Appendix G Response to Comments
This appendix contains the comments received during the public circulation and
comment period (May 27, 2008 to July 11, 2008). The comments have been
numbered (Comment Set #1, Comment Set #2 and so on) in the order that they were
received; a Caltrans response follows each comment set. In this appendix, comments
are divided into three groups, based on whom the comment came from: individual
members of the public, property owners or their representatives, or a public agency.
7KH*RYHUQRU¶V Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse closeout letter
(dated June 24, 2008) is first, acknowledging this documeQW¶V compliance with the
State Clearinghouse requirements for environmental documents. No response was
required for this letter.
Individuals:
x Comment Set #1 ± Amy Salas
x Comment Set #2 ± Penny Takier
x Comment Set #3 ± Cheryl Crow
x Comment Set #4 ± Michael Zappas
x Comment Set #5 ± Robert Miller
x Comment Set #6 ± Robert Polley
x Comment Set #8 ± Bryce Dilger
x Comment Set #9 ± Don Simoneau
x Comment Set #10 ± Kim Simoneau
x Comment Set #11 ± Captain Carl
Property Owner Representatives:
APN 009-631-011
x Comment Set #7 ± Jeff Wagner, North Coast Engineering
x Comment Set #12 ± INS and OUTS of ROUNDABOUTS
x Comment Set #13 ± North Coast Engineering, Inc.
x Comment Set #14 ± Ourston Roundabout Engineering
x Comment Set #15 ± Carolyn Leach Consulting, LLC
x Comment Set #19 ± 0DWWHRQL2¶/DXJKOLQ +HFKWPDQ/DZ\HUV
APNs 040-031-001, 040-091-041
x Comment Set #16 ± eda design professionals
Target Retail Center
x Comment Set #17 ± Ellis Partners, LLC
Public Agency Comments:
x Comment Set #18 ± San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG)
x Comment Set #20 ± Air Pollution Control District
x Comment Set #21 ± San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building
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Response to Comment 1-1:
Safe mobility of all transportation modes is a primary consideration of transportation
projects, and the issues of pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular safety are considered and
addressed in the proposed project. The project layouts, shown in Figures 1.3-1 and 1.3-2
of the environmental document show pedestrian sidewalks, Class II bike lanes (bicycle
lanes using shoulder pavement) in both directions, and protected left-turn lanes at the new
intersection of Gahan Place and Theatre Drive.
With regard to design speed, the City has decided to promote a slower design speed of 25
miles per hour for this section of the frontage roadway system in contrast to the typical
³FROOHFWRU´URDGZD\VSHHGSRVWLQJRIPLOHVSHUKRXU7KHGHVLJQVSHHGLVJRYHUQHGE\
safety and the design of road curves for maneuverability and sight distance for vehicles to
be able to stop should an obstacle be present on the roadway. The actual speed of
YHKLFOHVLVGHWHUPLQHGE\PRWRULVWV¶SHUFHSWLRQRIWKHDELOLW\WRPDLQWDLQDJLYHQVSHHG
and by enforcement RISRVWHGVSHHGOLPLWV7KHPRWRULVWV¶SHUFHSWLRQRIQHHGWRUHGXFH
the rate of speed will be affected by the required slowing down to make the turn from the
realigned Theatre Drive roadway connection to the existing frontage portion of the
roadway as well as the proximity of intersections that have signals (as shown in the
conceptual layouts).
To slow their speeds, drivers are is influenced by raised medians and landscaping;
median and roadside planting areas for the project are shown in Figures 1.3-1 and 1.3-2
of the environmental document. The traffic-calming measures include the proposed road
geometry, raised medians, and landscaping. These measures promote slower vehicle
VSHHGVE\SK\VLFDOO\FRQVWUDLQLQJVSHHGDQGYLVXDOO\³QDUURZLQJ´WKHURDGZD\GXHto the
presence of the landscaping.
Response to Comment 1-2:
New development is not proposed by this transportation project. This project proposes
operational improvements to the existing transportation system to relieve congestion. A
project sponsor proposing new development would be responsible for mitigating impacts
as a part of a project that causes the impacts. Roadway stormwater runoff is addressed in
Section 2.2.2 of the environmental document.
Appropriate best management practices would be implemented during construction and
are incorporated into the preliminary design as discussed in these sections. These items
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include among others listed: flattening slopes; sheet flow from roadway surfaces to grass
and rock-lined swales; use of erosion control measures for collected flows by use of
culvert flared-end sections; and rock energy dissipaters. These items, along with
landscaping of various areas, would help minimize any increase of peak stormwater flow,
reduce erosion, and provide treatment before discharge to the creek.
Response to Comment 1-3:
The project Noise Study Report identified potential noise receptors near the project area
and made predictions for what the worst-case noise impacts would be in the current and
project design year (20 years after construction). Inputs to the prediction model include
the number and type of vehicles in the peak hour, the highest likely speed, as well as
topographic features that could affect noise attenuation.
Caltrans is required to consider noise abatement when a project that moves traffic nearer
to residents (Type 1 project), causes noise levels to approach (within 1 decibel) or exceed
the noise abatement criteria (67 dBA for residences or 72 dBA for other land uses), or
when project design year noise levels increase by 12 dBA (substantial increase) over
existing noise levels.
Section 2.2.7 of the final environmental document is a summary of the project Noise
Study Report. As noted in Table 2.2-7 of the final environmental document, Receptor M5 has an existing peak traffic noise hour sound level of 57 dBA and a future-with-project
sound level of 63 dBA for both build alternatives. Receptor M-5 is not situated on a
residential use parcel, however, it is the closest receptor to existing residences in that
area. While a commercial receptor has a less stringent criteria to trigger consideration of
noise abatement measures (noise levels at or greater than 72 dBA), the projected noise
levels and relative increase do not exceed either the commercial or the residential criteria.
The project, if implemented, would not cause peak period traffic noise levels to approach
or exceed the noise abatement criteria for residences, commercial sites, or result in a
substantial increase over existing noise levels. Therefore, noise abatement is not
considered as part of the project design. It is also important to note that residential
receptors are further away from the proposed street improvements than the M5 location,
noise levels drop as distance from the noise generator increases and therefore the nonsubstantial 6dBa noise level increase would be anticipated to be even less at the
residential receptors further west of the project.
&RQVWUXFWLRQQRLVHZDVDOVRDQDO\]HGLQWKHSURMHFW¶V1RLVH6WXG\5HSRUW$OWKRXJK
construction activities would be short-term and temporary in nature, noise control
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measures would be implemented as a part of the proposed project to minimize
construction-related noise levels. These construction noise control measures are listed in
Section 7.0 (Construction Noise and Its Control) of the Noise Study Report and also
provided in Section 2.2.7 Noise, of this environmental document. Please note that the
proposed project does not include air conditioning units or any other additional sources of
noise other than that from vehicle operations.
Response to Comment 1-4:
The contours on the conceptual plans in Figures 1.3-1 and 1.3-2 in this environmental
document show the proposed State Route 46 West/Theatre Drive intersection conforming
to the existing elevation of State Route 46 West, which is approximately 10 to 12 feet
below the plateau at the referenced location. A cut slope would result between the street
