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1. INTRODUCTION 

OS- SLO- 46- PM 31.7/32.3 

20.xx.075.600 

05-1C150 0512000070 2528 
March 2014 

This study identifies improvements for the State Route 46 (SR 46) I Union Road 
Intersection Improvement Project in the City of Paso Robles, San Luis Obispo County. The 
roadway improvements analyzed by this study include interim and stageable solutions to 
improve traffic operations at the SR 46 I Union Road and SR 46 I Airport Road 
intersections (project intersections). Currently, access to, from, along, and across SR 46 is 
limited in the project area. A total of three alternatives are considered (Alternatives 1, 4, 
and 5) for the Union Road intersection, ranging from a no-build alternative, to constructing 
a half clover-leaf interchange, along with roadway improvements to Union Road and 
modifications to Airport Road. The construction cost is estimated to range from $14 
million (Alternative 4) to $27 million (Alternative 5). The right-of-way and utility cost is 
estimated to range from $2.7 million (Alternative 4) to $5.5 million (Alternative 5). For a 
breakdown of the costs, refer to Attachments F and K. 

Project Limits 05-SL0-46-PM31. 7 -PM32.3 
Number of Alternatives Three (3) including No Build 
Capital Outlay Support for $900K 
PA&ED 

Capital Outlay Construction Cost $12 million to $35 million 
Range See Attachment F for details 
Capital Outlay Right-of-Way Cost $4 million to $10 million 
Range See Attachment K for details 
Funding Source Local I Regional (STIP) 
Type of Facility Local Interchange 
Number of Structures 3 
Anticipated Environmental Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Determination or Document for CEQA and Environmental Assessment with 

proposed Finding of No Significant Impact for 
NEPA 

Legal Description On State Route 46 in San Luis Obispo County 
in the City of Paso Robles from Golden Hill Rd 
to Mill Rd 

Project Development Category 3 

This study was initiated by the City of Paso Robles. These operational improvements are 
to be funded through State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funding. The 
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proposed project should be assigned to a Project Development Category 3, since the 
project proposes new connections and a new interchange on a State highway that is 
currently an access controlled route. SR 46, within the limits of the project was made part 
of the California Freeway and Expressway System in 1971. The section of the project from 
PM 31.7 to PM 32.3 is within the Controlled Access Highway limits, so it is designated as an 
expressway. Since access control currently exists, expressway standards will be used for 
all design features on SR 46 within the entire limits of the project. According to the 
Transportation Planning Fact Sheet {State Route 46 in San Luis Obispo County), prepared 
by Caltrans in 2009, the following are the route designations for SR 46: 

• Focus Route 

• Freeway and Expressway System 

• High Emphasis Route 

• Interregional Road System 

• Scenic Highway System: Eligible Route 

• Truck Restrictions: Terminal Access Route and SHELL Route 

This report is for programming Project Approval and Environmental Document support 
cost only. A Project Approval & Environmental Documentation report (PA&ED), will be 
prepared following the approval of this PSR. The resources required from Caltrans to 
complete the proposed components are oversight and project approval. 

2.BACKGROUND 

State Route 46 is a major goods movement facility that connects the entire California 
Central Valley to the Central Coast and supports a variety of travel types including 
regional and interregional traffic. Through the project area (from Golden Hill Road to 
Airport Road), SR 46 is a four-lane expressway with a different combination of left and 
right turn channelization at the intersections. Through the Union Road section, SR 46 
has two 12-foot through lanes and one 12-foot left turn lane in the eastbound and 
westbound directions. Each direction has a 5-foot left shoulder, and the right shoulder 
varies in width between 10 feet and 16 feet. The two directions of traffic are separated 
by a dirt median which is approximately 46 feet wide. The right-of-way on State Route 
46 varies in width through the project area, being approximately 175 feet at its 
narrowest point and approximately 336 feet at its widest point. The nearest 
interchange is located at the US 101 intersection, which is approximately 10,700 feet 
(2.03 miles) to the west of the Union Road intersection. 

The primary local streets in the vicinity of the project area include Union Road, Golden 
Hill Road, Airport Road, and Paso Robles Boulevard . Other local roadways connecting to 
State Route 46 include Mill Road and two driveways, one providing access to rural 
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residential properties along the south side of State Route 46 and the other providing 

access to an RV park along the north side of State Route 46. The Mill Road and the two 

driveway connections to State Route 46 are located east of and within one mile of the 

Union Road intersection. Below is a list of the public roads intersecting State Route 46 

between US 101 and Mill Road, as well as distance from the US 101 interchange and 

name of the owner for each roadway. 

Number Roadway Name Roadway Owner Distance from US 101 

1. us 101 State of California 0 feet (0 miles) 

2. Buena Vista Drive City of Paso Robles 3,890 feet (0.74 miles) 

3. Golden Hill Road City of Paso Robles 8,100 feet (1.53 miles) 

4. Union Road City of Paso Robles 10,650 feet (2.02 miles) 

5. Paso Robles Blvd City of Paso Robles 10,650 feet (2.02 miles) 

6. Airport Road City of Paso Robles 12,480 feet (2.36 miles) 

7. 
Driveway 1-RV Park 

Private 13,850 feet {2.62 miles) 
(north side of SR 46) 

8. 
Driveway 2-Residential 

Private 13,850 feet (2.62 miles) 
(south side of SR 46) 

9. 
Driveway 3-Residential 

Private 15,240 feet (2.89 miles) 
(north side of SR 46) 

10. Mill Road San Luis Obispo County 15,240 feet (2.89 miles) 

Union Road is a two-lane arterial road that begins at the N River Road I 13th Street 

intersection and continues in a northeast direction, crossing Golden Hill Road, and 

connecting to SR 46 twice, once at the project location, and again approximately 6.8 

miles east thereof. Between Golden Hill Road and SR 46, Union Road has a posted 

speed limit of 45 mph, and it has a 50 mph posted speed limit east thereof. 

Golden Hill Road is a two-lane north south arterial roadway. North of SR 46, Golden Hill 

Road is 80 feet wide and narrows down to approximately 32 feet. South of SR 46, 

Golden Hill Road continues past Union Road and terminates at its intersection with 

Creston Road. From Union Road to basically the northern end of the road, Golden Hill 

Road has a posted speed limit of 45 mph. 

Airport Road is a two-lane north-south divided arterial extending north from SR 46 past 

the Paso Robles Municipal Airport. Airport Road has no posted speed limit. 

Paso Robles Boulevard is a rural 2-lane road, which provides access from SR 46 to the 

undeveloped area on the north. Paso Robles Boulevard is a public road and has no 

posted speed limit. 
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Mill Road is a two-lane east-west county road extending south and then immediately 
east from SR 46 into the agricultural area. Mill Road has no posted speed limit. 
Opposite from Mill Road, on the north side SR 46, is a driveway connection to a private 
property. 

A freeway agreement between the State of California (Caltrans) and the County of San 
Luis Obispo (County) is currently in place and is dated August 17, 1964. The Freeway 
Agreement includes the section of SR 46 from US 101 to Huer Huero Creek. In it, it 
states that the County agrees and consents to the closing of County Roads, relocation of 
County roads, construction of frontage roads and other local roads, and other 
construction affecting County roads all as shown on the plan map dated July 1964. As 
mentioned above, the nearest interchange is located at the US 101 intersection, which 
is just over 2 miles west of the Union Road intersection. 

In 2007, Caltrans, the City of Paso Robles, San Luis Obispo Council of Governments 
(SLOCOG), and San Luis Obispo County initiated the development of a Comprehensive 
Corridor Study (CCS) for a five-mile section of Highway 46 and US Highway 101 at the 
west end and then extending five miles to the east at Jardine Road. The corridor limits 
also extend north and south of the highway and include the adjacent surface street 
network. The SR 46 East CCS was completed in May 2009 and represents the 
culmination of an 18-month planning process that featured significant negotiation and 
collaborative decision-making between Ca ltrans, the City of Paso Robles, SLOCOG, and 
San Luis Obispo County, as well as an extensive public involvement process. To help 
guide the process, the CCS team identified and agreed upon three basic values: 

• Provide improved access to, across and along the highway at the intersection of 
SR 46/Union Road. 

Moderate speeds for safety and to indicate an arrival through a community, or 
passage through a place worthy of note. 

Be context sensitive. 

One of the principal objectives that came out of the CCS effort was the identification of 
a priority location within the corridor for long-term improvements and the preservation 
of right-of-way for future transportation needs. In the end, the CCS findings identified 
the intersection of Union Road and SR 46 as a "high priority location for improvement." 
Based on the recommendations of the CCS and its unanimous endorsement by the 
SLOCOG Board, Paso Robles City Council, SLO County, and Caltrans, a PSR at this location 
was the recommended next step. SLOCOG and the Ca lifornia Transportation 
Commission (CTC) have recently invested major amounts of highway funds into 
improving interregional mobility on SR 46. So the intent now is to provide some 
roadway improvements to improve local road circulation. 
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The CCS identified a range of improvements to consider in the project development 
process. The following is a summary of some (though not all) possible solutions and 
strategies available for consideration by the CCS: 

Local Road Extensions & Connections 
• Grade-separated structures 

o Under/overcrossings 

o Interchanges 

Modify Access at Intersections 

o Signallmprovements 

o Right-in/Right-out only 

a Dual left-turn pockets 

• Acceleration/Deceleration lanes 

Additionally, to ensure that the corridor preservation plan is implemented, the 
expectation is that recently completed or soon to be completed local land use and 
transportation plans will reflect the findings and direction of the CCS. Some of these 
plans include: 

• Caltrans Corridor System Management Plan for SR 46 - Completed June 2009 
• SLOCOG Regional Transportation Plan- Fall 2010 

2010 Draft Sustainable Community Strat egy (formerly Community 2050) 
• City of Paso Robles General Plan Update: Circulation Element - Complet ed 

February 2011 
• County of San Luis Obispo Circulation Element Update -In Development 

In July 2010 the City of Paso Robles, Caltrans District 5, and San Luis Obispo Council of 
Governments (SLOCOG) signed a Project Study Report Charter for the State Route 46 
East/Union Road in the City of Paso Robles ("Project Charter") which was based on the 
CCS. The intent of the Project Charter is to document common expectations and outline 
a course of action for the preparation of a Project Initiation Document (PID) to address 
deficiencies and needed improvements near the intersection of State Route 46 East (SR 
46E) and Union Road (PM 31.8}. 

The documents mentioned above, including the "State Route 46 East Parallel Routes 
Study" and the "Route 46 East Comprehensive Corridor Study", led to the preparation of 
the City's General Plan Circulation Element in February 2011. The Circulation Element 
presents the f inal decision on the roadway improvements to be constructed and their 
location. Attachment G includes a copy of the 2011 Circulation Mast er Plan Map, which 
shows the proposed locat ions of the roadway improvements. 
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In October 2011, the City and Caltrans entered into a Cooperative Agreement (No. 
05-0262) in which the City agreed to prepare a Project Study Report/Project 
Development Support (PSR/ PDS) for State Route 46 East and Union Road. 

3. PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 

Need: 

The need of this project is to address the limited access to and across SR 46 at the 
Union Road-Paso Robles Blvd intersection. These problems/deficiencies include: 

1. Delay/poor operations at the at-grade stop controlled intersections of Union 
Road I SR 46 and Airport Road I SR 46 due to: 
• Existing and projected traffic volumes 

• Uncontrolled entry and exit of vehicles from at-grade intersections onto the 
highway (such as the westbound SR 46 left-turn movement to southbound 
Union Road and eastbound SR 46 left-turn movement to northbound Airport 
Road) 

• Merging conflicts for entry onto SR 46. 

The Union Road I SR 46 and Airport Road I SR 46 are side street stop controlled 
intersections. For stop controlled intersections, LOS is usually determined for the 
minor street turning movements as well as major-street left t urns. Major-street 
(SR 46 in this case) through movements typically have no delay if there is no 
queue spi llover from downstream traffic. Traffic operations at those two 
intersections for the existing and 2035 conditions are reported in Table 1. 

Table 1: Stop-Controlled Intersection Capacity Analysis 

2011 2035
1 

Intersection 
Approach/ Weekday 
Movement PM Friday PM Weekday PM Friday PM 

Delay 
z 

LOS Delay 
z 

LOS Delal LOS Delal LOS 

SR 46 I NB 21.8 c 34.3 D >150 F >150 
Union Rd WBL 12.6 B 13.9 B 26.8 D 39.6 

SR 46 I SB 25.4 D 35.9 E 24.2 c >150 
Airport Rd EBL 9.8 A 10.1 B 16.4 c 18.6 

Not e: 1 Year 2035 includes fu ture approved development consistent with the City of Paso Robles General Plan 
2 Delays expressed in seconds. 

Under the existing conditions, the two SR 46 left turns are able to operate at LOS 
B or better. The two minor streets can sti ll maintain LOS D except for the Airport 
Road access during the Friday PM peak hour. In Year 2035, the operation of the 
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westbound left-turn on SR 46 at Union Road will deteriorate to LOS E during the 
Friday PM peak hour and the two minor streets will degrade to an unacceptable 
LOS and create excessive delays for vehicles accessing SR 46. 

2. Limited access & connectivity for all travel modes between the north and 
south sides of SR 46. 

Due to the existing roadway configuration the north and south connectivity 
between the two sides of SR 46 is limited within the City of Paso Robles. 
Circulation and access to SR 46 is provided mainly through four north-south 
roads including Buena Vista Drive, Golden Hill Road, Union Road, and Airport 
Road. Among these locations, only Golden Hill Road allows vehicles to cross SR 
46 and proceed from north to south or vice versa. In comparison, the other three 
streets provide either a north leg or south leg and terminate at SR 46. The 
Golden Hill Road and Buena Vista Drive intersections are the only locations 
controlled by a traffic signal. However, the signal at the Buena Vista Drive I SR 46 
intersection does not control the eastbound through movements. The other two 
intersections are stop-controlled for the minor street approaches. Stop 
controlled traffic carries a lower movement priority and in this particular case 
northbound or southbound movements must yield to SR 46 traffic. Meanwhile, 
because SR 46 carries a large volume of vehicles, turning movements from these 
stop-controlled locations can be very difficult to make, and in some of the worst­
case scenarios, these movements experience excessive delay. As such, the main 
access to SR 46 is limited to Golden Hill Road . Providing these additional 
locations where all modes can access SR 46 from both the north and south sides 
will improve traffic operations in this area. 

Connectivity for alternative transportation modes such as pedestrian and 
bicyclist is provided only at the Golden Hill Road intersection. The current 
configuration discourages people from using these modes by requiring longer 
travel distances for some trips. Therefore, it is important to the City of Paso 
Robles to provide facilities and connections to encourage these alternative 
modes of travel. 

As SR 46 traffic is expected to continue to grow, it will become more difficult for 
the existing roadway system to deliver the much needed access and connectivity 
in the City area to all modes of travel. 

