
Vernal pool fairy shrimp Branchinecta lyuchi T
Vemnal pool tadpole shrimp Lepidurus packardi E
San Diego fairy shrimp Branchinecta sandiegonensis B
Amphibians

California red-legged frog Rana avrora draytonii T; CH

Key:
E - Endangered T - Threatened CH - Critical Habitat



Appendix K: National Environmental
Policy Act 404 Memorandum of
Understanding Concurrence Letters

Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
333 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 84105-2187

APR 102000
Regulatory Branch

SUBJECT: File Number 245738

Mr. John Luchetta

Office of Environmental Planning
California Department of Transportation
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5415

Atin: Mr. Larry Bonner
Dear Mr. Luchetta:

We received your letter dated February 6, 2001 and follow-up correspondence dated
February 23, 2001 requesting concurrence on the NEPA-404 Purpose and Need for the State
Route 46 Four-Lane Widening Project. Your letter contained the purpose and need statement
along with supporting documentation (Attachment 1). The information was requested by the
signatory agencies present at the NEPA-404 Integration Process kick-off meeting held on March
16, 2000 to help clarify the project need.

Based on our review of the information you submitted, the Corps concurs with the
purpose and need statement presented by Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
for the project. The purpose and need statement reads as follows:

The basic project purpose is to minimize fatal accidents, improve safety,
and reduce existing and future peak-hour congestion on Route 46 between
Paso Robles and Cholame, a critical east-west corridor connecting the
Central Coast and Central Valley areas of California.

We look forward to continuing the NEPA-404 Integration Process for this project. The
next steps in the NEPA-404 Integration Process include agreement on 1) the criteria for
alternative selection, 2) project alternatives to be evaluated in the Environmental Assessment
(EA), and 3) the preliminary preferred alternative (if known). We also look forward to receiving
a copy of your Section 404 permit application for our review. A copy of your approved draft EA
should be included with your application.



If you have any questions, please contact Victoria Alvarez, of our Regulatory Branch at
415-977-8472.

Sincerely,

g

Calvin C. Fong
Chief, Regulatory Branch

Enclosures
Copy Furnished:

US EPA, San Francisco, CA (Liz Varnhagen-CMD2)
US FWS, Ventura, CA (Carol Tyscn)

CA RWQCB, San Luis Obispo, CA

CA DFG, Yountville, CA
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Regulatory Branch
SUBIECT: File Number 245738

Mr. John Luchetta

California Department of Transponation
Office of Environmental Planning

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5415

Dear Mr. Luchetta:

This letter is in response to your correspondence dated October 29, 2001 requesting
concurrence on the range of alternatives selected for the State Route 46 Comidor Improvement
Project located in San Luis Obispo County, California. Your request for concurrence is pursuant
to our discussion of the alternatives under consideration at the NEPA-404 Integration meeting for
the project held on September 18, 2001. Supporting documentation for the September 18, 2001
meeting included a brief project description, project history, description of alternatives under
consideration and a description of alternatives considered and withdrawn.

To more easily describe the alternatives under consideration, the overall project is divided
into four sections with each section containing various alternatives. The four sections are
entitled Estrella, Shandon, Cholame and Wye. The various alternatives within each section
include:

Estrella Section:  Alternative 9n and 8n (Figure 1),
Shandon Section: Alternative 1 and 2 (Figure 2);
Cholame Section: Alternatives 1 & 2 and 2 &3 (Figure 3) and

Wye Section: Alternative 4 (Figure 4), Alternative 5 (Figure 5), Alternative 7
(Figure 6), Alternative 8 (Figure 7), Alternative 8b (Figure 8) and
Alternative 9 (Figure 9).

Based on our review of the information you submitted regarding the alternatives
considered and withdrawn as well as background information provided for each of the
alternatives under consideration, the Corps concurs with the range of alternatives described in
your September 18, 2001 meeting documentation and shown in Figures 1-9. It is the Corps’
understanding that these alternatives will be considered in the California Department of
Transportation/Federal Highway Administration NEPA Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA).



We look forward to continuing the NEPA-404 Integration Process for this project. The
next steps include 1) identification of the final Environmental Assessment (FEA) NEPA
preferred/Section 404 Least Environmentally Damaging practicable alternative and preliminary
agreement on the preferred alternative’s compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines which
includes preliminary agreement on the proposed project habitat mitigation plan. We also look
forward to receiving a copy of your Section 404 permit application for our review along with a
copy of your draft DEA.

Should you have any questions, please contact Victoria Alvarez of our Regulatory Branch
at (415) 977-8472. Please address all correspondence to the Regulatory Branch and refer to the
file number at the head of this letter.