level of the proposed Theatre Drive/State Route 46 West intersection and the residences
approximately 600 feet south. This slope would provide inherent shielding from the
turning vehicles headlights and the street lighting required for operational safety
considerations at that intersection. As shown on those conceptual plans, vehicles moving
toward the south veer toward the east and the headlights would point away from the
subject residence by the time they reach the realigned Gahan Place/Theatre Drive
intersection.
Final lighting plans would be developed per local regulations requiring that lighting be
shielded, to the extent possible, to minimize light-related impacts to surrounding
GHYHORSPHQW6HFWLRQ³9LVXDO$HVWKHWLFV´RIWKLVHQYLURQPHQWDOGRFXPHQWFRQWDLQV
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measure AES-2 regarding project lighting.
The project would include final design features to minimize glare and potential impact to
adjacent properties. While the specific features are left to the detailed design, typical
features used in transportation projects are directional lighting, luminaire shields, or other
such means to minimize off-site glare. The referenced layouts show existing large oak
trees to remain and proposed landscaping areas, which would provide additional
screening.
Response to Comment 1-5:
Formal landscaping, as discussed in the Visual Impact Assessment document, refers to
final design phase detailed landscaping plans for the project that would be completed
with coordination between the City and Caltrans landscape architects. This is further
GLVFXVVHGLQ³$YRLGDQFH0LQLPL]DWLRQDQGRU0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV´$(6-1 within
6HFWLRQ³9LVXDO$HVWKHWLFV´RIWKLVHQYLURQPHQWDOGRFXPHQW
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Conceptual landscaping exhibits were prepared for the public hearing held June 25, 2008,
and copies of the conceptual landscape exhibits from the public hearing are attached at
the end of this response. The simulations included in the Visual Impact Assessment were
prepared for selected key views in consideration of the conceptual landscaping areas
being proposed. The simulations comply with guidance referenced in Section 3.1
³)HGHUDO+LJKZD\$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ*XLGHOLQHV´WKDWLVOLVWHGE\&DOWUDQVIRU&DOLIRUQLD
Environmental Quality Act/National Environmental Policy Act compliance on the
Standard Environmental Reference web page (http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/guidance.htm).
The simulations included were specifically determined to be needed based on a
combination of the relatively higher volumes of viewer exposure, areas proposed for
relatively substantial change in form, and for which potential visual impacts were
identified. Per this guidance, the degree of change in visual resource at view KV1 was
determined not to require a simulation because of the following factors: the area is
currently developed with commercial and roadway facilities; the unity of character will
not be substantially changed; and landscaping along the street perimeter is expected to
further mitigate street visibility.
Response to Comment 1-6:
Fortini Way is currently connected to Gahan Place immediately to the west of the Target
retail center and is a minor residential roadway of nominal width. The connection of
Fortini Way directly to Gahan Place is not proposed for change in either of the proposed
build alternatives in this environmental document. Vehicular traffic, accessing either the
retail center or other destinations from Theatre Drive as the frontage road along US 101,
would not be expected to divert traffic from a major collector to Fortini Way due to
driver expectation and the physical cross-sections of the roadways.
The continuity of Theatre Drive beyond the intersection with Gahan Place and the
proposed streetscape treatment areas are expected to serve as directional guidance to
traffic, which would therefore deter traffic from inadvertently accessing Fortini Way.
While signage details are not shown in these planning documents (they are more
appropriately shown in a detailed design phase if the project moves to completion), the
presented concepts clearly show a roadway capacity differential among Theatre Drive,
the revised Gahan Place connection to Theatre Drive, and the Fortini Way residential
collector. This differential and the circuitous travel required to access Fortini Way would
inform drivers who are not familiar with the area that Fortini Way is not a large
commercial access route.
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According to the data contained in the Traffic Report, traffic on Vine Street would not
increase greatly. The proposed project is an operational improvement project intended to
make movement through the interchange less congested and, therefore, easier for peak
hour and non-peak hour traffic. The Traffic Report, and the summary discussion
FRQWDLQHGLQ6HFWLRQ³7UDIILFDQG7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ3HGHVWULDQDQG%LF\FOH)DFLOLWLHV´
of this environmental document, explain the existing and future expected congestion at
the interchange and the improvements expected as a result of implementing the proposed
improvements. The project, as proposed, would primarily alleviate operations for users of
the state facility. This operational improvement on the state facility would attract traffic
using the frontage arterial roads and serve to provide some traffic relief for those
roadways.
The volume figures shown in the Traffic Report reflect that traffic volume grows on the
arterial connections if the interchange improvements are not implemented and is reduced
if the project is implemented. This reflects the anticipation that drivers will search for and
use the path of least resistance or congestion. Please also note that while the condition of
Vine Street outside of the project area is outside the scope of the proposed project, the
City has proceeded with a Vine Street improvements project in construction in 2009.
Response to Comment 1-7:
This environmental document clearly states that both build alternatives provide
congestion relief and address the purpose of the project. Impacts, operational
improvement benefits, and anticipated costs vary between the two viable build
alternatives and that data is presented in this environmental document and supporting
technical studies. Transportation funding sources include City traffic mitigation fees
collected from development in the area, funds from San Luis Obispo Council of
Governments as part of the legislated mandate for regional transportation planning, and
funding coordination that is part of the State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) process. Section 1.2.2 Need, of this environmental document includes a
GLVFXVVLRQRID³MXULVGLFWLRQDOVSOLW´VWXG\WKDWZDVLQGHSHQGHQWO\FRPSOHWHGE\6DQ/XLV
Obispo Council of *RYHUQPHQWVWRDVVLJQDWUDIILFXVH³VSOLW´EDVHGRQRULJLQDQG
destination modeling. This split of traffic use was then used to define the funding split for
state and local anticipated funding distribution. It is noteworthy that the funding
commitment is not programmed into a specific funding source and that construction of
the proposed improvements would likely occur in phases due to funding needs and as
discussed in 6HFWLRQ³8QLTXH)HDWXUHVRI%XLOG$OWHUQDWLYHV´RIWKH
environmental document. Additional costs would be collected from the development of
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IXWXUHSURMHFWVLQWKHDUHDVXFKDVWKH,QQVDW9LQWQHU¶V9LOODJH5HSDLUVWR6RXWK9LQH
Street are planned by the City of Paso Robles outside of the scope of this project.
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Alternative 1 Conceptual Landscape Exhibit Shown at Public Hearing
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Alternative 2 Conceptual Landscape Exhibit Shown at Public Hearing