3. Limited access & connectivity, especially on the north side of Union Road 
(Paso Robles Blvd). 

Currently, the only major connection to Paso Robles Blvd is SR 46 at the Union 
Road intersection. Paso Robles Blvd is not connected to any other major 
arterials on the north side of the highway (i.e.: Dry Creek Road, Airport Road, 
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etc.). As previously stated, because SR 46 carries a large amount of traffic, 
turning movements to and from stop-controlled access points like Paso Robles 
Blvd are difficult t o make, and in some of the worst-case scenarios, these 
movements experience excessive delays. 

Purpose: 

The purpose of the project is to improve access to, from, along, and across State 
Route 46 at the Union Road intersection; reduce congestion and delay, improve 
reliability and operations in the vicinity of the intersections of SR 46 I Union Road 
and SR 46 I Airport Road. One objective of this project from PM 31.7 to PM 32.3 is 
t o improve operations and access and reduce congestion through operational 
and/or capacity improvements at the SR 46 I Union Road and SR 46 I Airport Road 
intersection s. A second objective is to improve connectivity for bicycles and 
pedestrians across SR 46. 

4. TRAFFIC ENGINEERING PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 
Five project alternatives were analyzed to compare the impacts to SR 46 traffic 
operations, local connectivity, local accessibility, and local traffic circulation. A 
traffic operations analysis report (TOAR) was prepared to analyze the project 
alternatives under the five project scenarios. The TOAR was reviewed and 
commented on by Caltrans, and Caltrans concurred with the findings included in the 
final draft of the TOAR. Following are the analyzed alternatives: 

• Alternative 1- No Build Alternative 

• Alternative 2- Signalized Intersection Alternative 

• Alternative 3 - Roundabout Alternative 
• Alternative 4- Overcrossing Alternative 

• Alternative 5 - Half Clover-leaf Interchange Alternative 

The Signalized and Roundabout Alternatives (Alternatives 2 & 3) have been since 
determined to be non-viable alternatives, so further discussion on them is deemed 
not necessary. 

As expected, traffic conditions near the project area will deteriorate as time goes by. 
The No Build alte rnative would result in congestion and delay along the highway and 
local street s, limited and unreliable connectivity across the highway, and 
accessibility issues to, from, along, and across Hwy 46. 

Alternative 4 would improve SR 46 traffic conditions as it eliminates the intersection 
with Union Road. The overcrossing provides easier access to the other side of the 
highway but eliminates access onto SR 46. Additional project scenarios (i.e.: 2020, 
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2025, etc.) need to be studied during the PA&ED phase to help develop a life span 
analysis for this alternative. 

Alternative 5 seems to provide the best solution but would require high construction 
costs and additional right-of-way take. This alternative would alleviate traffic 
congestion and delay, improve local accessibility and connectivity, and have no 
significant impacts to the local intersections. 

5. DEFICIENCIES 
Improvements to SR 46 in the study area are critical to the operations for all modes 
of travel not only for regional traffic but also for local traffic. Key deficiencies that 
affect traffic in the study area include: 

Safety 

The segment of the SR 46 corridor from US 101 to Airport Road had 87 collisions 
between June 1, 2007 and May 31, 2010 including 28 injury collisions. The 
intersections on SR 46 at Union Road and Airport Road both have collision rates that 
are more than double the state averages. 

Location-
Intersection with Actual Average 

Highway 46 Number of Collisions Collision Rates (MV) Collision Rates (MV) 

Postmile) Total Fatal Injury Fatal F+l Total Fatal F+l Total 
Union Road/Paso 
Robles Blvd (31.80) 12 0 4 0.00 0.11 0.34 0.001 0.06 0.15 
Airport Road 
(32.145) 10 0 4 0.00 0.14 0.36 0.001 0.06 0.15 

Since side street vehicles experience excessive delays at times, drivers are more 
likely to access the mainline with inadequate gap acceptance, which can lead to an 
increase in collisions. 

Traffic Volumes 

Over the years traffic volumes have increased substantially on SR 46. This increase in 
volume is even more pronounced during the summertime weekend peak period s. 
Due to this growth, excessive delays are experienced by vehicles at the intersections 
of Union and Airport Roads during peak periods. In addition, the increased volumes 
at these uncontrolled locations discourage pedestrian and bicycle travel in this area. 
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System Connectivity 

The current configuration of the intersections at Union Road and Airport Road is not 
conducive to vehicles travelling north to south and vice versa within the City of Paso 
Robles. These intersections also do not provide any design features that would 
indicate that vehicles travelling westbound on SR 46 are entering a bicycle or 
pedestrian friendly area that the City of Paso Robles encourages and provides in 
many locations throughout the city. This configuration discourages pedestrian and 
bicycle usage in this area. 

6. CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION 

The improvements proposed in this report are consistent with the transportation 
program described in "State Route 46 East Parallel Routes Study" prepared by the 
City of El Paso De Robles (City} in August 2008 and "Rout e 46 East Comprehensive 
Corridor Study" in the City of Paso Robles prepared by Cal ifornia Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans}, Dist rict 5 in March 2009. Both of these documents led to 
the preparation of the City's General Plan Circulation Element prepared in March 
2011, wh ich presented the final decision on the roadway improvements to be 
constructed and their locations. Attachment G includes a copy of the 2011 
Circulation Master Plan Map, which shows the proposed roadway upgrades and 
extensions. 

The Circulation Element shows the existing and proposed roadway infrastructure for 
arteria ls and expressways within the city limits. One of the roads identified as a 
future 2-lane divided arterial is Union Road, extending from the Union Road I SR 46 
intersection to Airport Road, near the Dry Creek Road intersection. Wisteria Road is 
also planned for upgrade to a 2-lane divided arterial, and it wi ll be extended to 
connect with the new Union Road extension. Refer to Attachment G for a depiction 
of these proposed roadway improvements. 

In June 2009, Caltrans prepared the "State Route 46 Corridor System Management 
Plan" (CSMP}. In it, the CSMP concurred with the SR 46E CCS that enhancements to 
the local roadway facilities may result in improved circulation and alleviate 
congestion along the entire SR 46 corridor. The th ree roadway extensions I 
connections identified within the City of Paso Robles include: 

• Golden Hill Road extension to Dry Creek Road, via a Huer Huero Creek bridge 

• Wisteria Lane extension to Airport Road 

• Union Road extension to Airport Road, via a Huer Huero Creek bridge 

The CSMP also explains that by 2040 or beyond, between the US 101 I SR 46 East ( 
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interchange and Jardine Road, SR 46 will need to be widened from four lanes to six 
lanes. SR 46 will also need to be converted from an expressway to a freeway. The 
proposed improvements in this report are in conformance with the September 2009 
Transportation Concept Report for the ultimate roadway improvements along SR 46. 

These projects have been planned and will be designed through a coordinated effort 
by the City, Caltrans and the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG), the 
County of San Luis Obispo (County) and with input from local citizens. 

State Route 46 is functionally classified as a Major Arterial through the project limits. 
This Route is part of the Terminal Access Route for the National Network for Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) and in the California Freeway and Expressway 
System. 

The SLOCOG 2010 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) identifies the SR 46 I Union 
Road intersection operational improvements as an interim improvement with a 
short-term timeframe. The construction cost estimated for this project is $1.5 
million. Furthermore, the RTP identifies ultimate improvements at the SR 46 I Union 
Road intersection under its "High-Priority Projects" list. The constructions cost for 
this project is estimated at $43.1 million, although the timeframe is unconstrained. 
In addition, SLOCOG has prepared a letter documenting that during the next revision 
of the RTP, SLOCOG will constrain additional funding for the overcrossing alternative 
(refer to Attachment M). 

As shown in the Alternatives attachments, the intersection improvements for this 
project will extend the north leg of Union Road from SR 46 to Wisteria Lane. A 
separate project will extend this north Union Road leg from Wisteria Lane to Airport 
Road. This separate project is found in the SLOCOG 2010 RTP (2010 MPO ID: NTH­
RORS-005) and is constrained for the amount of $17,540,000. To enable full 
connectivity of Union Road from SR 46 to Airport Road, the improvements for both 
of these projects should be constructed concurrently. 

7. ALTERNATIVES 
According to the Transportation Planning Fact Sheet (State Route 46 in San Luis 
Obispo County), prepared by Caltrans in 2009, the average speed, during a Friday PM 
peak period during the months of April, May & June, on westbound SR 46 from 
Airport Road to Union Road is 60 mph, with zero delay (free-flow speed). For the 
same time periods, the average speed on westbound SR 46 from Union Road to 
Golden Hill Road is 11 mph (with 136 seconds of delay). According to Section 100 of 
the Highway Design Manual (HDM), the appropriate design speed range that shall be 
used for expressways in urban areas is 50-70 mph . Therefore, a design speed of 70 
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mph will be used for all design elements (i.e.: acceleration, deceleration, turn lane 
lengths, etc.) along SR 46 within the limits of this project. 

Multiple alternatives were investigated in connection with the preparation of this 
PSR-PDS document. Some of them have been eliminated (see 'non-viable 
alternatives' sub-section), and only two have remained as viable alternatives, in 
addition to the No Build Alternative. 

Project Alternatives: 

• Alternative 1- No-Build Alternative 
• Alternative 4- Overcrossing Alternative 
• Alternative 5- Half Clover-leaf Interchange Alternative 

A Traffic Operations Analysis Report (TOAR) was prepared for this project. Caltrans 
reviewed and concurred with the findings in the TOAR. The TOAR includes the 
results of traffic operations analysis and the respective Levels of Services of each of 
the alternatives. Following is the descriptions of the alternatives: 

Alternative 1: No-Build Alternative 
The "No-Build Alternative" assumes no improvements to the existing un-signalized 
intersection at SR 46 East and Union Road. Given this assumption, the intersection is 
forecast to operate at Level of Service (LOS) F in the forecast year 2035. In addition, 
the traffic from Airport Road trying to travel southbound on Union Road will find it 
difficult to weave and make the left-turn at Union Road due to heavy through traffic 
on SR 46. This alternative does not meet the need and purpose of the proposed 
project. Rather, it provides a basis for the analysis and evaluation of the Build 
Alternatives. 

Design Exceptions: 

The No-Build Alternative has no proposed improvements and therefore has no 
design exceptions. 

Alternative 4: Overcrossing Alternative 

In this alternative an overcrossing structure will be built over the existing State 
Route 46 I Union Road intersection . This alternative will be a mid-term alternative, 
and it is a stageable alternative to Alternative 5. This alternative includes the 
following elements: 

• Construct a roadway overcrossing across SR 46 at the current Union Road 
intersection. The existing Union Road will be realigned to "T" into the 
overcrossing extension (i.e.: Union Road Extension) on the south side of SR 
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46. The Union Road Extension is designed as a four lane roadway, plus a 
median, with bike lanes and pedestrian walkways. The overcrossing 
structure is 100 feet wide and 220 feet long. 

• Eliminate the existing connections to SR 46 from Union Road and Paso Robles 
Blvd. 

• The Union Road Extension will be connected to Wisteria Lane. As part of a 
separate project to be built concurrent with this project, the Union Road 
Extension will be further extended from Wisteria Lane to Airport Road, south 
of Dry Creek Road. 

• The Airport Road connection to SR 46 will be converted to a right-in, right­
out only access. 

• No connections will be provided from the new overcrossing to SR 46. 

• Because the connection between Union Road and SR 46 will be eliminated 
with this alternative, the intersection at Golden Hill Road will remain as a full 
access intersection. 

• Other access points from SR 46, including three driveways and Mill Road, will 
remain open under this Alternative. 

The span of the overcrossing structure will be wide enough to accommodate the 
future plans to upgrade SR 46 to a 6-lane freeway. The overcrossing will be a two­
span st ructure supported by short seat abutments on the ends and a single multi­
column bent located in the median. The bent will consist of four even ly spaced 5'-6" 
diameter columns. The proposed roadway improvements for the Union Road 
overcrossing across SR 46 are designed to meet current Caltrans and AASHTO 
standards. Al l lanes are 12-foot wide with 8-foot wide outside shoulders and 2-foot 
wide median shoulders. A 45 mph design speed should be used for horizontal and 
vertical design components of t he overcrossing. 

It should be noted that the existing SR 46 roadway cross section within the project 
area is wide enough (varies from approximately 114 feet to 120 feet) to 
accommodate six 12-foot lanes, two 10-foot outside shoulders, and a 22-foot 
median (minimum width for mandatory design standards). A minimum horizontal 
clearance of 10 feet will be provided from the traveled way to the bridge abutments 
to comply with mandatory design standards. Minimum standard horizontal 
clearance to the multi column bent will also be provided while SR 46 remains a 4-
lane facility. The vertica l clearance from the SR 46 fin ish grade to the soffit of the 
structure will be a minimum of 16.5 feet. 

The layout of this alternative partially satisfies the project's purpose and need, as it 
improves access across SR 46 at the Union Road intersection, but it does not 
improve access to, from, or along SR 46 as it actually eliminates the existing SR 46 
access points from Union Road and Paso Robles Blvd. Due to the elimination of 
roadway connections from Union Road and Paso Robles Blvd to SR 46, it will also 
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eliminate traffic conflicts between these roadways. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic 
will be able to cross SR 46 more safely, as pedestrian and bike facilities will be 
provided on the overcrossing structure. Alternative 4 is a step towards the ultimate 
interchange design at this location, as shown on Alternative 5. 

Although no roadway improvements are proposed on SR 46, there will be some 
short term and some long term impacts to SR 46. The short term impacts will be 
associated with construction activities of the proposed overcrossing improvements. 
The long term impacts will include right-of-way acquisition to accommodate the 
bridge abutments near the roadway shoulders, columns in the median, and 
maintenance of the new structure. Additionally, to accommodate the Union Road 
realignment on the south side of SR 46, right-of-way acquisition would be necessary. 
Right-of-way acquisition would also be necessary to construct the Union Road 
extension to Wisteria Lane. The construction cost for Alternative 4, including 
modifications to the Airport Road access to SR 46 and property impacts to· the area 
currently serviced by Paso Robles Boulevard, is anticipated to be between $15M and 
$25M. 

The project area is primarily undeveloped, designated for future development of 
commercial service, suburban residential and agricultural uses. It wi ll not require 
relocation of housing or businesses. 

Design Exceptions: 

Under ultimate conditions, when SR 46 is widened to a 6-lane facility, it is possible 
that the column bent being proposed for the overcrossing structure wil l not provide 
adequate horizontal clearance (10-feet minimum, per Section 309.1(3) of the HDM) 
to the SR 46 traveled way. If this is the case, the column bent will need to be 
shielded by a guardrail, barrier, or crash cushion, or a design exception fact sheet 
w ill be required for this non-standard feature. 

No design exceptions are anticipated for the proposed roadway improvements on 
the Union Road overcrossing across SR 46. All proposed improvements are designed 
to meet current Caltrans and AASHTO standards. 