Sincerely,

Flgud A

S Calvin C. Fong
~ Chief, Regulatory Branch

Enclosures

Copies Furnished:

US EPA, San Francisco, CA (Atm: Liz Vamhagen)
US FWS, Ventura, CA (Attn: Carol Tyson)

CA RWQCB, San Luis Obispo, CA
CA DFG, Yountville, CA
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Larry Bonner

California Department of Transportation
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo. California 93401

Dear Mr. Bonner:

This 1s in response to your letter dated February 23, 2001 requesting the Environmental
Protection Agency’s concurrence on the Purpose and Need statement for the Highway 46 Four-
Lane Widening Project in San Luis Obispo County, California. The request is pursuant to
the National Environmental Policy Act/Section 404 of the Clean Water Act Memorandum of
Understanding (NEPA/404 MQOU).

As stated in the accompanying supplementary information, the purpose of the project is to
minimize fatal accidents, improve highway safety, and reduce existing and future peak-hour
traffic congestion on State Route 46 between Paso Robles and Cholame. SR-46 serves as an
important east-west highway connecting the Central Valley (I-5) to the Central Coast (US-101),
used by trucks hauling goods across the region as well as by an increasing number of cars, a
portion of which are from local communities.

We concur with the purpose and need statement. However, we feel the title of the
project, Highway 46 Four-Lane Widening Project, is too constraining from a NEPA perspective.
Widening a two lane highway to a four lane expressway represents one alternative for increasing
highway safety and reducing congestion. It may be a preferred alternative, but under NEPA and
Section 404, other potentially less environmentally damaging alternatives to accomplish the
project purpose should be thoroughly explored. We feel that specifying widening in project title
may preclude a rigorous exploration of project alternatives. We recommend changing the title to
the Highway 46 Improvement Project to retain objectivity.,

Thank you for this oppertunity to comment on the Purpose and Need statement for State
Route 46 under the NEPA/404 MOU. We look forward to continued involvement through the
next steps of the process, which will be the identification and development of a range of project
alternatives and screening criteria. These criteria will be used to select alternatives which will be
explored in greater detail in the environmental impact assessment process. Ultimately, the
NEPA/404 process will identify the least environmentally damaging practicable altemnative
(LEDPA) for authorization by the Corps of Engincers under the Clean Water Act.



If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (415) 744-1584
or Liz Vamhagen of my staff at (415) 744-1624.

Sincerely,

e

pe Lisa B. Hanf, Manager
™ Federal Activities Office

cc:  Victoria Alvarez, Corps of Engineers, San Francisco
Carol Tyson, USFWS, Ventura
Brian Zewe , FHWA, Sacramento
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December 13, 2001

Larry Bonner

California Department of Transportation
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Dear Mr. Bonner:

This is in response to your letter dated October 29, 2001 requesting the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA)’s concurrence on the range of alternatives for the Highway 46 Four-
Lane Improvement Project in San Luis Obispo County, California. The request is pursuant
to the National Environmental Policy Act/Section 404 of the Clean Water Act Integration
Process Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404 MOU).

EPA concurred with the purpose and need statement for the project on April 11, 2001.
Subsequently, an interagency meeting was held on September 18, 2001 in which Caltrans
presented the project alternatives for evaluation in the draft environmental assessment (DEA) to
representatives from the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the
EPA. These alternatives are described in a document entitled, “Description of the project and
alternatives” (undated), that accompanied a letter dated July 31, 2001, inviting us to the
September meeting. Specific information about impacts to waters of the United States (waters)
that would result from the construction of the different alternatives was transmitted to EPA and
the Corps by facsimile the day of the meeting. Additional supplementary maps and drawings
were furnished to EPA with a cover letter dated November 29, 2001 in response to our request to
have more resource-based information that would illustrate the varying degrees of wetland
encroachment for each of the aiternatives.

We concur with the range of altematives to be evaluated in the draft environmental
impact report/environmental assessment (DEIR/EA). We support the way in which Caltrans
divided the “Build” alternatives into four sections, Estrella, Shandon, Cholame, and Wye. Three
of the sections have two alternative alignments. The section that includes the interchange with
SR 41 and has the greatest potential for impacts to waters, has six alternative alignments. For the
most part, the different alternatives within a section vary in extent of impact to waters and none
of the alternative alignments in any section predetermines the selection of an alternative in an
adjacent section.

Frinted on Recycled Paper
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Additonally, we acknowledge and encourage Caltrans’ efforts to design a special

vegetated highway over-crossing to accommodate pronghorn antelope movement along with
other forms of wildlife, and to work with the USFWS staff in developing ways to allow the
Federally listed San Joaquin kit fox to safely cross under the transportation corridor as well. We
recognize that these tasks are unusual and specialized, but since the obstruction of wildlife
movement may potentially be one of the major adverse impacts of this roadway, we feel that this
kind of effort is appropriate and justified.