Comment Set 2

2-1

Response to Comment 2-1:
Thank you for your comment. As discussed in response to comment 1-1, 3-1 and 3-2, the
safe mobility of all transportation modes is a primary consideration of transportation
projects, and the issues of pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular safety as well as near-term
and future congestion are considered and addressed in the proposed project.
The project layouts shown in Figures 1.3-1 and 1.3-2 of this environmental document
show the roundabout layouts that underwent independent analysis and peer review as
GLVFXVVHGLQWKH³5RXQGDERXW3HHU5HYLHZ0HPRUDQGXP´GDted December 10, 2007.
Federal Highway Administration documentation on the proven and empirical safety
record of roundabouts was presented at the Public Workshop for the environmental
review of this project. Various videos on how to maneuver through and the safety
benefits of roundabouts were presented as were handouts including Federal Highway
Administration publication FHWA-SA-08-³5RXQGDERXWVD6DIHU&KRLFH´
Additional safety and driver education information can be found at:
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/roundabouts/
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We appreciate your concerns about the use of roundabouts at this interchange. As
discussed at the public hearing, people do need to get familiar with an intersection type
that is relatively newer to the western states. The Federal Highway Administration
publication handed out during the public hearing states:
³1DYLJDWLQJDURXQGDERXWLVHDV\%XWEHFDXVHSHRSOHFDQEHDSSUHKHQVLYHDERXWQHZ
WKLQJVLW¶VLPSRUWDQWWRHGXFDWHWKHSXEOLFDERXWURXQGDERXWXVH´

As the comment correctly notes, roundabouts are showing up in other municipalities and,
even within this city, development has already included roundabout construction.
Caltrans has roundabouts constructed at ramp terminals in other areas throughout the
state and has generated guidelines for implementation (Design Information Bulletin 80³5RXQGDERXWV´ZKLFKFDQEHIRXQGDWKWWSZZZGRWFDJRYKTRSSGGLEGLE01.htm). This Design Information Bulletin was also used in roundabout layout as
UHIHUHQFHGLQ6HFWLRQ³'HVLJQ2YHUYLHZ´RIWKH³5RXQGDERXW3HHU5HYLHZ
0HPRUDQGXP´$SHUWLQHQWVHFWLRQRIWKLV&DOWUDQVJXLGHLV6HFWLRQ³$SSOLFDWLRQ´
which states:
³8VHRIURXQGDERXWVRQWKH6WDWH+LJKZD\V\VWHPPD\EHFRQVLGHUHGIRUWKHSULPDU\
purpose of enhancing safety aQGRSHUDWLRQDOFKDUDFWHULVWLFVDWLQWHUVHFWLRQV´

The City of Paso Robles has also provided valuable roundabout information on its web
site linked to the Community Development Department discussion on traffic calming at:
http://www.prcity.com/government/departments/commdev/planning/pdf/FHWARoundab
outBrochure.pdf

Among other reasons, roundabouts were chosen for this project due to their increased
safety compared to more conventional intersections. Research cited in the abovereferenced Federal Highway Administration publication that was handed out at the public
hearing states that:
³&RPSDUHGWRRWKHUW\SHVRILQWHUVHFWLRQVURXQGDERXWVKDYHGHPRQVWUDWHGVDIHW\DQG
RWKHUEHQHILWV´7KLVSXEOLFDWLRQIXUWKHUJRHVRQWRFLWHURXQGDERXWVLPSURYHVDIHW\E\
³0RUHthan a 90% reduction in fatalities, 76% reduction in injuries, 35% reduction in all
FUDVKHV6ORZHUVSHHGVDUHJHQHUDOO\VDIHUIRUSHGHVWULDQV´