Alternative 5: Half Clover-leaf Interchange Alternative 

In this alternative, a half clover-leaf interchange (a combination of L-7 and L-8 
interchange) is proposed over the existing State Route 46 I Union Road intersection. 
This alternative is an ultimate conditions alternative and will include the f ol lowing 
elements: 

• Construct a roadway overcrossing across SR 46 at the current Union Road 
intersection. The existing Union Road will be realigned to ''T'' into the 
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overcrossing extension (i.e.: Union Road Extension) on the south side of SR 
46. The Union Road Extension is designed as a four lane roadway, plus a 
median, with bike lanes and pedestrian walkways. The overcrossing 
structure is 100 feet wide and 220 feet long. 

• Eliminate the existing connections to SR 46 from Union Road and Paso Robles 
Blvd. 

• Provide a westbound single-lane loop on-ramp designed for 30 mph. The 
ramp will have a 14-foot wide lane, with 8-foot outside shoulder and 4-foot 
inside shoulder. 

• Provide an eastbound single-lane loop off-ramp designed for 30 mph. The 
ramp will have a 14-foot wide lane, with 8-foot outside shoulder and 4-foot 
inside shoulder. 

• Provide a westbound two-lane off-ramp. The ramp will have two 12-foot 
wide lanes, with 8-foot outside shoulder and 4-foot inside shoulder. The 
ramp will be crossing the Huer Huero Creek on a separate structure 350 feet 
long and 26 feet wide. 

• Provide an eastbound single-lane on-ramp. The ramp will have a 12-foot 
wide lane, with 8-foot outside shoulder and 4-foot inside shoulder. The ramp 
will be crossing the Huer Huero Creek on a separate structure 350 feet long 
and 26 feet wide. 

• The intersection control for the SR 46 interchange ramps with the Union 
Road Extension has not been established yet. Appropriate intersection 
control will be determined during the PAED phase. 

• The Union Road Extension will be connected to Wisteria Lane. As part of a 
separate project to be built concurrent with this project, the Union Road 
Extension will be further extended from Wisteria Lane to Airport Road, south 
of Dry Creek Road. 

• The existing Airport Road connection to SR 46 will be eliminated. 

• The Golden Hill Road connections to SR 46 will be closed or moved into a 
collector distributor ramp system. 

• Other access points from SR 46, including three driveways and Mill Road, will 
be closed. They will be re-routed to alternate roadway connections. 

Based on the current level of design on this project alternative, all proposed 
roadway improvements on SR 46, which includes the interchange ramp connectors, 
are designed to meet current Caltrans standards. The span of the overcrossing 
structure will be wide enough to accommodate the future plans to upgrade SR 46 to 
a 6-lane freeway. The overcrossing will be a two-span structure supported by short 
seat abutments on the ends and a single multi-column bent located in the median. 
The bent will consist of four evenly spaced 5'-6" diameter columns. The proposed 
roadway improvements for the Union Road overcrossing across SR 46 are designed 
to meet current Caltrans and AASHTO standards. All lanes are 12-foot wide with 8-
foot wide outside shoulders and 2-foot wide median shoulders. A 45 mph design 
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speed should be used for horizontal and vertical design components of the 
overcrossing. 

It should be noted that the existing SR 46 roadway cross section within the project 
area is wide enough (varies from approximately 114 feet to 120 feet) to 
accommodate six 12-foot lanes, two 10-foot outside shoulders, and a 22-foot 
median (minimum width for mandatory design sta ndards). A minimum horizontal 
clearance of 10 feet will be provided from the traveled way to the bridge abutments 
to comply with mandatory design standards. Minimum standard horizontal 
clearance to the multi column bent wi ll also be provided while SR 46 remains a 4-
lane facil ity. The vertical clearance from the SR 46 fin ish grade to the soffit of the 
structure will be a minimum of 16.5 feet. 

The layout of this alternative completely satisfies the project's purpose and need, as 
it improves access to, from, along, and across SR 46 at the Union Road intersection. 
Traffic operations will improve on both Union Road and SR 46. Pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic wil l be able to cross SR 46 more safely, as pedestrian and bike facilities 
will be provided on the overcrossing structure. 

This alternative has the largest footprint, so it also has the largest impact to State 
and City right-of-way. Right-of-way acquisition would be necessary to accommodate 
the overcrossing structure, the new ramp connectors, the Union Road realignment 
on the south side of SR 46, and the new north leg improvements on the north side of 
SR 46. This alternative is also the most costly, and would have the largest 
environmental impact. The construction cost for Alternative 5, including 
modifications to any other existing roadway connections to SR 46 and property 
impact s to the area currently serviced by Paso Robles Boulevard, is anticipat ed to be 
between $30M and $40M. 

No Advance Planning Study is performed as part of this PSR-PDS. 

Design Exceptions: 

Under ultimate conditions, when SR 46 is widened to a 6-lane facility, it is possible 
that the column bent being proposed for the overcrossing structure will not provide 
adequate horizontal clearance (10-feet minimum, per Section 309.1(3) of the HDM) 
to t he SR 46 trave led way. If this is the case, the column bent will need to be 
shielded by a guardrail, barrier, or crash cushion, or a design except ion fact sheet 
will be required for this non-standard feature. 

No design exceptions are anticipated for the proposed roadway improvements on 
the Union Road overcrossing across SR 46. Al l proposed improvements are designed 
to meet current Caltrans and AASHTO standards. 
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Non- Viable Alternatives 

Alternative 2: Signalized Intersection Alternative 

In this alternative the intersection of SR 46 East I Union Road will be improved to be 
a signalized intersection. The signalized intersection is expected to be an interim 
alternative for providing safety and improved level of service to the turning/crossing 
vehicles. Pedestrian crossing will be provided for pedestrians wishing to cross SR 46. 
This alternative includes the following elements: 

• Provide a 460-foot left turn lane and 460-foot right turn lane for the 
eastbound direction on SR 46. Each turn lane will also include a 120-foot bay 
taper. These lengths provide adequate deceleration length (435 feet) for a 
design speed of 70 miles per hour, using a speed reduction of 20 mph in the 
through lane. The remaining length (145 feet) would be for vehicle storage. 

• Provide 460-foot dual left turn lanes and a 460-foot right turn lane for the 
westbound direction on SR 46. The turn lanes will also include a 120-foot 
bay taper. These lengths provide adequate deceleration length (435 feet) for 
a design speed of 70 miles per hour, using a speed reduction of 20 mph in 
the through lane. The remaining length (145 feet) would be for vehicle 
storage. 

• Eliminate the current connection from Paso Robles Blvd. 
• Realign the Union Road connection with SR 46. The south leg of the 

intersection will include two northbound left turn lanes and one through 
lane, as well as two southbound receiving lanes. 

• Construct a new Union Road north leg at the SR 46 intersection. This new leg 
will include one southbound left turn lane and two through lanes, as well as 
two northbound receiving lanes. 

• Provide shoulders wide enough to accommodate bike traffic on both SR 46 
and Union Road. 

• Provide pedestrian improvements including sidewalk, American with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps, pedestrian signal heads, and 
crosswalks at the Union Road I SR 46 intersection. 

Alternative 3: Roundabout Alternative 

In this alternative the intersection of SR 46 East/Union Road will be replaced by a 
Roundabout. The roundabout will be placed at the current SR 46 East/Union Road 
intersection . This alternative includes the following elements: 

• This roundabout will be a four legged two-lane roundabout. 
• Two lanes per direction will be maintained along both directions of SR 46. 

• Eliminate the current connection from Paso Robles Blvd. 
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• Realign the Union Road connection with SR 46. The south leg of the 
intersection will include one northbound approach lane and one southbound 
receiving lane. 

• Construct a new Union Road north leg at the SR 46 intersection. This new leg 
will include one southbound approach lane and one northbound receiving 
lane. 

• The roundabout layout includes pedestrian crossings on the northbound, 
southbound, and eastbound approaches. 

• On-street bicycle lanes are included on Union Road. Bicycle up- and down­
ramps are provided before and after pedestrian crossings allowing bicyclists 
to bypass travel through the roundabout circulating lanes if they wish. 

• For this roundabout, the eastbound SR 46 approach would require 
pedestrian-activated signa ls (such as pedestrian hybrid beacons). 

Previous Alternative: Roundabout at East Location Alternative 

In this alternative the intersection of SR 46 East I Union Road would be replaced by a 
Roundabout. Similar to Alternative 3, this roundabout would be a four legged two­
lane roundabout. However, this roundabout would be placed about 250 feet east of 
the current SR 46 East I Union Road intersection. The lane configuration from the 
Union Road approaches would also be different than those proposed in Alternative 
3. After review of this alternative, the City of Paso Robles decided to eliminate it as 
it would provide the same operational benefits as Alternative 3, but it wou ld requ ire 
significantly more right-of-way acquisition. 

Previous Alternative: Left-turn Prohibition Alternative 

In this alternative, left turns onto Union Road and Paso Robles Blvd from SR 46 
would be eliminated, making the un-signalized intersection of SR 46 East I Union 
Road a right-in, right-out only facil ity. Left turning vehicles would need to use the 
Golden Hill Avenue intersection which is a signalized intersection. The intersection 
would need to be modified to accommodate the additional traffic due to the closure 
of the turn lanes at the SR 46 I Union Road intersection. After review of this 
alternative, the City of Paso Robles decided to eliminate it as it wouldn't fulfill the 
project purpose. 

Previous Alternative: Tight Diamond Interchange 

A tight diamond interchange was considered. However, after consultation between 
the City of Paso Robles and Caltrans, it was eliminated due to insufficient storage 
length between the ramp junctions. 
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8. RIGHT-OF-WAY 

The right-of-way impacts associated with this project vary depending on 
improvements proposed by the project alternatives. Alternative 1 (No-Build) has no 
right-of-way impacts. Due to the Union Road realignment, Alternative 4 requires 
additional right-of-way acquisition along the south side of SR 46. Alternative 5 
requires all the right-of-way acquisitions of Alternative 4 plus additional right-of-way 
necessary for the ramp connectors. 

As expected, Alternative 1 requires the least right-of-way acquisition (none), and 
Alternative 5 (full interchange) requires the most. For additional information 
regarding the right-of-way impacts, see Attachments F and K. 

Utilities: 
Existing utilities and right-of-way limits are shown on Attachment K. Utility and 
right-of-way impacts will vary for each of the proposed project alternatives. The 
cost associated with the utility and right-of-way impacts is shown on the Right­
of-Way Data Sheets, which are also found in Attachment K. 

Railroad: 
There are no railroad lines in the vicinity of the project. 

9.STAKEHOLDERINVOLVEMENT 

The parties involved in developing the purpose and need statement as well as the 
project alternatives were the City of Paso Robles and Caltrans. A community 
awareness meeting should be held in order to provide information to and solicit 
input from the general public concerning the project's purpose and need and the 
proposed project alternatives. 

10. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION/DOCUMENT 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency as well as the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) lead agency for this project. 

A Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report (PEAR) has been prepared for the 
proposed project and is included as Attachment E. The PEAR identified that the 
environmental review process will require analysis pursuant to both CEQA and 
NEPA. Since the project is on a State Highway, the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) is the CEQA lead agency. Pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327, the 
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA} also designates Caltrans as the NEPA lead 
agency. 

The Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report concluded that an Initial Study 
leading to a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the 
probable environmental document for the CEQA requirements because potential 
impacts to significant resources appear to be mitigable. However, more detailed 
studies are necessary to validate this conclusion. The PEAR fu rther concluded t hat 
the anticipated NEPA environmental document is an Environmental Assessment 
with proposed Finding of No Significant Impact. 

The PEAR concludes that the proposed project would be consistent with the Paso 
Robles General Plan, including the 2011 Circulation Element Update, which was 
determined to be consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan-Preliminary 
Susta inable Community Strategy (RTP-PSCS} (SLOCOG 2010} and the Clean Air Plan 
(CAP} (SLOAPCD 2001}. In addition, proposed improvements would occur in areas 
that are primarily undeveloped but designated for urban uses such as commercial 
services and suburban residential development. The project would not result in the 
conversion of protected farmland . Therefore, the proposed project wou ld be 
consistent with local, regional, and state policies and programs. 

ll.FUNDING 
Funding for construction of this project has not been programmed yet . The PA&ED 
document should identify the funding source(s} for the proposed improvement s. 

Capital Outlay Project Estimate 

Range of Estimate 
STIP I Local Traffic 
Impact Fees Funds 

Construction 
Right-of-

Construction Right-of-Way 
Way 

Alternative 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Alternative 4 $12-18M $4-8M $12-18M $4-8M 

Alternative 5 $25-35M $5- LOM $25-35M $5- lOM 

The level of detail available to develop these capital outlay project estimates is only 
accurate to within the above ranges and is useful for long-range planning purposes 
only. The capital outlay project estimates should not be used to program or commit 
State-programmed capital outlay funds. 
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Capital Outlay Support Estimate 
The project is programmed for PA&ED with funding by the San Luis Obispo Council 
of Governments (SLOCOG} and the City of Paso Robles. Work will be performed by 
the City's consultant. Funding for Plans, Specification & Estimate (PS&E} (including 
contract preparation, advertising and award), Right-of-Way Capital and Support is 
identified in SLOCOG's Regional Transportation Program (RTP), albeit as 
"unconstrained" at this time. In addition, SLOCOG has prepared a letter 
documenting that during the next revision of the RTP, SLOCOG will constrain 
additional funding for the overcrossing alternative (refer to Attachment M). 

Capital outlay support estimate for programming PA&ED in the 2014 STIP for this 
project: $900,000 ($450,000 from RIP & $450,000 from local funds) 

12. SCHEDULE 

Project Milestones 
Scheduled Delivery Date 

(Month/Year) 

PROGRAM PROJECT M015 July 2014 

BEGIN ENVIRONMENTAL M020 September 2014 

CIRCULATE DPR & OED EXTERNALLY M120 September 2015 

PA& ED M200 May 2016 

END PROJECT M800 December 2020 

The anticipated funding fiscal year for construction is 2018. Construction is 
estimated to begin in 2018 and end in 2020. 

13.RISKS 
In general, the PEAR prepared for this project identified many items that need 
further investigation in order to obtain the necessary environmental cl earances. The 
environmental consultant will carry out these studies in the PA&ED phase of the 
project. 

The PEAR prepared for this project identified that representatives from Native 
American tribes had expressed concern, during preliminary coordination 
communications, that resources may be present, particularly near Huer Huero 
Creek. The environmental consultant will carry out the necessary environmental 
investigations in the PA&ED phase of the project. 

The roundabout alternative has also been considered to be a non-viable alternative. 
Once again, The City of Paso Robles may not be in agreement with this, and may 
choose to further explore this alternative. Further study is required during the 
PA&ED phase to help develop a life span analysis for thi s alternative. Additional 
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study scenarios (i.e.: 2020, 2025, etc.) will likely be necessary. Coordination 
between the City, the City's traffic engineering consultant, and Ca ltrans will be 
essential to the development of an accurate life span analysis for this alternative. 

For Alternative 5 (Full Interchange}, if the intersect ion of Golden Hi ll Road is not 
closed and rerouted into a collector distributor ramp system, then a Design 
Exception Fact Sheet for interchange spacing will be required to maintain its access 
open to SR 46. 