Thank you for requesting our concurrence on the range of alternatives for State Route 46
under the NEPA/404 MOU. We look forward to reviewing the DEIR/EA when is circulated. If
you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact Liz Varnhagen of my staff at

(415) 972-3845 or at varnhagen.liz@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

L ff L 4 .
f%\a\/ N“‘K; J*é’h/ﬂ

Lisa B. H;ﬁnf. Manager
Federal Activities Office

cc:  Victoria Alvarez, Corps of Engineers, San Francisco
Carol Tyson, USFWS, Ventura
RC Slovensky , FHWA, Sacramento



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Veniura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Read, Suite B
Wentura, Califernia 93003

May 18, 2001

Larry Bonner, Environmental Planner
Department of Transportation

50 I-{iguéra Street

San Luis Obispo, Califomia 93401-3415

Subject: Revised Purpose and Need Statement for the Highway 46 East Improvement
Project, San Luis Obispo County, California

Dear Mr. Bonner:

We have reviewed your letter, dated May 8, 2001, and received on May 10, 2001, with the
revised purpose and need statement developed as part of the preparation of the environmental
impact report/environmental assessment for the proposed improvement of Highway 46 East in
San Luis Obispo County, California. The revised purpose and need statement reflects the
changes we recommended to you in our letter, dated April 13, 2001. Therefore, in accordance
with the 1994 Memorandum of Understanding among your agency, the U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the Federal Highway Administration, we concur with your revised purpose and need
statement.

If you have any questions, please contact Carol Tyson of my staff at (805) 644-1766.
Sincerely,

Pime k. Nefle_

Diane K. Noda
Field Supervisor
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Larry Bonner. Environmental Planner

The addendum to the alternatives description package outlines the following measures to
minimize effects 1o the San Joaquin kit fox: constructing undercrossings. installing culvert-type
structures at a minimum of 0.5 km intervals. purchasing conservation easements, and
constructing a vegetated wildlife overcrossing structure. The placement and dimensions of the
culverts and overcrossing are not vet determined. We understand that you consider the
avercrossing to be a benefit primarily to pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra americand) and not to
the San Joaquin Kit fox: however., we consider this structure an important measure which may
minimize adverse affects to the San Joaquin kit fox and its habitat. Dr. Brian Cypher identities
the value of overcrossings in his document entitled “Effects of Roads on San Joaquin Kit Foxes:
A Review and Synthesis of Existing Data.” dated December 2000. He states that the use of
wildlife overpasses and underpasses is a mitigation strategy that could benefit Kit foxes. Kit
foxes have been observed to use bridges in order to cross roads and canals (Endangered Species
Recovery Program. unpublished data). Also. Dr. Cypher states that overpasses or underpasses
would be particularly beneficial to kit foxes where roads cross important movement and dispersal
corridors,

We concur with the alternatives given that the measures described in the addendum to the
alternatives description package will be incorporated into the description of all of the alternatives
identified in the alternatives description package. We appreciate the opportunity to participate at
this stage in the NEPA process. We are interested in continuing to work with vou during the
NEPA process to ensure that listed species are fully addressed and opportunities to minimize
adverse affects are identified. If vou have any questions regarding our comments, please contact
Carol Tyson of this office at (8035) 644-1766.

Sincerely.

bl

Diane K, Noda
Field Supervisor



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICLE
Yentura Fish and Wildhie Office
2483 Portola Road, Sune B
Venturn Cahlornia 93003

December 20, 2001

Larry Bonner. Environmental Planner
Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo. California 93401-3415

Subject: Reasonable Range of Alternatives for the Highway 46 Corridor Improvement
Project. San Luis Obispo County. California

Dear Mr. Bonner:

We have reviewed vour request. dated October 29, 2001, and received on October 31, 2001. for
our concurrence with the alternatives described in the alternatives description package. dated July
31, 2001, and the addendum to that package. dated October 29. 2001. The addendum discusses
on-site and off-site measures which will be implemented to minimize impacts to listed species.
The alternatives have been developed as part of the preparation of the environmental
assessment/environmental impact report for the proposed project to expand Highway 46 Eastto a
four-lane divided expressway in San Luis Obispo County. California. You are requesting our
concurrence with the alternatives per the 1994 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 404
Process Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between vour agency. the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service). and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

The project would improve safety and provide congestion reliel on State Route 46 between
postmile 32.2 through 36.0. This will be accomplished by creating an additional travel lane in
cach direction (east and west). separating the cast and west-bound lanes by a median strip.
improving inside and outside paved shoulder widths. and providing channelization at all public
road intersections within the project limits. Safety will also be improved in the Wye section by
eliminating the State Routes 46/41 at-grade intersection and constructing an interchange for the
connection.