Collisions may occur at any intersection but, in collisions that do occur at roundabout
intersections, vehicles are typically not at the perpendicular angles of traditional
intersections and are travelling at reduced speeds; therefore collisions that do occur at
URXQGDERXWVDUHPRUHSURQHWREHPLQRUDQGUHVXOWLQ³IHQGHUEHQGHU´-type accidents.
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These minor types of collisions typically result in less property damage and substantially
ORZHULQMXU\DQGIDWDOLW\UDWHVWKDQ³7´DQG³KHDG-RQ´FROOLVLRQV
As presented in this environmental document, the proposed project alleviates congestion
in the near-term and for future projections while enhancing safety by implementation of
roundabouts at the ramp termini.
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Comment Set 3

3-1

3-2
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Response to Comment 3-1:
3OHDVHUHIHUWR6HFWLRQ³$OWHUQDWLYHV´DQG6HFWLRQ³$OWHUQDWLYHV&RQVLGHUHGDQG
:LWKGUDZQ´RIWKLVGRFXPHQWIRUDthorough discussion of the many alternatives that
were considered during the process of narrowing down the proposed alternatives.
Signal cycling times have been adjusted many times in the past five years to maximize
current configuration operations, including adjustment when the ramp widening occurred
for the Southbound US 101 off-ramp. But signal cycle time changes alone cannot
alleviate the current or future congestion. Overpass bypass structures were also
considered during the Project Study Report phase and again during value analysis.
Overpass structures were anticipated to create substantial environmental impacts, would
not feasibly address all traffic movements, and would require high and long bridge
structures that would be out of character with the area. The concepts were determined to
be not supportable by federal, state and local agencies due to cost and impact factors.
The remaining two build alternatives under consideration were chosen as the ones that
best provide for congestion relief (per the documented need and purpose of the project),
in the most cost-effective manner. The traffic analysis discussed in Section 2.1.6, Traffic
and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, Regulatory Settings sub-section and
in the Traffic Report noted Level of Service F (the worst level of congestion) for the
design year of 2038. A sensitivity analysis documented that the Level of Service F
threshold would be crossed in the 2010 to 2014 time period. As discussed in the value
analysis study, these substantial congestion levels were determined by a multidisciplinary
team to require extensive improvements to the interchange.
The currently shown roundabouts have been laid out to accommodate semi-trucks, motor
homes with trailers, and the interstate truck trailer (STAA standard), which is the largest
standard truck allowed on California state freeway corridors and has larger turn radii than
the other vehicles.
Response to Comment 3-2:
The proposed roundabouts were preliminarily designed to accommodate US 101 and
State Route 46 West vehicles, including interstate truck trailers (STAA standard). The
preliminary roundabout design is based on Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration
guidelines with independent peer review by roundabout experts and additional Caltrans
district and headquarters oversight. The Federal Highway Administration and
Transportation Research Board references cited in the comment specifically endorse the
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methodologies that were used for the traffic analysis and were used as appropriate for the
roundabout layouts considering traffic volume and lane use.
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Comment Set 4 thru Set 10
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5-1

6-1
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7-2

7-3

8-1
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9-1

10-1

9-1
(continued)
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Response to Comment 4-1:
The width of the realigned roadway of Theatre Drive was determined by the City based
on guidelines contained in the CLUFXODWLRQ(OHPHQWRIWKH&LW\¶V*HQHUDO3ODQ,Q6HFWLRQ
³&LUFXODWLRQ6WDQGDUGVDQG'HYHORSPHQW3ROLFLHV´'HYHORSPHQW3ROLF\VWDWHVWKDW
WKH&LW\ZLOO³«HQFRXUDJHZDONLQJDQGELF\FOLQJDQGHQKDQFHWKHRYHUDOOOLYDELOLW\RID
FRPPXQLW\´:LWKWKLVJXidance, 10-foot-wide sidewalks with landscape buffers from the
curb and gutter were used in the planning level layouts for the current concepts to be
environmentally assessed and documented. Various options for accommodating the
necessary left turns and truck turns were reviewed, and the geometry shown was the
result of that analysis with a footprint taking into consideration the widest street section
believed probable. Potential revisions typically include a change in roadway width or
some other change to the design within the current overall footprint. However, it is
anticipated that an impact to the structure is likely; that impact is included in the current
analysis.
Interested parties are invited to discuss the planning of the project with City staff at any
time. The main contact for this project at the City is Ms. Ditas Esperanza, telephone
number 805-237-3861. For some clarity on process, public policy mandates that the City
Council approve appraisals and negotiations for any property acquisitions, final design
and construction contracts before implementation. All City Council meetings are publicly
noticed, and parties affected by proposed projects are contacted and notified by City staff
prior to council action. Please also note that construction funding for the improvements
shown on the conceptual layouts is not \HWDYDLODEOHRU³SURJUDPPHG´$QGVLQFHWKH
SURSHUW\LVFXUUHQWO\DGYHUWLVHG³IRUVDOHRUEXLOGWRVXLW´LWLVXQNQRZQLISURMHFW
construction will precede the sale and/or redevelopment of the property. Should the sale
or redevelopment of the property precede the proposed transportation project, the current
layouts will provide guidance to any future project on this parcel.