The existing storm drainage system in the area is inadequate to handle additional 
runoff. Additionally, the Huer Huero Creek is within the limits of the project (at least 
fo r the interchange alternative). This may present challenges for obtaining NPDES 
permits. During the PA&ED phase, the environmental report should ident ify any 
potential impacts to the creek and recommend ways to mitigate t he impacts. The 
design engineer should ensure that the proposed drainage improvements are 
adequate to handle the runoff with the proposed improvements. 

14. FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA) 
COORDINATION 

This project is considered t o be an Assigned Project in accordance with the current 
Federa l Highway Administration (FHWA) and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) Joint Stewardship and Oversight Agreement. 

15. LOCAL AGENCY CONTACTS 

John Falkenstien 
City Engineer 
City of Paso Robles 
1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA 93446 

Ditas Esperanza 
Capital Project s Engineer 
City of Paso Robles 
1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA 93446 

(805} 237-3861 

(805) 237-3861 
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16. DISTRICT CONTACTS 

Richard Rosales, P.E. 

Caltrans Project Manager 
Caltrans District 5 
50 Higuera Street 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-8616 

Paul McClintic 
Caltrans District 5 

District Traffic Operations Engineer 
50 Higuera Street 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-8616 

Claudia Espino 
Caltrans District 5 
Travel Modeling and Forecasting 

50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-8616 

John Fouche 
Caltrans District 5 
Design Manager 

50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-8616 

Matt Fowler 
Caltrans District 5 

Environmental Manager 
50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-8616 

Sally Hopkins 
Caltrans District 5 

Right-of-Way Agent 

50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-8616 

{805} 549-3792 

{805} 549-3473 

{805} 549-3640 

{805} 549-3330 

{805} 542-4603 

{805} 549-3117 
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17. PROJECT REVIEWS 

Dist rict Maintenance Date 05-14-2013 

District Traffic Safety Engineer Date 05-14-2013 

District Safety Review Dat e 05-22-2013 

HQ Design Coordinator Date 05-16-2013 

Project Manager Date 05-22-2013 
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18. ATTACHMENTS 

A. Vicinity Map 

B. Existing Conditions Base Map- Alternative 1 

C. Overcrossing- Alternative 4 

D. Half Clover-Leaf Interchange- Alternative 5 

E. Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report (PEAR) 

F. Preliminary Estimate of Project Cost 

G. 2011 Circulation Master Plan Map 

H. Preliminary Structural Report 

I. Transportation Planning Scoping Information Sheet 

J. Risk Register 

K. Right-of-Way Data Sheets and Utility Information Sheets 

L. Storm Water Data Report (Signature Cover) 

M. SLOCOG Financial Constraint Commitment 

N. Caltrans Final Distribution List 
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Risk Register 



Level 2 Risk Register 

. 
Project LEVEL 2 - RISK REGISTER Project Name: U n io n Road I H ighway 46 PSR-PDS Dist - EA: 05-1C150K 

Manager 
Leo Trujillo, PE 

R isk ou"'"'" ..... .ion Risk .~~. .............. ent Risk '""J.Iu""" 
Status 1oif Type Cateaorv Title Risk Current -." .~;:; ·-~··~~" Probabilitv Cost Impact Cost Score Time Impact Time Score Rationale Strategy 'Actions Risk Owner Uodated 

I The PEAR identifies many items that I Perform '"""~""'Y 
,Jdili, ., ogl Environmental Environmental Active 1 Threat Environmental I need further investigation in order to 3-Moderate 2-Low 2 3 -Moderate 3 Mitigate 

VII V I '" ' '"" 12/19/2012 Analysis Required 
I attain environmental clearance. investigations during the Consultant 

PA&ED phase. 

I Historic site. endangered species, I Perform '""""""'Y 
Active 2 Threat Environmental 

,Jditk,, ogl Environmental I riparian areas, wetlands and/or public 
2-Low 2 3 -Moderate 3 Mitigate 

VII U I IIIICIII<" Environmental 
12/19/2012 Analysis Required I p~rk may be present 2-Low 

investigations during the Consultant 
PA&ED phase. 

oCf'O C " C IIlQUVC" from Native 
Perform the necessary 

~", "~' concern 
Additional Environmental I"' v ii UIIII ICIIldl 1during "'v""""g'' coordination Environmental Active 3 Threat Environmental 3-Moderate 4 -Moderate 4 8 -High Mitigate i '"~ and 12/19/2012 Analysis Required communications that resources may 

I clearances during the 
Consultant 

be particularly near 
PA&ED phase. ouc rhuc oo..> Creek 

I Given the queue lengths presented in I coordinate with City of 
Paso Robles and I the 6 scenario for the signal 
perform additional traffic 

Traffic I Signal Alternative is not 1
altc .. ativc, it is considered to be a 

analysis as 
Traffic 

Active 4 Threat ·ogvlc Q U C OOUH Ov. The City of 5-Very High 2-Low 2 1-Low 1 Mitigate Engineering 12/19/2012 Operations viable 
I Paso I may not be in '"""'"""'Y (i.e.: Consultant 

lcoordi new signal :"\!'""" '"' with this, and may choose lwith existing !to further explore this alternative. 
!signals, ) 

·~~"'· project 
l"""'"'" iu" (i.e. : 2020, 
12025, . need to be 
I studied help develop a 
I life analysis for this 

Life Span Analysis The roundabout alternative functions l"""""" 'v". Coordination Traffic 
Active 5 Threat 

Traffic 
needed for Roundabout acceptably during the 2016 scenario, 5-Very High 1-Low 1 1-Low 1 Mitigate I between City, the Engineering 12/19/2012 Operations 
Alternative but it fails under the 2035 scenario. !City'S ~Moool+~n+ and Consultant 

I Caitrans be essential 

Ito u"'"' "'""when the 
I"X' """IUI Union Road 
lup i Road will 
I occur. 

louring the PA&ED 
I phasi, consultant should 

There are several potential design ~!tempt to modify design 
to - i non-Fact Sheet Design exceptions that if not rectified, they 

ouo ""' ""~- If not Active 6 Threat Design Exceptions not lwill require the preparation and 4-High 1 -Low 1 2-Low 2 Mitigate 
possible, Design 

Design Consultant 1/21/2013 
completed yet approval of Fact Sheet Design 

Exception Fact Sheets Exception. 
will developed for 
each design non-
'-VII IUI 11<21\<.A:. 

!Advanced Planning iAn APS needs to be prepared in 

Active 7 Threat Design 
Study (APS) has not order to determine the adequate 

5-Very High 1 -Low 1 1-Low 1 Mitigate Design Consultant 1/21/2013 been prepared in this bridge and foundation design for the 
PSR-PDS phase. proposed structures. 

During the PA&ED 
phase, the 

rer monmema1 report 
The existing storm drainage system lshould any 
in the area is inadequate to handle I potential impacts to the 

Project may encroach additional runoff. Additionally, the I creek and recommend 

Active 8 Threat 
Environmental & 

into a floodplain or a Huer Huero Creek is within the limits 
4-High 4 -Moderate 4 3 -Moderate 3 Mitigate 

I ways miUgate the Environmental & 
6/21/2013 Design lot the project (at least for the I impacts. The design Design Consultant regulatory floodway 

interchange alternative). This may !engineer should ensure 
present challenges for obtaining I that 
NPDES permits. I drainage improvements 

I are adequate to handle 
I the runoff with the 
proposed improvements. 

1/1 June 2013 
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Job No 101117 
06/21/13 

ATTACHMENT K 

K.1 RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEETS 
Proposed ROW and Slope Easement Acquisitions are indicated on the attached 
Exhibits K.1 1 through K.1 3. 

Slope easements are based on schematic grading layouts and assume 2:1 
slopes at required cuts and fills . Temporary Construction easements are have 
not been analyzed for the purposes of this report. 

K.2 UTILITY INFORMATION SHEETS 

Existing utilities in the vicinity of proposed construction consist of storm drainage 
facilities (see Attachment M), telecommunication facilities , electric lines and 
poles, water lines and gas lines. Existing facilities are depicted on Exhibits K.2 1 
through K.2 5 and are briefly described below. Note that the locations of these 
facilities are schematic in nature, based on data received from the various utility 
purveyors and are not the result of a field survey. 

1. City of Paso Robles Water Lines - City of Paso Robles Water Atlas 
indicates both a 12" AC and 16" Dl Water Line extending northeasterly 
along Union Road from the Southwest. These lines combine at the 
southwest corner of Union Road and Hwy 46, with a 16" Dlline crossing 
Union Road , and Hwy 46, and then continuing to the northeast along Paso 
Robles Blvd as 16" AC. An 8" PVC main lie connects to the 12" AC line in 
Union Road and travels southeasterly down Union Road. 

2. Charter Cable Facilities - noted to be all overhead , the Charter Fiber 
Run travels from southwest to northeast along Union Road, crossing 
Highway 46 at the Paso Robles Blvd. intersection. These facilities follow 
the existing pole line path supporting PG&E Facilities. 

3. PG&E Electric Facilities - Generally speaking, existing PG&E facilities 
are overhead in the vicinity of our project, with pole lines running along the 
northwest and northeast sides of Union Road , crossing Hwy 46 at the 
Paso Robles Blvd. intersection and extending to the northeast along the 
northwest side of Paso Robles Blvd. Service to the El Paso Self Storage 
property has been undergrounded along Union Road . 

4. Sempra Gas Facilities - Sempra mapping indicates a 6" gas line 
extending northeasterly along Union Road from the southwest, crossing 
Hwy 46 at the intersection , and extending easterly along the north side of 
Hwy 46 to Airport Road. A 4" gas line extends southeasterly along the 



west side of Union Road for approximately 750' before crossing to the 
east side of the road and continuing southeasterly towards Barney 
Schwartz Park, and terminating at the southerly end of the Paso Robles 
Athletic Club property. 

5. AT&T Telecommunication Facilities- AT&T maps indicate an 
underground run north of and paralleling Highway 46 extends from Airport 
Road westerly to Paso Robles Blvd, crossing Paso Robles Blvd north of 
Hwy 46 and paralleling Paso Robles Blvd to a box near the NW corner of 
Hwy 46 and Paso Robles Blvd. From the box, 2 conduit runs extend 
southwesterly along Union Road , with one of those conduits terminating 
just south of Hwy 46. A separate conduit run extends from the southwest 
on Union Road, crossing Hwy 46 at the intersection with buried cables 
extending to the northeast along Paso Robles Blvd . 

The disposition of the above described utility lines with respect to the 
proposed improvements will be a matter most accurately addressed with 
document designs. Depending on required grading and potential conflicts 
with proposed drainage facilities, some facilities could potentially remain in 
their current locations within reserved easements. For the purposes of this 
study we have assumed the following : 

Water Lines 
AL T 1 - no build 
AL T 4- New Water lines for the length of the proposed improvements 
AL T 5 - same as Alt 4. 

Charter Cable 
ALT 1- no build 
AL T 4 - New Cable facilities for the length of the proposed improvements. 
AL T 5 - same as Alt 4. 

PG&E 
AL T 1 - no build 
AL T 4 - Undergrounded Electric Facilities for the length of the proposed 
improvements. 
AL T 5 - same as Alt 4. 

Gas 
AL T 1 - no build 
AL T 4 - New Gas Lines for the length of the proposed improvements 
AL T 5 - same as Alt 4. 

AT&T 
ALT 1- no build 
AL T 4 - New Phone Lines for the length of the proposed improvements 
AL T 5- same as Alt 4. 

) 



EXHlBIT STATE OP CA£.JFORNIA • DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET 
[onnt#) 

4-EX-1 (REV 3/2004) 
Pogo 1 of-1 

To: Caltrans Distrk:t S Dale February 14,2014 
Dist 5 Co SLO Rte ~ 
ID EA"'s=tClSOK--

P/M It Rosales 
Atteotion: Richard Rosa!.,. 

Project MMaJer ProjeetDescnption ,;.:H;.;;\VY;..:;...4:.;:;61U=n•:.;:;·on::.:.R::.;oad=-~------

Subject Right ofWo.y Dota Alternate No. 4 Proposed OvercroasiDs 

This Alternate meets tho criteria Cor a Design/Build project: Yes 0 No 0 

1. Right of Way Cost Estimate: To be entered into PMCS COST RWl-S Screens 

Current Voluo Futuro Elcaletion Escalated 
Use Rare Value 

A. To till AcquJsUJon Cost 
Acquisition, lnoludina Exccu Lands, 
Damaaes, lind Oooclwill. s 311901000 u o/. s 31668~00 
Projcc:t Pcnnlt Fees. 

B. UtlUty Re1oc111fon s 11834.000 lS % s 2,109,100 
c. Relocollou Aasl1toncc s so.ooo 15 % s 92,000 
D. Clearance/Demolltlon s 30,000 u % s 341500 
E. Tille aud Escrcrw s 19.200 1.5 % s :221080 
F. Total Estimated Coat s 511531200 s 519261180 

G. Construction Contract Work s 0 (17JUI an COIIIIntt:l/1111 t:tllll that Orl 141 bf 
lnt:lud•d Ill th1 proj«U PSU.) 

:z. Current Date of RJght of Way C.rHfleallon May 2018 

3. P11rcel Data: To ba eneteted into PMCS BVNT RW Screen. 

~ 3A DullliAm 3C lllililiGI 3D RRJnvQJvcmenl:l 3E 
X U4-l __!. None X 
A 4 ·2 C&MAgrmt --B _5_ -3 Sva Contnc:t --c 3 US-7 - Dcsfgn 
D ·8 4 Co111t. 
E x:'<xx ·9 5 Llc:IR.E/Ciauses 
F xx:"<X 

Mii!io RfW lVgrk 
Total 12 RAPDispl X 

Clear/Demo X 
ConstPennits X 
Condemnation X 

Areas: RfW 8481566 sf No. Excess Parcels 2 Excess 444,807 sf 
Entctcd PMCS Scceeos -'-'- by 
Entered AORH Screen (Railroad data only) -'- '- by 



EXHIBIT 
RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET (Cont.) 
(Fonn II) 

4·EX-1 (llEV 3/2004) 
Page2 of4 

4. Are there any mojor ilm~• of construction contract worlc? Yes 0 No 0 (lf"Yes", oxploio.) 

There will be a cul-de-sac improvement consbucted on private property in order to terminate a 
private roadway oud obsbuct direct access there from lo Hwy 46. 
This work is not considered major coosttuotion work. 

s. Provide a &eneral description of the right of way and excess lands required (zoniol. use, major improvements, critical or 

6. 

sensitive parcels, etc.}. No rlaht of way required. 0 

Riaht of way will need to be acquired ftom twelve properties. There are three bllic types of property potentially 
atreotcd by this oltemative: Residential Aarlcultural, Commen:llll Highway, and Co1111Daclnl Light Iadustrial. One 
parcel Is improved with structures that may be alfected and requinl removal or modi6eation. Tbls improved 
property will at.o be severed, Ieavins portions on each side of reaJiJaed Union Rd. Some suponeded portions of 
Uniou Rd. ma.y be able to be vacated mel cxchlll&ed for new riaht of way needed for the road rcali&DIIlmt. 
Adjtceat to Ibis improved pareclls 025-371-00S, owned by Jonatldn Bnterprises. This parcel will also bo seve~d 
into multiple soaments by the project. It is difficult to deten:nine ,prc--desi111 the extent of damasea or benefits that 
may al)ply to this parcel. Scveraocc damases may apply and will need to be fuUy 111alyzed in tlic appnisalstosc of 
the project The Clayton Trust pan:el will be acquired iD full due to loti of access. Thia parcel will become cxcea1 
that may be able to be sold to an adjacent property owner. The Ravino Watetpark acquisiton area may also become 
excess. 