The proposed project is expected to adversely atfect the San Joaquin Kit fox (Vulpes macrotis
mutica) by increasing the number of deaths and injuries to San Joaquin Kit fox as a result of
increased traffic and increased vehicle speeds. More importantly. San Joaquin kit fox are known
to be relatively abundant in the immediate area and the entire project area is considered an
essential corridor between the following two kit fox populations: Camp Roberts Fort Hunter-
Liggett and the Carrizo Plain San Joaquin Vailey.



Appendix L: Analysis of Appropriate
Size for the Cholame Creek Overflow
Structure

Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project
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The following communication was an e-mail sent from Dave Hacker to Bob Stafford, Jorine
Campopiano, and Matt Lakin and cc'd to Larry Bonner and John Luchetta on January 13, 2005.

An attachment was included which follows the text of this message.

Hi, Bob, Jorine, and Matt. Attached is a table summarizing all of the info that | have
gathered regarding pronghorn use or avoidance of underpasses. | have been in contact
with folks in Utah, Wyoming, and Arizona to collect this information. As you can see,
very few crossings have been sufficiently monitored--not enough to make a truly
informed decision on minimum crossing dimensions for pronghorn.

Nonetheless, we are charged with figuring out the width, height, and through-length for
the proposed Cholame Creek Overflow so that it will function as a pronghorn crossing.
This is different than deciding whether the main Cholame Creek Bridge, already
designed, will function as a pronghorn crossing because that bridge would have 13
times the openness factor (length x width / height) of the most successful known
pronghorn crossing and is in a suitable site that pronghorn frequent. | feel confident that
the Chalame Creek crossing will work because it is so large, but | have reservations
about designing one from scratch because we do not know where the thresholds lie that
determine effectiveness for pronghorn.

With so little information on what makes a successful pronghorn crossing, we could
easily design a crossing that would not work. The data in the attached table don't
appear to show any pattern except that pronghorn avoid very constricted passages
such as box culverts. No one has monitored crossings with openness factors between
3.5 and 0.7, where the threshold for pronghorn use probably lies. The data also tell us
nothing about at which openness factor we might begin to see regular and high levels of
use instead of just some limited use. Documented use and avoidance are spotty with
openness factors everywhere from 3.5 to 27.5. If you have access to creative
statisticians, maybe they could help; but there is so little data that | doubt it.

We have one fixed dimension to work with: the width of the four lanes and median
control the Overflow's through-length of 132 ft. We also know that a location on the
Cholame Valley floor is ideal for a pronghorn passage: pronghorn frequent the valley
floor (so they are likely to encounter the crossing), the terrain is flat and conducive to
pronghorn movements, and the line of sight through the crossing would be unobstructed
from at least 0.25 mile away from the structure.

That leaves us with the width and the height. Width and height also affect pier design
and placement. We wouldn't want, for example, a 100-ft structure with piers every 20
feet. That would reduce the openness and probably negatively affect use by pronghorn.

It does appear that at some height over 8 feet, crossing height is not the most important
factor. | suspect that due to their desire to be able to move in any direction except up to
avoid predators, crossing width and length may be more important. At Nugget Canyon,



70 of 89 pronghorn approaching a 10.5 ft-high culvert crossed through, in eleven
different crossing events. Nugget Canyon did, however, have a much shorter through-
length (60 feet) than would the Cholame Valley Overflow (132 ft). But then Nugget
Canyon's openness factor is only 3.5.

With the current Highway 46 design, the fill height across the Cholame Valley would
allow a 2.6 m (8.5 ft) bridge height. No crossing with a similar height has shown use,
but that may be attributed to the monitored structures' narrow widths. | propose that we
start with a 4.5 m height (14.7 ft) because that seems to be within range of most
crossings that we know pronghorn have used. This would require raising the fill height
by 1.9 m (6.2 ft) and width by 7.6 m (24.8 ft) (assuming a 1:2 slope). This would
increase wetland impacts by 0.48 acre.

If we choose a target openness factor, then we can solve for the structure width.
Openness factors as low as 3.5 have worked, but much greater ones have also not
worked. This is where things become closer to arbitrary: let's pick something around,
say, 12. That would give us a width of 108 feet. That's a little more than 1/4 the total
width of the proposed Cholame Creek Bridge. The maximum single-span bridge that
we could do is 40 m (131 ft), which would give us an openness factor of 14.6. Anything
wider would require pier walls, and once pier walls are introduced we would have to
double the width to assure the same effectiveness of a single span. The bridge would
coincidentally reduce impacts by about 0.48 acre, so it would be a wash for wetland

impacts.

So, | propose that for purposes of pronghorn habitat connectivity, Cholame Creek
Overflow be a single span bridge, 14.7 feet to the soffit (bottom of bridge), spanning 131
feet. Let me know what you think.

Dave

Ir B |
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