Response to Comment 5-1:
It is understandable that there is an interest in defining the timeframe for long-range
planning and business interests. Section 1.3.1.2, Unique Features of Build Alternatives,
Project Phasing subsection of the environmental document, discusses the phasing of the
proposed project and anticipated timing for each phase of construction. The timeframe
for the project construction would be determined for each phase as funding is secured
WKURXJKRXWWKH5HJLRQDO7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ3ODQ¶V-year timeframe. Section 2.1-6, Traffic
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and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, contains traffic analysis data
showing a current forecast for project completion (open to public in 2018).
Please also see response to comment 4-1 for information on the actions of prior
notification and contacts by City staff prior to approval by City Council to proceed with a
project.
Response to Comment 6-1:
Please refer to response to comments 5-1 and 4-1. Additionally, the interim steps of
phasing the project will require individual actions by the City Council, public
notifications and affected parties notifications. It is expected that the project would not
affect the area east of the interchange for many years to come. Refer to Section 1.3.1.2,
Unique Features of Build Alternatives, Project Phasing subsection of the FED. As
indicated in this subsection, Phase 4 involving the construction of the northbound ramp
roundabout on the eastside of the interchange is the final phase of the project and is
anticipated to go through the right of way acquisition process and then to construction
many years into the future from now as discussed in that section.
Response to Comment 7-1:
The South Vine Street bridge location over the unnamed creek that parallels State Route
46 West on the north was analyzed for potential impact in preparing the Visual Impact
Assessment. However, it was not included in a simulation due to factors related to
LQWHUYHQLQJWRSRJUDSK\DQGYHJHWDWLYHVFUHHQLQJ6HFWLRQ³3URMHFW9LHZVKHG´RIWKH
Visual Impact Assessment discusses factors recognized by field review that relate to
whether a potential key view is a reasonable candidate for simulation. This document
specifically identifies that consideration was given to road realignment, associated
grading and removal of oak trees for identifying key view candidates.
The Visual Impact Assessment specifically considered the State Route 46 West travel
corridor in both the eastbound and westbound direction as evidenced in Figure 4-2 by the
shown locations and perspectives of Key View 2 and Key View 3. In analyzing Key
9LHZWKH9LVXDO,PSDFW$VVHVVPHQWLQ6HFWLRQ³$QDO\VLVRI.H\9LHZV´GLVFXVVHV
the realignment of the Vine Street frontage road and the addition of signals at the
intersection in either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 scenarios. The Visual Impact
Assessment supports the environmental document and was available for public review at
the time of the public hearing. A summary of the issues discussed in the Visual Impact
$VVHVVPHQWLVLQFOXGHGLQ6HFWLRQ³9LVXDO$HVWKHWLFV´RIWKLVHQYLURQPHQWDO