Ia there an efllcct on oswsc:d valuation? Yes 0 Not Sisnificant 0 No 0 (If"Yea•, expJaia.) 

There may be a diminution of assessed value on pan:el APN 025-632-004 if struchlrea must be removed. 
Then: will be a dimunitJoo in assessed value of APN 025-433..()0 1 and 025-433-006 due to denial of ac:cesa and at least interim 
publio ownership. 

7. Are utillty facilities or rights of way affected? 
Yes 0 No 0 (If"Yes", attach Utility Information Sheet. Exhibit4-EX-S.) 
The followina checked itoms may seriously impact lead time for utility relocation: 

0 I.ongltudinal policy conf1ict(s) 
0 Environmental concems impacting acquisition ofpotelltialeasements 
0 Powor lines operating in excess ofj() KV and subscatloftl 

(Seo attached Exhiblt 4-EX-5 for oxplanatlon.) 

8. Are Railroad fac.ililies or rights of way affeceed? 
Yes 0 No 0 (If "Yes", atteoh Railroad Information Sheet, Exhibit 4-EX-6.) 



RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET (Cont.) 
(Jiorm II) 

EXHIBIT 
4-EX-l (REV 3/2004) 
Page 3 of4 

9. Were nny previously unidentified sites with hazardous waste and/or material found? 
Yes 0 None Evident 0 (lr"Yes•, o1111ch memonm~•m per RIW hlo111111, Chnptcr4, Scctlon4.0UO.OO.) 

10. Are RAP displacements requinld? Yes 0 No 0 (Tf"les", provide the rotlowins information.) 

No. of slllglo fAmily --~-- No. ofbusinesslaooprofit 

No. of multl-fami.Iy No. offanns 

It is anticipated that sufficient replacement housin& wiU bC available and may not require last Resort 
Holiaing. In advance of final deslp, it Ia not clear whether or DOl thla project will require the removal of 
buildinp. Detian may be ablo to be refined to preserve all existing atructurea. However, based on the 
conceptual design for this alternative, there Ia potential for stntc:tural impact that could cauM displacement 
of a rural retidooc:e aacllor an auooiQCed business operated on the 1ite. Therefore, the cost estimates on 
Page 1 of this RIW Data Sheet includes potential Relocation Aalatanco cosiS. 

ll. Are there Material Borrow and/or Disposal Sites required? Yes 0 No 0 (If "Yes'', explain..) 

The coJJsiJUction of the overpass at Hwy 46 will require fiU. 

12. Ale thoro potential relinquiahmeats andlorabandoruncola'l Yes 0 No O (lf"Yes", explain.) 

!hero a.re some oldllin& acJPDcols of Union Road that will become supcraedcd by roadway realignmcot. 
The superaeded JOIDleDla could become potential abandonments that could bring benefit to affected 
properties and provide some oftiet far needed r/w acquisitions. 

13. Are there any ex.fstiq aodlor potential airspace sites? Yes 0 No D (lf"Yes", expt.in.) 

Because the overpass over Hwy 46 will be elevated over the highway, oinpace rights for lbe overpass will 
need to be srantcd by Cal trans to tho City (or the Stale will control all air ri&hts for ovorpua}. 



RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET (Cont.) 
(Form I#) 

EXIUBIT 
4-EX-1 {REV 312004) 
Page4of4 

14. Indicate the ontlcipoled Rlallt ofWoy schedule ond lead rime requirements. (Discuss If district proposes less than 
PMCS lead lime ondlor if sianific:ant pn:ssures for project advancement ore onlleipoted.) 

Based on tho RJW requirements on Pago I of this Dolo Sheet, R!\V will require 11 lead time of 12 months tom the dote 
lqal descriptions of tho areas to be oc:quin:d are completed. This will allow sumclent lime for oppmlaol, 
appraisal review, offer and completion of acquisiton proceas. 

In ooy event, R\V will require 12 months from Final Maps and ICJDI descriptions lo projc:d ccttifkotlon. 

1.5. Is it anticipated tbot CaltransstaffwiU perform 1111 Ri&ht of Yes 0 No 0 (lf"No", dlscun.) 
Way work? 

It is anlklpsled that City will hire a qualified right of way cousultont lo completa lhc needed r/w 
ocquiaitions in accordance with Caltrans guidelines. 

Evaluation Prepared By Hatch Mott_fAocD?nllld (consultant for City {;fPnso Robles): ! 
1 RightofWoy' Nomo ?-J.WL~II'@ Date 2'/J~ 1!1. 

(umtl MIJilllltlon Colli) HiWl:Jf, Jeweii&Awcia es // J 
RaUrood: Namo L . · ~ Date "'], Z. I I ~l 

Cnn'liOJl 
1 

/ ...-.. 1/ / J 
U!ilitles: Nnmc 7{_ ~ .f/\.::.__/ Dale 'Z- '2 I I ~ 

canilOI( r I 

Recommended for Approval: 

1~ 
HatClh Matt MacDonald 

l have personally revlowcd thla Right of \Va.y Dolo Sheet and oil supportins information. J cerrifY that the probable 
Hlahest ond Bc.st Usc, estimated values, cscolatlon rates, and 1111umpcion1 are n:c~~onablo and proper subject to the 
llmltlna conditions set forth. ond I find this Data Shed complete and current. 

Name: l)ifA) ESPE~fiNzll 
Title: ~IIPJ111L. P~e>J~CTb t?N6JJ.Jf~~ 
Agency: City ofPaso Robles 

~lz'l>} ZllJf 
Do to 



STATE Of CAUFORNL\ • DEPAR'l'WENTOF~AnON 

ESTIMATE WORKSHEET 
(fOrm#) 

PREPARED BY:Hamner, JeWell & AUOdates, Consultant for atv Of Paso RobleS 

TYPE PARc:a. P.M. ESTtMATED RAP Ct.EAR/DEMO NO RAP NO CLEAR/ 
cosr COST COST OISPL DEMO 

11) [2) (3) (4) (.5) 16l m (8) 

B 025-433-001 51,200,000 

B 025-362-003 $40,000 
c 025-362-004 5300,000 sao.ooo 530,000 2 1 
c 025-371-<XlS 5300,000 

B 025-371-()16 5136,000 

A 025-362..()36 52.500 
A 025-362-()37 $2,500 

A 025-42Hl83 $6,000 
B 025-421..()84 $14,000 

A 025-435-028 57.000 
B 025-435-029 5182,000 

c 025-43.3{)06 $1,000,000 

TOTAL 53.190.000 S80,000 . 530,000 2 1 

GaAND TOTAl. FROM 
ALLPAGE5 53,190,000 sso,ooo $30,000 2 ... -------.1. 

T PERMIT FEES 
PERa.GTTER ESTlMATED TYPE OF DATE TO 

COST PERMIT EXPEND 
(14) (15) (161 (17) 

TOTAL 

ORAND TOTAl. FROM 
All. PAGES 

DISTRICT COONlY I ROUTE 
5 SLO 46 

ALTERNATM 
4 

I DATE 
NoV.1,2012 

NOCONST CCN ESCROW AME • OlHER INFO. 
PERMITS COST COST 

(9) (10) (1'1) 

$2,700 

51,500 
$2,000 

52,000 
51,500 

51,000 

51,000 

51,000 
$1,000 

$1.000 
$2,000 
$2,500 

519,200 

-···- ~200 

EXHIBIT 
4·EX·2 

PAGE1 OF1 

P.M. 

Richard Rostes 
10 

EA 05-1C150K 

PAGE OF 
1 1 

RNIAREA EX C. 
SF AREA 

112> 113l 

285,383 285,383 
30,504 
25,624 

101,590 
32,434 
1,026 

1 ,017 

2,767 
12,678 
7,260 

188,859 

159.424 159,424 
848,566 444.807 

848,566 444.807 



S1'A~ OP CALIFORNIA • DEPAJlT.MBNr OlfTRANSPOilTATION 

UTILITY INFORMATION SHEET 
(Fonnf#) 

1. Name of utili I)' compmnies invol~ in project: 
City ofPaao Robles- Water MaiN 
Sempra Utilitiea - Clu 
PG&E • Electric 
Charter Cable 
ATI 

2. Types of focilltfea and agreements required: 
Water Moinl · 8", 12" & 16" and assoicated faoilitiealo be relocated 
Gas Main•-4", 6" lt. s• to ba rolOClltcd 
Ovecbead Electric facilities to be undergrouoded 
Overhu<l Cable facilllfea to be underaroundcd 
Underaround AT&T Focilitiea to bo relocated 

EXHIBIT 
4-EX-.5 (REV 3/2004} 
Pa1c 1 of 1 

J. Is any facility a lonsitudinal encroachment in existing or proposed accesa controlled riaht of way? No. 
Explain. 

DJspoJilion ofloogltudinal cncroachmcnl(s}: 
0 R.clocalion.required 
0 Exc:cption to policy occdcd 
0 Other. Explldo. 

4. Additinoal int'omlatlon concemiog utility involvements on thia project. i.o., Jooalcad time matoriala, 
srowin& or species scaaona, customer service seBSQDS (no lrllD1misalon tower relocationa in summer). 

S. PMCS Input Information 
Total e•limatcd coal of City's obUgalioo for utility relocation on this project: 
$1,834,000 

Note: 
Total estimGted cost to Include any Department obllpdon lo relocate lon&ltudlnal 
encroachment• in ac:ces1 controlled rJabt of way and acquJre any necessary utiUty easemenu. 

U4-1 
·2 

Utjlity IoyolvCIIlCAts 
1 US-7 __ ,..---

-3---- -8_--:4:---­
·9 __ ""'s _ _ 

-4 -----
Prepared By: • Keoae Xlwo, Cannon, ConmiiAilt for City of Paso Robles 



EXHIBIT STAll! OF CALIFORNIA • DEPA!tTIII9fT OrTJ\ANSPORTATION 

RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET 
(Form##) 

4-EX-1 (REV 312004) 
Pose 1 of4 

To: CallriUtS District S Date Febru!ll'Y 20, 2014 
Dist _s_ Co ....§!&.. Rte ~ PfM R. R011ales 
lD BA 05-ICUDK Attention: Richard Rosales 

Project Manager Project Dexription .:.H:.:WY;..;...4.:.:61U=n:::io:::.n.::Ro::::acl:;:._ ______ _ 

Subject: Right of\Vay Data Alternate No. S Halt Cloverleaf 

This Alternate meets the criteria Cor a Dc:slgo/BuUd project: Yes 0 No 0 

1. Rfgbt of Way Cost Estimate: To bo entered into PMCS COST R\Vl-S Scree01 

Current Value Future E•calation Escalated 
Usc Rate Value 

A. Total Acquisition Cost 
Aequlsltlon, Includln1 Excess Lands, 
DBIIIIII!S,IIIld Goo4will. $ 5,636,850 lS % s 6,482,378 
Projcc:l Pcmrit Fees. s 0 
Utility .Relocation $ 11834,000 15 % $ 2,109,100 
Relocation Assistance s 120,000 lS % s tJB1000 

Cleorance/Demolltion s 6D1000 1!1 % s 69,000 

TJtle and Escrow s 24,700 IS % s 28140S 
Totnl Estimated Cost $ 716751550 $ 818261883 

B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
P. 
G. ConatrueHon Contract Work s 0 (1bu1 dlf CCIIIIInlclfon crnts /lrat ar.la 1M 

illthulrtl,. ,~. P'O/HIS PSciEJ 

2. Current Dote ofRigbt of Way Certlfleatloa May 2018 

3. Panel Data: To be enotcrc:d into PMCS EVNT RW Screen. 

ImQ 3A DllallAiuu: 3C IDililia 3D RR Inyglvemmll 3B 

X U4-1 1 None X 
A 4 -2 C&MAgrmt --B _s_ -3 Svc Contract -c 5 US-1 Design 
D ·8 ~ Const. 
E xxxx ·9 5 LicJREJCiausea 
p xxxx 

Miao, RIW Ylgrk 
Total 14 RAPDillpl X 

Clear/Demo X 
Const Permits 
Coodemn'ation X 

Areas: RfW 1,049,657 sf No. Excess Porcelli 2 Excess JJ2.Ja~ ar 
Blltered PMCS Screens __}_/_ by 
Entered AGRE Screen. (RAilroad data only} -'-'- by 



EXHIBIT 
RIGHT OF WAY DATA SliEET (Cont.) 
(Form#) 

4-EX-1 (REV 3/2004) 
Page 2 of4 

4. Ar. thm~ any mnjor ltorJtc or construction c:ontnac:t worlc? Yes 0 No 0 (H"Yea", explain.) 

There will be a cul-de-sac improvement constnlcted on private property in order to term~ate a 
privalcl roadway and obatruct direct access there from to Hwy 46. 
This work Is not deemed ll major item of conatruction contract work. 

5. Provide a aeneral description of tho right of way ud excess lands required (zoJUni, use, major 
improvements, criUcal or sensitive parcels, etc.). No ri&ht of way required. 0 
Right of way will need to be acquired from fifteen properties ofvatylog types that include 
Residential Aaricultural, Commercial Hi&hway, IUld Commercial Light Jndustrial. Parcels 025-362· 
004,025·371-016 &. 025·371·017 are Improved with atructwu that maybe affected and require 
removal or ruodificalion. One of the improved parcels (025·362-004) will also be severed. leaving 
portio111 on each 1ido of tealigned Union Rd. Some supeneded portions of Union Rd. may bo able 
to be vacated and exchanged for uow right of way needed for tho road realiamnent. Adjacent to 
thi1 improved parcel is 025-371-00S, owned by Jooatldn Enterprises. This parcel will also be 
severed into multiple aesmen11 by tha project. It it difficult to dotarmino pre-dal!gn the extent of 
damages or benefits that may apply to thi1 parcel. Sovanmce damaaes may apply and will need to 
be AIUy analyzed in the appraisalataac of the project Additionolly Parcel 025-433..()06 is the 
Ravine watorpark. Dopending on .tlnal design, some of tho WateEJNUk facilities may be Impacted 
IUUl requite mitigation. For pwposoa of project pJIIIIIlias, budJetina, and completing thia Data 
RhfW It I• R.'\.-.lmfltl thAt th11rl'l \~till hl'l 
some tetocanon uslstanco requtrement. 1111d severance damagea have been asswnod. J 72,962 sf of 
excass land wiU be acquired from AP O:ZS-433-00 1 and 1.59,424 1f .tiom the waterpark because 
these pan:ols wiD bo affected by denial of access, 

6. Is thcruo all'ccton 111sc:sscd valuation? Yea 0 Not Slpi6cant 0 No 0 (If"Yes", explain.) 

Thcte may ba a dimuoition of weascd value on pan:ela 

APN 025-0.362-004 & 02S-371--016 8lld 017 duo to removal ofltructural improvements. 025-433-001 
will be temOved from the lax roUs if maintained under public owncrahip. 

7. Aro utili~· faGilitiet or rights of way affected? 
Yu 0 No 0 Qf"Yes", attacll Utility Infbnnation Sheet, Exhibit4-EX·.S,) 
Tho mllowing checked items may aariously impact lead time for utility reJoc:atioD! 

0 Longitudinal policy conOict(s) 
0 Environmental concctllll impactins acquisition of potential easements 
0 Power linea operating in excess of SO lCV and 1ubatalions 

(See attAched Exhibit 4-EX-S for explanation.) 

8. Are Railroad ticilltlea or right. of way affected? 
Yu 0 No 0 (If "Y r:s'', atmcb Railroad lnformatioo Sbcet, Exhibit 4-EX-6.) 



RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET (Cont.) 
(Fonn II) 

EXHIBIT 
4·EX· l (REV 3/2004) 
Pngc3 of4 

9. Were MY previously unidcnrified sites with hau.rdous waste DDdlor material found? 
Ye.s 0 None Evident 0 (lf"Ycs", aUDCh tnemollllldum per RIW M111111111, Cboptcr4, Sedlon 4.01.10.00.} 

10. Ate RAP displacements required? Yes · 0 No 0 (ll•ves•, provide tho rollowlna infomualion.) 

No. of slagle filmUy 2 No. ofbusinealfnonprofit 

No. of multi-family No. of firma 

It is aulloipated that sufficient replacement housina will be available without Last Resort Housiua. In 
advaoco of fmal desigu, it Js not clear whether or not Ibis project will requile the removal of buildillas. 
Design may be ablo to be refined to preserve exist ina structures. However, ba.sod on the oooceptual design 
for this alteruativa, there fa potential for attuccurnl impact that could cause dispJacoment ot two rora1 
residences from two properties and/or au usociated business open~ted one ot the sites. Therefore, the coat 
estimates on Page 1 of this RIW Data Shcot include potential Reloca~oo Ani stance colla. 

11 . Ate thero Matoria1 Bonow and/or Disposal Sites required? Yea 0 No 0 (If"Y ea•, cxpJalD.) 

Tho cooslruetiou of lho overpass at Hwy 46 wilt require fiU. 

12. An: there potential relinquiahmellts and/or abaodonmenla'l Yes 0 No O (lf"Yes", explaill.} 

There are some existing seammts of Union Rood that wiJI become superseded by roadway realignment. 
Tho superseded aegmmta could become potential abaDdonmcota that could brins benefit to affected 
properties IUld provide somo oftket for oeeded r/w acquiaidoos. 

13. An: there any existing and/or potential airspace site!? Yea 0 No O (If"Yes", expJoin.) 

Because lhe overpau over Hwy 46 will be elevated over tho hiahway, airspace ri&hls for tbe overpass 
construcdon will need to be authorized by Callr1111s. No airspace sites ue 1111Ucfpotcd. 



RIGHT OF WAY DATA SHEET (Cont.) 
(Form#) 

E."<HHBIT 
4-BX-1 (REV 3/2004) 
Pagc4 of4 

14. lndh:ote tho onticipotcd Rfsht ofW•y schedule ond lead limo requirements. (Discuss If dialrlct proposca less I hun 
PMCS lead tlmo ondlor if slgniHcont prcssura for project odvuncemc:nt arc unticlpoted.) 

Based on tbo MV requirc:mc:nlt on Paso I of this Data Sheet, R/\V will rcqulro a lead elmo of 12-18 mo liom the date 
lesal cbc:riptioos or the an:u to be acquired are c:omplc:tc:d. This will allow sumclc:nt time for appraisal, 
opprai111l rev low, offer, completion of acqujsitoa process, and occupancy rclocatloDS. 

In uny event, RW will require 12·18 months from Fioal Mop1 and legol dcacriptlonalo project c:crtlflcallon. 

IS. Ia it antJcfpllted thotCallrnnaaloffwill perform all Ri&ht of Yes 0 No 0 (IC"No•, discuss.) 
Woywork? 

It ia anticipated that City will hire a qualified Right ofWay Acquistion coosultmt to complete tho 
needed right of way acqul•tioos 1n conConniiDCc with Caltrans guidelines. 

7 I 

Recommended for Approval: 

1~ 
Hatch Mott MacDonald 

I hDvc personally reviewed this Rlsht ofWoy Datil Sheet und all supportinslnformolion. I certifY that the probllblo 
Hfahest and Best Use, estimated valu~. escalotion rules, and asaumptlons arc tCIUonable and proper subject to tho 
limiting conditions set forth, und I rmd this Dat11 Sheet cotnplete and cum:nt. 

Name: Di11tt~ E?J'PEeii»ZII 
Tille: ~PITAL PR..OJ EC.7~ ~JJ6/)Jfi~i! 
Agency: City ofPaso Robles 

~}Z.~) WJf 
Dato 



STA're OF CAlJI'ORN1A • DEPARTMENT OPTRANSPORTA110N 

ESTIMATE WORKSHEET 
a=onn ll 

PREPARS) BY :Hamner. JeMJ a AssOciates. consultant tor a tv Of RISo RObles 

TYPE PARCEL P.M. ESnMATED CLEARJDEII40 . NO RAP NO CLEAR/ 
COST RAP COST COST DISPL DEMO 

111 121 (31 C4l !9 (6) m (81 

B 025-362-()()3 $40,000 
c 025-362-ooa S300,000 sao,ooo 530.000 2 1 

· c 025-371-(105 $300,000 
B 025-37HJ16 $993,750 
A 025-632.()36 S2,500 
A 025-362-o37 52,500 
B 025-433-()()1 51,200,000 
c 025-433-006 51,200,000 
c 025-371-017 51,080,000 540.000 $30,000 1 1 
c 025-371-025 51n.200 
A 025-42Hl83 S6,000 
B 025-421-084 $14.000 

A 025-435-028 57,000 
B 025-435.()29 $318,900 

TOTAL $5,636,850 $120.000 $60,000 3 2 

ORAND TOTAL FROM 
ss.63s.sso I $12o.ooo I sso.ooo All PAGES 3 2 

T PERMIT FEES 
PERMITTER ESTIMATED TYPE OF DATE TO 

COST PERMIT EXPEND 
(14) (15) 116J (171 

TOTAl 

GRANO TOTAL FROM 
AlL PAGES 

DISTRICT COUNTY I ROUTE 
5 SLO 46 

AL'TERNATNE 

5 
DATE 

Fel>-14 

NOCONST ccw ESCROW AME ·OTHER INFO. 
PERMITS COST COST 

(9) (10) (11) 

S1,SOO 
52,000 
52,000 
52.500 
51,000 

51,000 
52,700 
52,700 
52.500 
51,800 
51,000 
$1,000 
S1,000 
$2.000 

524,700 

524,700 

EXHlBfT 
4-EX-2 

PAGE1 OF1 

P.M. 

Rlehara Roselas 
ID 

EA 05-1C1SOK 
PAGE OF 

1 1 

RIWAREA EXC. 
SF AREA 

(12> (13) 

30,504 

25,624 
101,590 
236,608 

1,026 
1,0'17 

112.421 172,961 
14,270 159,424 

131,979 
40,987 
2,767 

12.678 
7,260 

330,926 
1,049,657 

1,049,657 332,3851 



Sf ATE OF CALIFORNIA • DliPARTMI!NT 01' TRANSPORTATION 

UTILITY INFORMATION SHEET 
(Form#) 

1. Nome of utility ~111penlnlnvolved in project: 
City ofPuo Robles· Water Mains 
Sempro Utilities • Oaa 
PO&E • Eleclrio 
Clarter C11blc 
ATI 

2. Types of focllitict and agreements requin:d: 
Water Mains. 8", 12" & 16" and assolcated lacllities to bo Rlocatcd 
OuMailu - 4", 6" & B"lo ba relocated 
Overhead Eleolrio fbcJiities to be underarounded 
Overhead Cable facilities to be undergrounded 
Underground AT&T Facilities to be relocated 

EXIDBlT 
4-EX-.5 (REV 3/2004) 
Page 1oft 

3. Is any facility a longitudinal encroachment In oxiatlna or proposed access controlled right of Wfl'/1 No. 
Explain. 

Djsposidoa of loosltudlllal encroAChment{e): 
0 Relocation required 
0 Bxception to policy needed 
0 Other. Explalo. 

4. Addltionallnlormotfon concerning utility involvemeols oa thia project, i.e., lonJ lead time materials, 
growillg or species seasons, customer scr.~Jce seasons (no ttansmiNion tower relocations in IIWDma") • 

.S. PMCS Input InlormatioJI. 
Total cstimllled cost of City's obliaation for utility relocation on this project: 
$1,834,000 

Note: 
Total estfmoted cost to Jnclude any Department obllaallon to relocate loaptudla.al 
encroachments In access controlled ri&ht of way and a~:qulre any necessary utWty usemeots, 

Utility lnyg!yemeota 

U4-1 1 US·1--~--
·2__ __ -8 __ ~4 _ _ 
-3 -9 __ ..;;.s __ 
-4 ___ _ 

Prepared By: t Susan Roberts, CIJUlOJI, Consult.Mt for City ofPuo Robles 
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PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REPORT 

1. Project Information 

District I County I Route I PM lEA 
5 San Luis Obispo SR 46 31.7/32.3 05-1C150K 
Project Title: Brief descriptive phrase, e.g., CAPM, Curve Re-alignment, Passing Lane, etc. 
Union Road/State Route 46 East Intersection Alignment project 
Project Manager Phone# 
Richard Rosales 805-549-3 788 
Design Engineer Phone# 
John Fouche (805) 549-3330 
Environmental Office Chiet7Manager Phone# 
Janet Newland 805-542-4691 
PEAR Preparers Phone# 
Tad Stearn- PMC 831-383-7974 
Melissa D. Logue - PMC 916-23 1-2241 

2. Project Description 

Purpose and Need 

Need: 

The need of this project is to address the limited access to and across SR 46 at the Union 
Road-Paso Robles Boulevard intersection. These problems/deficiencies include: 

1. Delay/poor operations at the at-grade stop controlled intersections of Union 
Road/SR 46 and Airpot1 Road/SR 46 due to: 
• Existing and projected traffic volumes 
• Uncontrolled entty and exit of vehicles fi·om at-grade intersections onto the 

highway (such as the westbound SR 46 left-turn movement to southbound Union 
Road and eastbound SR 46 left-tum movement to northbound Airpot1 Road) 

• Merging conflicts for entry onto SR 46. 

The Union Road I SR 46 and Airport Road I SR 46 are side street stop controlled 
intersections. For stop controlled intersections, LOS is usually determined for the minor 
street tw·ning movements as well as major-street left tums. Major-street (SR 46 in this 
case) through movements typically have no delay if there is no queue spillover from 
downstream traffic. Traffic operations at those two intersections for the existing and 2035 
conditions are reported in Table 1. 

Revised Febntary 2014 



Table 1: Stop-Controlled Intersection Capacity Analysis 

2011 20351 

Intersection 
Approach/ 

Weekday PM Friday PM Weekda PM Friday PM Movement 

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Hwy46/ NB 21.8 c 34.3 D >150 F >150 F 
Union Rd WBL 12.6 B 13.9 B 26.8 D 39.6 E 

Hwy46/ SB 25.4 D 35.9 E 24.2 c >150 F 
Airport Rd EBL 9.8 A 10.1 B 16.4 c 18.6 c 

Note: Year 2035 includes future approved development consistent with the City of Paso Robles General Plan 
2 Delays expressed in seconds. 

Under the existing conditions, the two SR 46 left turns are able to operate at LOS B or 
better. The two minor streets can still maintain LOS D except for the Airport Road access 
during the Friday PM peak hour. In Year 2035, the operation of the westbound left-tum 
on SR 46 at Union Road will deteriorate to LOS E during the Friday PM peak hour and 
the two minor streets will degrade to an unacceptable LOS and create excessive delays 
for vehicles accessing SR 46. 

2. Limited access & connectivity for all travel modes between the north and south 
sides of SR 46. 

Due to the existing roadway configuration the north and south connectivity between the 
two sides of SR 46 is limited within the City of Paso Robles. Circulation and access to 
SR 46 is provided mainly tlu·ough four n01th-south roads including Buena Vista Drive, 
Golden Hill Road, Union Road, and Airport Road. Among these locations, only Golden 
Hill Road allows vehicles to cross SR 46 and proceed fi·om north to south or vice versa. 
In comparison, the other three streets provide either a notth leg or south leg and terminate 
at SR 46. The Golden Hill Road and Buena Vista Drive intersections are the only 
locations controlled by a traffic signal. However, the signal at the Buena Vista Drive I SR 
46 intersection does not control the eastbound through movements. The other two 
intersections are stop-controlled for the minor street approaches. Stop controlled traffic 
carries a lower movement priority and in this particular case n01thbound or southbound 
movements must yield to SR 46 traffic. Meanwhile, because SR 46 canies a large volume 
of vehicles, turning movements from these stop-controlled locations can be very difficult 
to make, and in some of the worst-case scenarios, these movements experience excessive 
delay. As such, the main access to SR 46 is limited to Golden Hill Road. Providing these 
additional locations where all modes can access SR 46 fi·om both the notth and south 
sides will improve traffic operations in this area. 

Connectivity for altemative transpottation modes such as pedestrian and bicyclist is 
provided only at the Golden Hill Road intersection. The current configuration 
discourages people fi·om using these modes by requiring longer travel distances for some 
trips. Therefore, it is i.rnpo1tant to the City of Paso Robles to provide these facilities and 
connections to encomage these modes of travel. 

Revised February 2014 
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As SR 46 traffic is expected to continue to grow, it will become more difficult for the 
existing roadway system to deliver the much needed access and connectivity in the City 
area to all modes oftravel. 

3. Limited access & connectivity especially on the north side of Union Road (Paso 
Robles Blvd.). 

Currently, the only major connection to Paso Robles Boulevard is SR 46 at the Union 
Road intersection. Paso Robles Boulevard is not connected to any other major arterials 
on the north side of the highway (i.e.: Dry Creek Road, Airport Road, etc.). As previously 
stated, because SR 46 carries a large amount of traffic, turning movements to and from 
stop-controlled access points like Paso Robles Boulevard are difficult to make, and in 
some of the worst-case scenarios, these movements experience excessive delays. 

Purpose: 

The purpose of the project is to improve access to, from, along, and across State Route 46 
at the Union Road intersection; reduce congestion and delay, improve reliability and 
operations in the vicinity of the intersections ofSR 46 I Union Road and SR 46 I Airport 
Road. One objective of this project from PM 31.7 to PM 32.3 is to improve operations 
and access and reduce congestion through operational and/or capacity improvements at 
the SR 46 I Union Road and SR 46 I Airport Road intersections. A second objective is to 
improve connectivity for bicycles and pedestrians across SR 46. 