U.S. HIGHWAY 101/STATE ROUTE 46 WEST INTERCHANGE MODIFICATION PROJECT

G-31

document and specifically cites the influence that existing topography and vegetation
have on viewpoints.
Also, as detailed in Section 6.3 (Analysis of Key Views) of the Visual Impact
Assessment, implementation of Alternative 1 would result in a low to moderate level of
visual impact, whereas Alternative 2 would result in a moderate level of visual impact.
For additional clarity and to confirm the substance of the information presented at the
SXEOLFKHDULQJLQUHJDUGWRDWUDYHOHU¶VSHUVSHFWLYHGULYLQJZestbound along State Route
RQH¶V view is blocked to the north and northwest as the traveler approaches the
proposed South Vine Street/Theatre Drive intersection by the topography of the rising
roadway grade, the roadway superelevation and trees along the outside (northern) edge of
State Route 46 West. This natural screening does not allow views to the north of State
Route 46 for westbound traffic until vehicles would reach the proposed intersection of the
South Vine Street/Theatre Drive intersection and South Vine Street bridge. So, the view
RIWKHEULGJHZRXOGRQO\PRPHQWDULO\EHYLVLEOHIURPDGULYHU¶VSHUVSHFWLYH
Similarly, for eastbound traffic, views to the north and northeast along State Route 46 are
obstructed due to existing vegetation and rising cut slopes on the northern edge of State
Route 46 in this particular area. So, similarly for westbound travelers along State Route
46, the view of the South Vine Street bridge would only momentarily be visible from a
GULYHU¶VSHUVSHFWLYH9LHZVRIWKLVDrea are similarly screened by topography and
vegetation for motorists on US 101. Such factors were taken into consideration when
determining the key views to assess and which simulations would be prepared.
Response to Comment 7-2:
A detailed and comprehensive response to the issue of oak tree impacts is offered for this
comment to provide sufficient information not only for this specific comment but for
other related oak tree comments that will be referred back to this oak tree comment
response.
Refer to 6HFWLRQ³5HJLRQDO6SHFLHVDQG+DELWDWVRI&RQFHUQ´LQWKH1DWXUDO
Environment Study (Minimal Impacts) dated April 2007 and updated August 2009. This
section explains that the Biological Study Area does not contain special-status plant or
animal species and therefore the Biological Study Area was not identified as an area of
substantial biological importance. This area did contain natural and commonly occurring
resources such as the oak trees that have local or regional significance, but the section
states that any impacts would be considered minor due to lack of loss of viability of
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common species, lack of trends toward state or federal listing for protection and for lack
of apparent changes in availability in large numbers throughout the region.
6HFWLRQ³'LUHFW,PSDFWV´RIWKH1DWXUDO(QYLURQPHQW6WXG\ 0LQLPDO,PSDFWV 
GLVFXVVHVRDNWUHHLPSDFWVDQGPLWLJDWLRQIRUVSHFLHVRIRDNVXVLQJD³SUHFDXWLRQDU\
SULQFLSOH´GHILQHGDVWKHHVWLPDWHGZRUVW-case scenario based on preliminary plans. This
estimation and precautionary principle is also consistent with the preliminary survey
PHWKRGRORJ\RXWOLQHGLQ6HFWLRQ³6WXG\0HWKRGV´ZKHUHDFFHVVWRSULYDWHSDUFHOVZDV
discussed and a combination of field methods for analysis was also discussed. Section 6
³$YRLGDQFHDQG0LQLPL]DWLRQ0HDVXUHV´RIWKH1DWXUDO(QYLURQPHQW6WXG\ 0LQLPDO
Impacts) discusses the use of applicable County, City and Caltrans replacement of oak
WUHHVDQGQDWLYHYHJHWDWLRQDORQJZLWKDUHTXLUHPHQWWRGHYHORSDQGLPSOHPHQWD³1DWLYe
9HJHWDWLRQ5HVWRUDWLRQDQG0RQLWRULQJ3ODQ´EHIRUHFRQVWUXFWLRQ
6HFWLRQ³%LRORJLFDO(QYLURQPHQW´RIWKLVHQYLURQPHQWDOGRFXPHQWVXEVHFWLRQ
³1DWXUDO&RPPXQLWLHV´VSHFLILHVWKDWWKHIRFXVLVRQELRORJLFDOFRPPXQLWLHVQRW
individual plants, aQGIXUWKHUFRQWDLQVWKHUHODWHG³$YRLGDQFH0LQLPL]DWLRQDQGRU
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV´1&-1, which specifically relates to oak tree impact mitigation and
defines an oak tree species replacement with 1-gallon plants at a ratio of 10:1 (10 oak
trees planted per 1 oak tree removed). The 10:1 replacement ratio applies to any trees
actually affected by construction of the project regardless of whether or not they were
counted in the estimated counts related to the current layouts. For instance, if new trees
grow along the proposed alignment and are subsequently affected at the time of
construction, they would be subject to mitigation. Conversely, if existing trees counted in
the current concepts for mitigation no longer are affected in the construction of the final
design layout or no longer exist at time of construction, the 10:1 ratio would not apply to
those specific trees.
The mitigation ratio is considered aggressive relative to a 3:1 or 5:1 ratio required for
resource agencies for other recent projects such as the 13th Street Overcrossing project in
the City of Paso Robles. The 10:1 replacement ratio is also independent of the affected
WUHHV¶VL]HFKDUDFWHULVWLFV7KH&LW\RI3DVR5REOHV7UHH2UGLQDQFHZDVQRWXVHGDVWKH
basis for oak tree replacement because of team concerns about how 24-inch-box oak trees
would permanently establish. Oak trees grown in 24-inch boxes at nurseries have a
difficult time adapting to natural settings. Larger trees are dependent on irrigation, have
trouble with root development, are typically slow to establish, have slower growth rates,
and typically have a poorer success rate.
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Research and personal communications with nurseries, landscape architects and arborists
throughout the state, and by Caltrans project experience confirmed the consensus that
small-container oak trees typically have a greater survival rate than large-container oak
trees. Furthermore, smaller-container trees grow faster, so that an expectation of a 24inch-box tree can be met in approximately a 5- to 7-year timeframe. Small-container oak
trees adapt better to natural settings because they develop a stronger root system and are
less dependent on irrigation.
To enhance establishment, oak trees would be installed with anti-herbivory cages, mulch,
and supplemental irrigation, and would receive maintenance for three years. However,
even using these establishment techniques, partial mortality is anticipated. The arid
climate of Paso Robles, plus the possibility of a mitigation site with a non-desirable slope
aspect, leads us to recommend a 10:1 ratio for the best chance at long-term success.
Subsequent to public circulation of the Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impacts)
and the environmental document, on-site, on-foot field surveys were performed for the
project area to further substantiate and characterize (species and size [diameter at breast
height]) the magnitude of oak tree impacts anticipated as a result of the proposed project.
The results of these surveys were reflected in the updated Natural Environment Study
(Minimal Impacts) dated August 2009 and superimposed on an aerial photograph (see
figures following this response text).
It is important to note some trees were subsequently determined to be dead or removed
by others between surveys and prior to mapping efforts. It is also important to note that
even with greater accuracy, the number of impacted oak trees is anticipated to change due
to natural or human activities, but the principle of a 10:1 replacement ratio still applies.
The subsequent survey revealed that Alternative 1 is anticipated to result in impacts
(removal) to a total of 24 oak trees, and Alternative 2 is anticipated to result in impacts to
49 oak trees. That information is in the updated Natural Environment Study (Minimal
Impacts) and the environmental document and reflects a more accurate level of impact to
the approximate assessment. Per the verification field work, it has been confirmed that up
to three oak trees having a diameter at breast height measurement of 48 inches or more
would be affected by both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 since those oak trees are found
in areas of improvements that are common to both alternatives. A 10:1 oak tree
replacement ratio for Alternative 1 results in a total of approximately 240 small-container
trees as opposed to approximately 104 24-inch-box trees using the City ordinance. A 10:1
oak tree replacement ratio for Alternative 2 results in a total of approximately 490 small-
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container trees as opposed to approximately 182 24-inch-box trees using the City
ordinance. The intent of the 10:1 oak tree replacement ratio is confirmed by sheer
numbers to be planted with the hardiest size for establishment, creating the most
successful habitat restoration possible within reason.
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Response to Comment 7-3:
Both quantitative and qualitative costs and benefits should be considered when
comparing alternatives. The rationale for selection of the preferred alternative is
presented in Section 1.3.4, Identification of a Preferred Alternative, of this document.
Response to Comment 8-1:
Thank you for attending the public hearing, familiarizing yourself with project design
components, and providing your comments in support of the project.
Response to Comment 9-1:
Thank you for your comment and participation. Please refer to response to comment 7-3

regarding segregation of differing trip types between road facilities and the benefit of
continuity of frontage roads related to operational and driver expectation issues.
6HFWLRQ³&RPPRQ'HVLJQ)HDWXUHVRIWKH %XLOG$OWHUQDWLYHV´RIWKLV
environmental Document contains a discussion on the ability of roundabouts to
accommodate truck traffic. While project costs differ by several million, as shown in
Table 1.3-³&RPSDULVRQRI3URMHFW(IIHFWVE\$OWHUQDWLYH´RIWhis environmental
document, the construction costs of either alternative are recaptured by the benefit of
reduced delay over the 20-year analysis that is mandated for a capital investment project
such as this VHH6HFWLRQ³7UDIILFDQG7UDQVSRUWDWLRQPedestrian and Bicycle
)DFLOLWLHV´ $YRLGDQFHRISURSHUW\-related impacts is always a consideration when
defining value metrics and feasible alternatives. However, due to the level of congestion
and the existing tight diamond configuration with development immediately adjacent to
the interchange, property impacts are unavoidable for this project. Section 2.1.4.2
³5HORFDWLRQV´DQG$SSHQGL[&³6XPPDU\RI5HORFDWLRQ%HQHILWV´RIWKLVGRFXPHQW
provide technical information and the statutory regulations for the mitigation of impacts
through relocation assistance provided by the agencies.
Response to Comment 10-1:
Thank you for your comment and participation at the public hearing. Cost information, as
well as project impacts and benefits, was discussed in the environmental document and at
the public presentation. Please also refer to response to comment 9-1.
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Comment Set 11