Description of work 

The proposed project would construct improvements to the Union Road/SR 46 
intersection to meet the project purposes listed above. Two build alternatives and a No­
Build altemative are under consideration. The build alternatives include a mid-term 
altemative known as the "Overcrossing Only Alternative", and a "Full Standard 
Interchange Altemative". 

Construction of any of the build altematives would include: 
• realignment of the Union Road approaches to State Route 46 
• grading 
• additional paving 
• striping andre-striping 
• construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
• utility relocation 
• potential storm drainage facility modifications and improvements 
• permanent storm water treatment facilities (TBMPs) 

Revised February 2014 
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Alternatives 

Three (3) alternatives are currently under consideration for the proposed Union Road I 
Highway 46 East Intersection Alignment Study. The alternatives include: 

Table 1 Summary of Alternatives 

Alternative Description 

1. No-Build No improvements to the existing intersection 

4. Over-crossing Implement an overcrossing 

5. Standard Interchange 
Implement a half clover-leaf interchange with no design 
exceptions. 

Following is a detailed description of the alternatives: 

Alternative 1 No Build Alternative 
The "No-Build Alternative" assumes no improvements to the existing un-signalized 
intersection at State Route 46 East and Union Road. Given this assumption, the 
intersection is forecast to operate at Level of Service (LOS) Fin the forecast year 2035. 
In addition, traffic off of Airport Boulevard trying to travel southbound on Union Road 
will fmd it difficult to weave and make the westbound left-turn along State Route 46 at 
Union Road due to heavy through traffic on State Route 46. 

Alternative 4 Overcrossing Alternative 

In this alternative, an overcrossing structure would be constructed over the existing State 
Route 46 East/Union Road intersection location. This alternative would help relieve 
traffic at the intersection of State Route 46/Golden Hill Road. The overcrossing roadway 
would be designed as a four lane roadway with bike lane and pedestrian walkway. The 
Paso Robles Boulevard connection to State Route 46 would be closed, and Union Road 
would be realigned to create a new intersection along the south overcrossing approach. 
The overcrossing structure would be 100 feet wide and 220 feet long. No connections 
will be provided fi·om the new overcrossing to State Route 46. 

Alternative 5 Full Standard Interchange Alternative 

In this alternative, a half clover-leaf interchange is proposed. The loops would be 
designed for 30 miles per hour speeds. New ramps (eastbound on-ramp and westbound 
off-ramp) would be single 14 foot lanes, with 8 foot outside shoulders and 4 foot inside 
shoulders. The overcrossing roadway would be designed as a four lane roadway with bike 
lane and pedestrian walkway. The Paso Robles Boulevard connection to State Route 46 
would be closed, and Union Road would be realigned to create a new intersection along 
the south approach to the interchange. 

Revised February 2014 
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The overcrossing structure would be 100 feet wide and 220 feet long. The eastbound on­
ramp and westbound off-ramp would cross the Huer Huero Creek on separate supp01t 
structures 350 feet long and 26 feet wide. 

3. Anticipated Environmental Approval 

Check the anticipated environmental dete1mination or document for the proposed project in the table 
below 

CEQA NEPA 
Environmental Determination 
Statutory Exemption D 
Categorical Exemption [ J Categorical Exclusion [ J 
Environmental Document 
Initial Study or Focused Initial Environmental Assessment with 
Study with proposed Negative 
Declaration (ND) or Mitigated ND f2J 

proposed Finding ofNo Significant 
Impact f2J 

Complex Environmental 
Assessment with proposed Finding D 
ofNo Significant Impact 

Environmental Impact Report [ J Environmental Impact Statement [ ] 
CEQA Lead Agency (if determined): Caltrans 

Estimated length of time (months) to obtain 18-24 months 
environmental approval: 

4. Special Environmental Considerations 

The project area may include suitable habitat fo r several protected animal and plant 
species. As a result, the project may require a Rare Plant Survey (in March-May and 
July-August), California Red-legged Frog habitat assessment, San Joaquin kit fox habitat 
assessment, consultation regarding Swainson's Hawk, surveys on existing bridge for bats, 
and a Least Bell's vireo survey (in April to August). The timing of these surveys may 
affect the delivery of the environmental document. Additionally, it is anticipated that the 
project would require Section 7 Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service for 
effects to federally-listed species. Also, for alternatives that may affect Huer Huero 
Creek, a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
may be required. If an alternative would affect more than Y2 acre of jurisdictional waters, 
then an Individual Permit would be required, which may affect the strut of construction 
date. Finally, if special status species are identified in the project area that could be 
affected by the proposed project, or if the project would require construction activities 
within Huer Huero Creek, then seasonal construction limitation may be required that 
would affect the construction schedule of the proposed project. 
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5. Anticipated Environmental Commitments 

Noise Abatement or Mitigation 

• Provide noise barriers if determined necessary by the Noise Impact Repo1t . 

• 

Archaeological Resources 

• Testing of any discovered archaeological and/or paleontological resources. 
• Require monitor present during ground disturbance if high potential for discovery 

of resources is determined. 

Biological Resources 

• A biological monitor may be required if determined exclusions zones need to be 
established for special-status or nesting species. 

Scenic Resources 

• Aesthetic treatment may be required at all retaining walls, concrete barriers, 
soundwalls consistent with the Aesthetic Barrier Design guidance and the 
California Highway Barrier Aesthetics Report. 

Wetland/Riparian Resources 

• Wetland mitigations if determined jurisdictional wetland would be affected. 

Runoff/Water Quality 

• Prevent scour during a flood event. 

(See Attachment D for Environmental Commitments Cost Estimate) 

Project specific mitigation would be detetmined at the time of project implementation; 
however, the following general avoidance and minimization measmes are recommended: 

Biological Resources 
• Avoid introduction of invasive species into the project area. 
• Mitigation will be required for any impacts to special-status species. Project 

specific mitigation would be detennined at the time of project implementation. 
May include requiring a biological monitor to monitor exclusion zones if 
determined necessary. 

• Conduct preconstruction surveys and construction monitoring (if required). 
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Land Use 
• Reasonable compensation provided to landowners affected by the proposed 

project in accordance with Caltrans relocation policy. 

Hazards 
• If any indication of contamination, such as odors or stained soils, is encountered 

during grading, excavating, or other construction activities, work in the area 
should be stopped immediately. 

Geology/Soils 
• Implement recommendations provided in site specific Geotechnical Investigation, 

which may include soil stabilization measures for unstable soils. 

Paleontological Resources 
• If paleontological resources are discovered mitigation would include removal, 

preparation, and curation of any important remains. May require presence of 
paleontologist during ground disturbing activities. 

Runoff/Water Quality 

• Require special design measures to prevent scour during a flood event. 
• Prepare and implement erosion control spill prevention and counter measure 

control plan, measures. Minimum erosion control measures for each altemative 
include: move-in/move-out erosion control; fiber rolls; hydroseeing; and rolled 
erosion control product (netting). 

• Implement design pollution prevention BMPs. Design pollution prevention BMPs 
include the use of treatment devices that will increase the surface roughness and 
promote infiltration to ensure that post-construction tunoffrates do not exceed 
pre-construction runoff rates. Bio fi ltration and/or detention basins are proposed to 
decrease the sediment loading potential. 

• Implement temporary constmction site BMPs. Temporary consttuction BMPs 
measures considered for this project include: soil stabilization; sediment control; 
tracking control; non-storm water management; general constmction site 
management; and stormwater sampling and analysis. 

• Implement permanent treatment BMPs. Pe1manent treatment BMPs include the 
use ofbiofiltration devices (i.e. swales) and detention devices (Altemative 5 
only). 

6. Permits and Approvals 

The following environmental permits and approvals may be required for the proposed 
project: 

Permit Tim cline 
Right-of-way; approval of site development permits/plans in 3 months 
the project area. 
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Permit Timeline 
Regional Water Quality Control Board: National Pollutant 4 months 
Discharge Elimination System permits (Clean Water Act 
Section 402) and Water Quality Certification (Clean Water 
Act Section 401 ). A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
will also be required. These activities would be coordinated 
with the State Water Quality Control Board. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Review and approval of any 4 months 
improvements impacting wetlands, Clean Water Act Section 
404 permit. Authorization under Nationwide Permit 14 will 
likely be the appropriate permitting action because 
wetland/waters impacts are anticipated not to exceed the 
threshold acreage of 0.5 acre. If the project exceeds this 
tlu·eshold an individual permit will be required. 
California Depattment of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW): 4 months 
Approval of future potential streambed alteration agreements, 
pursuant to Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code, or any 
impact pursuant to the Migratory Bird Species Act. 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Section 7 Take Permit: 10 months 
Review and authorization of any activities impacting federally 
listed species. 

7. Level of Effort: Risks and Assumptions 

The assumptions used in the preparation of this PEAR are: 
• Study area limits will not change. 
• Project has some federal involvement (funding, permitting, etc.) 
• There will be a public workshop opp01tunity. 
• Land use designation and land under Williamson Act Contract will not change 

within the project area. 

Future risks for the project include: 
• Requirement to conduct protocol-level surveys for vernal pools. These survey 

require two consecutive seasons of one full wet season survey and one dry season 
survey, or one to two years. 

• Requirement to conduct plant surveys during blooming periods. These surveys 
have various seasonal requirements. May delay analysis up to 1 year. 

• Impacts to wetlands which would require mitigation to ensure no net loss of 
wetlands. 

• Requirement to conduct additional surveys for special-status species, migratory 
bird nest, and bun·owing owls (individuals and habitat). This could delay 
construction activities to occur outside the nesting seasons. 

• Need to initiate informal or formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service on least Bell' s vireo, San Joaquin kit fox and/or vema! pool fairy shrimp. 

• Need to monitor for biological resomces during construction. 

Revised February 2014 
8 



• Need to monitor for paleontological or archeological resources during 
construction. 

• Need to conduct archaeological testing. 
• Unexpected community concerns. 
• Unexpected Native American concerns. 
• Need to construct noise barriers along alignment. 
• Unexpected change to technical study or environmental document f01mat 

requirements. 
• Delays in description of engineering design details that affect environmental 

analysis or permitting. 
• Delays in review schedule. 

8. PEAR Technical Summaries 

8.1 Land Use: The proposed project is consistent with the Paso Robles General Plan 
and would not conflict with existing land use plans. Consistency with land use plans 
will be addressed in detail within the Land Use section of the environmental 
assessment. 

The proposed project improvements would include construction of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, which aid in providing a more connected bicycle system 
through the project area. The proposed project would have no effect on the nearby 
Barney Schwartz Park. No Section 4(t) propetties have been identified within the 
project area that would be affected by the proposed project. Therefore, Section 4(t) 
will not be addressed ill detail in the environmental assessment. These 
circumstances apply to both build a lternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No 
technical analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.2 Growth: A majority of the project area is located within an area that is cmTently 
undeveloped but designated for urban uses. As mentioned above, the proposed 
improvements are necessary to accommodate 2035 travel forecasts as a result of 
buildout ofthe General Plan (Paso Robles 20lla). The proposed improvements 
would have low potential to induce growth. The proposed project would 
accommodate planned growth and provide a safer circulation system by providing a 
more f01mal access to and from SR 46. Growth inducement will be studied in the 
Draft Environmental Document. These circumstances apply to both build 
altematives, Alternative 4 and Alternat ive 5. No growth is induced by the No-Build 
Alternative. 

8.3 Farmlands/Timberlands: While the project area includes grazing land and 
farmland of local potential, it does not include unique farmland or farmland of local 
or statewide importance or Williamson Act land. Although the proposed project 
would result in the conversion land designated for agricultural use, it would not 
result in the conversion agricultural land designated as of"Prime Farmland," 
"Farmland of Statewide Impottance," o r land protected under Williamson Act 
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Contract (DOC 2008, 2009). Furthermore, no timberlands exist in the project area. 
Nevertheless, farmland impacts will be evaluated using the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD 1006. The 
fo1m and analysis of impacts to agricultural lands will be included in the 
Community Impact Assessment and the environmental document. These 
circumstances apply to both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No 
technical analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.4 Communi tv Impacts: One cluster of 4-6 residences and related buildings is located 
southwest of the intersection off of Union Road. The Union Road realignment 
under the Alternative 5 footprint would cut across this rural parcel and alter access 
to these properties. The proposed project would provide improved access to most 
properties surrounding the project area and would not result in substantial changes 
to established neighborhoods, overall community character or cohesion. The 
proposed project would realign the Union Road right-of-way closer to existing 
homes that may be occupied by minorities and/or have lower incomes. Although the 
realignment would not require the displacement of any occupants it may require 
acquiring propet1y from minorities and/or lower average annual income individuals. 
Therefore, environmental justice will be addressed within the environmental 
assessment. A Community Impact Assessment will be necessary to evaluate 
proposed improvements and provide mitigation accordingly. These circumstances 
apply to both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No community 
impact analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.5 VisuaVAesthetics: Since the proposed project may adversely affect scenic 
veiwshed and resources a Visual Impact Assessment would be necessary to 
evaluate proposed improvements and provide mitigation accordingly. These 
circumstances apply to both build altematives, Altemative 4 and Alternative 5. No 
technical analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.6 Cultural Resources: An Archaeological Survey Repo11 will be prepared to 
document the identification and evaluation of any prehistoric or historic 
archaeological properties within the Archaeological Area of Potential Effects 
(APE). A geomorphological study will be completed as part of the ASR and will 
determine if there is a likelihood for buried archaeological resources. 

A Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) will be prepared to identify and 
evaluate any architectural (built-environment) resources in the Architectural APE. 
A preliminary survey suggests that one historic-period prope11y, a two-story brick 
house constructed in the late 19th century by a Swedish immigrant, has the potential 
to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. It is located 
across Union Road fi"om the Barney Schwat1z Park complex, approximately 1,000 
feet from the intersection of State Route 46 and Union Road. Despite the distance, 
the property may need to be evaluated for indirect project effects. 

Revised Februmy 2014 
10 



A Historic Property Survey Rep011 (HPSR) will be prepared to summarize the 
results of the ASR and HRER, and will be submitted to the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for concunence. If significant archaeological or 
architectural resources are identified within the APE, a Finding of Effect (FOE) 
would also need to be prepared and submitted to the SHPO. Any adverse effects to 
significant resources would need to be resolved through a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA). These circumstances apply to both build alternatives, 
Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No technical analysis will be required for the No­
Build Alternative. 