11-1

11-2

11-3

11-4

U.S. HIGHWAY 101/STATE ROUTE 46 WEST INTERCHANGE MODIFICATION PROJECT

G-39

Response to Comment 11-1:
While vehicles entering a roundabout are required to wait for a gap before entering the
circulatory roadway, the results of the traffic analysis indicate that traffic exiting US 101
will not backup onto US 101 due to traffic waiting to enter the roundabout. The
roundabout operation was tested using three different traffic models for traffic projection
to the year 20386HH6HFWLRQ³7UDIILFDQG7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ3HGHVWULDQDQG%LF\FOH
)DFLOLWLHV´RIWKLVHQYLURQPHQWDOGRFXPHQWDQGWRWKHVXSSRUWLQJWHFKQLFDO7UDIILF5HSRUW
for a discussion on how the peak traffic queues are accommodated by the ramps. Each
traffic model provides queue (number of stopped or backed up vehicles) projections.
The traffic model that produced the longest queues was used for the design (this queue is
520 feet as shown in the Traffic Study on Table 11). The off-ramp lengths for both the
southbound and northbound directions of US 101 are hundreds of feet greater than the
forecasted queue as shown on Figures 1.3-³%XLOG$OWHUQDWLYH/D\RXW´DQG-2
³%XLOG$OWHUQDWLYH/D\RXW´RIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOGocument. Therefore, traffic on the
US 101 northbound off-ramp would be accommodated on the ramp and not extend to the
US 101 mainline.
Response to Comment 11-2:
The traffic analysis, presented in the Traffic Study, was performed to determine the
number of lanes required throughout the project limits. Per standard practice for
transportation projects, the proposed road geometry has been designed in accordance with
the traffic analysis and includes sufficient lanes and accommodation for the projected
traffic through the 2038 forecast year (see response to comment 11-1). The proposed
improvements at the intersection near the motel also include 10-foot-wide sidewalks,
raised medians, and landscaping along Theatre Drive, as well as multiple marked
pedestrian crossings. Per pedestrian crossing design criteria, crossing distances have been
minimized to lessen the distance for potential conflict with vehicles (see also response to
comment 1-1).
Response to Comment 11-3:
Past developments within the areas along Theatre Drive and Ramada Drive were
reviewed and approved by either the City of Paso Robles, if within city limits, or the
County of San Luis Obispo, if in unincorporated areas. The purpose of the proposed US
101/State Route 46 West Interchange Modification project is to reduce existing
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congestion, improve traffic operations, and accommodate anticipated travel demand
through the year 2038 for the US 101/State Route 46 West interchange.
Response to Comment 11-4:
Please see response to comment 1-1 for discussion on safety considerations. This project
proposes bike lanes on South Vine Street and Theatre Drive. City staff that are members
of the current Bicycle Advisory Committee have participated in the development of the
project since the initiation of the currHQWHIIRUWLQ VHH6HFWLRQ³,QWURGXFWLRQ´RI
the environmental document). A shared-use path along the south side of State Route 46
West is proposed to connect the realigned Theatre Drive to Ramada Drive. While the
City has another project underway to improve the road section of South Vine Street north
of the interchange by repaving and adding bike lanes, that project is independent of the
interchange project. It is the intent of these improvements to maximize safety and utility
of pedestrian and bicycle travel through the corridor for the US 101/State Route 46 W
interchange.

U.S. HIGHWAY 101/STATE ROUTE 46 WEST INTERCHANGE MODIFICATION PROJECT

G-41

Comment Set 12

12-1

12-2

12-3
12-4

12-5

G-42

U.S. HIGHWAY 101/STATE ROUTE 46 WEST INTERCHANGE MODIFICATION PROJECT

Response to Comment 12-1:

Thank you for your comment and participation. We agree that a long splitter island is
appropriate to alert motorists travelling to the interchange from the west that they are
entering a slower speed environment. The referenced splitter island is proposed starting
approximately 400 feet west of the westerly roundabout as shown in Figures 1.3-1 and
1.3-2 of this environmental document for each of the build alternative layouts.
Response to Comment 12-2:

As noted in the comment, the existing US 101 structures constrain the geometry of the
proposed entries and exits as does the topography of the adjacent steep ravine as shown
by the contours in Figures 1.3-1 and 1.3-2 in this document. While the exact layout of the
entries and exits would be fine-tuned during the final design phase of the project, the
current layouts have been analyzed and meet operational standards as discussed in further
detail in the project Traffic Report and the Roundabout Peer Review Memo, both
available for public review.
Response to Comment 12-3:

The project has been designed to carry year 2038 peak hour traffic. Please refer to Tables
2.1-8b through Table 2.1-8f and explanation under Build Alternative 1 and Build
Alternative 2 subheadings. The project is well within the capacity of a single lane and a
second through-lane is not required farther west of the westerly roundabout based on the
Level of Service B or C for Alternative 1 or 2, respectively, as discussed in Section 2.1.6
³7UDIILFDQG7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ3HGHVWULDQDQG%LF\FOH)DFLOLWLHV´RIWKLVGRFXPHQW6WDWH
Route 46 West has a single westbound through lane through the project area and to the
west of the project area.
Response to Comment 12-4:

It is agreed that sight distance standards for roundabouts are unique in that they are
shorter, to promote slower travel through the roundabouts. The analysis of the roundabout
design conforms to Caltrans Design Information Bulletin 80-³5RXQGDERXWV$
thorough analysis of sight distances was accomplished per the design standards of
Caltrans Design Information Bulletin 80-01. Formal landscaping plans would be
completed during the final design phase, and sight distances would be required to be reevaluated during final design to be sure the landscaping and geometry interact properly
per applicable design standards, including Caltrans Design Information Bulletin 80-01.
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Response to Comment 12-5:

³7HDUGURS´URXQGDERXWVFDQFUHDWHKigher differentials in entry and circulating speed, as
well as the circulating speed at different points in the circle. This differential can result in
DGHFUHDVHLQVDIHW\7KHUHIRUHD³WHDUGURS´URXQGDERXWLVQRWEHLQJFRQVLGHUHGDVSDUW
of the proposed project, and there is no intent to do so in the future.
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Response to Comment 13-1:
Thank you for your comment and statement of preference for an alternative. Alternative 2
has been identified as the preferred alternative (see Section 1.3.4, Identification of a
Preferred Alternative, in this document). Table 1.3-³&RPSDULVRQRI3URMHFW(IIHFWVE\
$OWHUQDWLYH´LQWKLVGRFXPHQWSURYLGHVUHOHYDQWLQIRUPDWLRQRQHQYLURQPHQWDODQG
operational benefits and impacts for both the build and no-build scenarios. Furthermore,
operational analysis and level of delay for either alternative are discussed in Section 2.1.6
7UDIILFDQG7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ3HGHVWULDQDQG%LF\FOH)DFLOLWLHV´7KLVVHFWLRQVKRZVD
volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.85 or less and delays of between 3 and 23 seconds for the
roundabout entry legs of Alternative 1; it shows a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.74 or less
and delays of between 4 and 12 seconds for the roundabout entry legs of Alternative 2.
Response to Comment 13-2:
Build Alternative 1 directs more traffic into the westerly roundabout than Build
Alternative 2. However, it is speculative that motorists, cyclists, or pedestrians would
have difficulty in maneuvering through the roundabout. For clarity, it should be noted
that roundabout operation is measured in delay and volume-to-capacity ratios rather than
in levels of service, which is appropriate for intersections with signals. Please refer to
response to comment 13-1 for discussion on assessed delay and volume-to-capacity ratios
for each alternative. Both alternatives accommodate non-vehicular travel modes. Please
refer to response to comment 1-1.
Response to Comment 13-3:
Thank you for your comment. Please note that both alternatives are consistent with local
DQGUHJLRQDOSODQQLQJDVGLVFXVVHGLQ6HFWLRQ%³5HJLRQDODQG6\VWHP3ODQQLQJ´DQG
with the need and purpose of the project.
Response to Comment 13-4:
Alternative 2 does provide more frontage and access potential along the proposed South
Vine Street for the identified parcel as compared to Alternative 1. However, this parcel
already has access potential to South Vine Street, and neither alternative provides new
DFFHVVWKDWGRHVQ¶WDOUHDG\H[LVW7KHSURSRVHGGHVLJQRI6RXWK9LQH6WUHHWLQAlternative
2 has been aligned to minimize tree removal and other environmental impact due to
grading, as well as costs of construction and right-of-way while meeting City and state
design standards. Your attached exhibit shows an alternate, more southerly alignment of
South Vine Street that requires more grading of the hillside slopes as shown on the
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exhibit, more paved roadway, greater right-of-way required on parcel 040-031-001,
which is zoned for agricultural use, and a separate distribution for traffic connections via
DSURSRVHG³HQWU\URXQGDERXW´7KHDGGLWLRQRIQHZWUDIILFDFFHVVGLVWULEXWLRQ
improvements to parcels with public funds is not an appropriate use of public funds. It
should be noted that minor variations of actual alignments and grading in final design are
possible as long as they are consistent with the environmental analysis.
Response to Comment 13-5:
It is agreed that both the City and the County have recognized South Vine Street as a vital
connection in bikeway planning.
It is also agreed that Alternative 2 does not require bicyclists using South Vine Street that
are continuing southward or to the west at State Route 46 West to travel through the
proposed US 101/State Route 46 West interchange roundabout(s). However, continuous
bicycle and pedestrian facilities are provided through the interchange in both alternatives.
Please see response to comment 1-1 for discussion on safe and continuous mobility for all
travel modes.
Both alternatives include shared-use paths around the roundabouts and between the
URXQGDERXWV$VGLVFXVVHGLQ6HFWLRQ³&RPPRQ'HVLJQ)HDWXUHVRIWKH%XLOG
$OWHUQDWLYHV´LQWKLVGRFXPHQWWKHVHSDWKVDUHFRQQHFWHGWRHLWKHUELNHODQHVRU
sidewalks. The design is consistent with safety considerations and federal requirements
and conforms to the requirements contained in Caltrans Design Information Bulletin 80³5RXQGDERXWV´DQGWKHIHGHUDOJXLGDQFHSXEOLFDWLRQ³5RXQGDERXWV$Q,QIRUPDWLRQDO
*XLGH´$&ODVV,ELNHZD\LVDSDWKWKDWLVVHSDUDWHGIURPPRWRUL]HGYHhicles; a Class II
bikeway is one that uses the paved shoulder of a roadway and sometimes the nondelineated paved area (such as through intersections). Cyclists would have the option of
using the roundabout as a vehicle would²by the roadway travelway²or by separated
use of the paths. A shared-use path is also included in each alternative between the
proposed Theatre Drive intersection with State Route 46 West and the westerly
roundabout at the interchange.
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