8.7 Hydrology and Floodplain: The project area lies within regional aquifer known as 
the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (PRGB). The project does not include a 
housing component. Therefore, there would have no impacts with regards to 
groundwater demand or placing housing with a 100-year floodplain. However, 
portions of the project site are located within the 100-year floodplain ofHuer Huero 
Creek and culverts or support structures proposed within the floodplain may impede 
floodwater. Therefore, coordination with San Luis Obispo County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District regarding Floodplain Analysis is required. A 
Floodplain Analysis would determine the impact, if any, on the water surface 
elevations resulting from storm events due to the proposed improvements. These 
circumstances apply to both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No 
technical analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative 

8.8 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff: The project area is located in the 
Salinas River watershed, which is considered a high risk receiving watershed that is 
a tributary to the Salinas River. The Salinas River (upper reach, from the 
confluence of the Naciemento River to Santa Margarita Reservoir) is a 303(d) listed 
water body for chloride, pH and sodium (California 20 I 0). 

Since each of the build alternatives would result in an increase of new impervious 
surface area of one acre or more and will require consideration of permanent stotm 
water treatment facilities and design pollution prevention BMPs. The change in 
drainage pattern from any increase in impervious surface would also be analyzed to 
detetmine what the increased stonnwater runoff would be from the project in a 
subsequent repot1. A Water Quality Report shall be prepared. These circumstances 
apply to both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No technical 
analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.9 Geology, Soils, Seismic and Topography: Areas along Huer Huero Creek conidor 
have high liquefaction risk conditions and pot1ions of project area have high shrink­
swell/expansion potential, high subsidence potential, and low- to moderate landslide 
susceptibility. A site specific Geotechnical Investigation shall be prepared during 
the Draft Environmental Document. Soil data collection and laboratory testing shall 
be conducted to determine site specific geotechnical design parameters, 
requirements and any necessary mitigation measures that would ensure that the 
proposed improvements do not lead to any significant soils impacts. These 

Revised February 2014 
11 



circumstances apply to both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No 
technical analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.10 Paleontology: Implementation of any of the planned improvements may disturb 
undiscovered paleontological resources. Portions of the proposed project area 
consists of Quaternary Deposits (Q and QPc), which have a high probability to 
contain paleontological resources. Since certain portions of the project area have a 
high probability to contain paleontology resources, a Paleontological Identification 
Report (PIR) shall be prepared during the Draft Environmental Document to 
determine the potential for encountering fossils during construction. Construction 
monitoring may be required if this analysis determines that there is high potential 
for encountering fossils during construction. These circumstances apply to both 
build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No technical analysis will be 
required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.11 Hazardous Waste/Materials: The Geotracker, Envirofacts and Envi.rostor 
hazardous materials databases did not reveal any hazardous waste or hazardous 
materials sites in the project area. Furthermore, the City's Hazard Mitigation Study 
did not identify any hazardous materials facilities in the project area. Futthermore, 
the Hazard Mitigation Study shows the project area as having a low risk of flre 
hazard. However, a Phase I will be prepared for the proposed improvements to 
identify any unknown hazards in the project area. These circumstances apply to 
both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No technical analysis will 
be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.12 Air Qualitv: An Air Quality Analysis will be prepared to identify existing air 
quality, nearby sensitive receptors, and applicable air quality standards and policies. 
These circumstances apply to both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 
5. No technical analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.13 Noise and Vibration: Potential sensitive receptors in the project area include a few 
tural residential and single-family homes south of Highway 46. The potential for 
noise and vibration impacts in the project area would be increased with the 
construction and operation of the proposed improvements. A Noise Study Repott 
will therefore be prepared to identify applicable federal and local noise policies and 
standards. The study will analyze potential noise impacts resulting fmm the 
proposed project, and identify appropriate minimization and abatements measures 
to reduce these impacts, should the interior or exterior noise standards be exceeded 
fi:om roadway noise and fi·om the consttuction process itself These circumstances 
apply to both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No teclmical 
analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.14 Energy and Climate Change: The proposed project would not be considered to be 
a "major project" for the consumption of energy during consuuction or operation, 
as defmed by FHW A guidelines. As such, and Energy Repo11 will not be prepared 
for the project. 
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The proposed project is included in the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments 
(SLOCOG) 2010 RTP. The 2010 RTP EIR detennined that implementation of the 
capital improvement projects included in the RTP would not result in a net increase 
in greenhouse gas emissions that would conflict with the goals of AB 32. Because 
the proposed project is part ofthe capital improvements identified in the RTP, the 
proposed project is not expected to conttibute to greenhouse gas emissions that 
would conflict with the goals of AB 32. Nonetheless, a greenhouse gas and climate 
change analysis will be included in the analysis to quantify GHG emissions of the 
preferred alternative. These circumstances apply to both build alternatives, 
Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No technical analysis will be required for the No­
Build Alternative. 

8.15 Biological Environment: The project site has the potential to provide habitat for 
threatened or endangered species. A Natural Environment Study will be prepared to 
determine impacts to species and their habitat. If impacts to threatened or 
endangered species will occur, a Biological Assessment will also be prepared. 
These circumstances apply to both build alternatives, Alternative 4 and Alternative 
5. No technical analysis will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

8.16 Cumulative Impacts: The project has the potential, when combined with other 
development in the area, to result in cumulative impacts to visual/aesthetics, 
biological, and air quality. Cultural cumulative impacts will also be discussed if 
cultural resources are discovered in the project's cultural resources studies. 
Potential cumulative impacts would need to be addressed in the Environmental 
Document. The cumulative impact analysis would be conducted in accordance with 
Caltrans guidance. These circumstances apply to both build alternatives, 
Alternative 4 and Alternative 5. No technical analysis will be required for the No­
Build Alternative. 

8. 17 Context Sensitive Solutions: Context Sensitive Solutions that should be considered 
for this project include: 

• Consideration of the aesthetic qualities of the improvements and insuring 
that they remain consistent with the overall aesthetic characteristics of the 
larger corridor or community. 

• Consideration of the community's desire to protect the natural condition of 
Huer Huero Creek tlu·ough the project area. 

• Consideration of accommodation of non-motorized access and movement 
tlu·ough the project area. 

• Other considerations as identified by the PDT during the Project 
Development process. 
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These circumstances apply to both build altematives, Altemative 4 and Alternative 5. No 
special considerations will be required for the No-Build Alternative. 

9. Summary Statement for PSR or PSR-PDS 

The anticipated environmental document for the proposed project is a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Environmental Assessment. The California Department of Transportation would act 
as the lead agency in the preparation of a joint NEP A/CEQ A (National Environmental Policy 
Act/California Environmental Quality Act) environmental document. Caltrans will serve as the 
NEPA lead agency under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327. The 
estimated time to obtain environmental approval is 88 weeks (22 months) from the start of 
environmental studies. Assuming a start date ofNovember 2013, environmental studies would 
begin January 2014 after project preliminary maps are completed. Final environmental document 
would be anticipated by September 2015. 

Key environmental issues include biological and wetland resources in the project area, 
potential for sensitive archaeological resources, and potential for adverse visual impacts 
for any build alternatives that would include overpass structures. Several environmental 
studies would be required for the project, including: 

• Visual Impact Assessment 
• Historic Property Survey Report, which includes (as attachments) an 

Archaeological Survey Report, and Historical Resources Evaluation Report 
• Documentation of SHPO Consultation for Historic Property Survey 
• Native American Coordination 
• Hydrology and Floodplain Report 
• Water Quality and Stotmwater Runoff Report 
• Geotechnical Investigation Report 
• Paleontological Identification Report 
• Hazardous Material Repmt, consisting of a Phase I Initial Site Assessment 
• Air Quality Report 
• Noise Study Repott 
• Climate Change Analysis 
• Biological Repotts, consisting of a Natural Environment Study, Wetland 

Delineation, and, potentially, a Biological Assessment and protocol level surveys 

Potential constraints or special considerations include the potential need for special-status 
species surveys prior to the start of and/or during construction, as well as implementation 
of avoidance measures in the project design or construction implementation, including 
construction window limitations. Additionally, Section 7 consultation for federally­
protected species may be required for San Joaquin kit fox, least Bell's vireo, and vemal 
pool fairy shrimp. 

Further, if archaeological resources are identified, a Finding of Effect Repott will be 
required along with additional consultation with SHPO pursuant to Section 106 of the 

Revised February 2014 
14 



federal Historic Preservation Act. Additional coordination with Salinan and Chumash 
representatives and Caltrans District 5 Native American Coordinator may be required. 

10. Disclaimer 

This Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR)_provides information to 
support programming of the proposed project. It is not an environmental determination or 
document. Preliminary analysis, detenninations, and estimates of mitigation costs are 
based on the project description provided in the Project Study Report (PSR). The 
estimates and conclusions in the PEAR are approximate and are based on cursory 
analyses of probable effects. A reevaluation ofthe PEAR will be needed for changes in 
project scope or alternatives, or in environmental laws, regulations, or guidelines. 

11 L. t f P I S 0 reparers 
Cultural Resources specialist Date: 1/3/12 
Jennifer M. Farquhar, Principal, Albion Consulting 
Biologist Date: 12/21/11 
Jeanette Owen, Senior Biologist, PMC 
Community Impacts specialist Date: 1/6/12 
Pamela Lapham, Associate Environmental Planner, PMC 
Noise and Vibration specialist Date: 12/21111 
Melissa D. Logue, Senior Environmental Planner, PMC 
Air Quality specialist Date: 12/22/1 1 
Josh Kinkade, Associate Environmental Planner, PMC 
Paleontology specialist/liaison Date: 1/6112 
Josh Kinkade, Associate Environmental Planner, PMC 
Water Quality specialist Date: 12/22/11 
Josh Kinkade, Associate Environmental Planner, PMC 
Hydrology and_Floodplain specialist Date: 12/22/11 
Josh Kinkade, Associate Environmental Planner, PMC 
Hazardous Waste/Materials specialist Date: 12/22/ 11 
Josh Kinkade, Associate Environmental Planner, PMC 
VisuaVAesthetics specialist Date: 1/6112 
Pamela Lapham, Associate Environmental Planner, PMC 
Energy and Climate Change specialist Date: 1/6/ 12 
Josh Kinkade, Associate Environmental Planner, PMC 
Other: Date: 1110/ 12 
Melissa D. Logue, Senior Environmental Planner, PMC 
PEAR Preparer (Name and Title) Date: 1113/ 12 
Melissa D. Logue, Senior Environmental Planner, PMC 
Tad Stearn, Principal, PMC Date: 4/12112 
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12. Review and Approval 

I confmn that environmental cost, scope, and schedule have been satisfactorily completed 
and that the PEAR meets all Caltrans requirements. Also, if the project is scoped as an 
EA, complex EA, or EIS, I verify that the HQ DEA Coordinator has concurred in the 

Class~of;ction /'4}/ £ I 

d~ Date: 03p1,f~f 
Enk1Ul1eiltaiB nChChief 

Project Manager 
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REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS: 

Attachment A: PEAR Environmental Studies Checklist 
Attachment B: Estimated Resources by WBS Code 
Attachment C: Schedule (Gantt Chart) 
Attachment D: PEAR Environmental Commitments Cost Estimate 
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F. 

Preliminary Estimate of Project Cost 



PSR-PDS Preliminary Estimate of Project Cost 

District-County-Route 05-SL0-46 
----~---------

PM 31.7-32.3 

EA 05-1C1SOK 

Program Code 20.xx.075.600 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Limits Between post mile 31.7 and 32.3 along Highway 46, which Includes the intersections of 

Hwy 46/ Union Road-Paso Robles Blvd and Hwy 46 I Airport Road. 

Proposed Improvement (Scope) Roadway improvements to provide a 4-lane overcrosslng across Hwy 46. 

The Union Road bridge structure over Hwy 46 will be 102-feet wide and will include two lanes per 

direction (NB & SB), a median, shoulders, and sidewalk on both sides. Union Road will be realigned to 

tie into the overcrosslng alignment approximately 1000-feet south of Hwy 46. 

Alternate 4 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $ 7,428,200 

TOTAL ROADSIDE ITEMS $ 4,307,535 

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS $ 4,235,000 

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $ 15,970,734 

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $ 5,926,180 

TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS $ 21,896,914 

Reviewed by City of Paso Robles Project Manager ~nature) 
Approved by Project Manager 2 .~ 

Date ___ ....:;;:21...::2~1/...::2;.;;.01=-4;....__ 
(Signature) 

Phone No. 408-848-5263 Page No. 0 of 6 ----

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD Alternative 4 



District-County-Route 05-SL0-46 

PM 31.7- 32.3 

EA 05-IC150K 

I. ROADWAY ITEMS 

Section 1: Earthwork Quantitx Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 

Roadway Excavation 351000 CY $ 30 $ 1,050,000 
Imported Borrow 12,000 CY $ 50 $ 600,000 
Clearing & Grubbing LS $ 50,000 $ 50,000 

Develop Water Supply $ $ 0 
Top Soil Reapplication $ $ 0 
Stepped Slopes and Slope $ $ 0 
Rounding (Contour Grading) LS $ 50,000 $ 50,000 

$ $ 0 
Subtotal Earthwork $ 1,750,000 

Section 2: Pavement Structural Quantitx Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 
Section* 
PCC Sidewalk (4" Depth) 51,700 SF $ 6 $ 310,200 
PCC Pavement (_Depth) $ $ 0 

Asphalt Concrete 15,400 TON $ 120 $ 1,848,000 
Lean Concrete Base $ $ 0 
Cement-Treated Base $ $ 0 
Aggregate Base 38,000 TON $ 60 $ 2,280,000 

Treated Permeable Base $ $ 0 
Aggregate Sub-Base $ $ 0 
Pavement Reinforcing Fabric $ $ 0 
Edge Drains $ $ 0 

$ $ 0 

Subtotal Pavement Structural Section $ 4,438,200 

Section 3: Drainage Quanti I~ Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 
Large Drainage Facilities 8 EA $ 6!000 $ 48,000 

Storm Drains 2,500 LF $ 120 $ 300,000 

Pumping Plants $ $ 0 
Project Drainage I LS $ 1001000 $ 100,000 
(X-Drains, overside, etc.) 6 EA $ 2,000 $ 121000 

$ $ 0 
Subtotal Drainage $ 460,000 

• Reference sketch showing typical pavement structural section elements of the roadway attached. 
Note: Assumed 150 pcffor Asphalt Concrete and 130 pcffor Aggregate Base. 
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District-County-Route 05-SL0-46 

PM 31.7- 32.3 

EA 05-1C150K 

Seciton 4: Sl!ecialU: Items guanti!i: Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 

Retaining Walls $ $ 0 
Noise Barriers $ $ 0 

Barriers and Guardrails $ $ 0 

Equipment/ Animal Passes $ $ 0 
Water Pollution Control LS $ 190,000 $ 190,000 
Hazardous Waste Investigation $ $ 0 

and/or Mitigation Work 
Resident Engineer Office Space $ $ 0 

$ $ 

Subtotal Specialty Items $ 190,000 

Section 5: Traffic Items Quanti~ Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 
Lighting I LS $ 201000 $ 201000 
Traffic Delineation Items LS . $ 1201000 $ 1201000 
Traffic Signals $ $ 0 
Overhead Sign Structures $ $ 0 
Roadside Signs LS $ 101000 $ 10,000 
Traffic Control Systems LS $ 501000 $ 501000 
Transportation Management Plan LS $ 100,000 $ 1001000 
Temporary Detection System $ $ 0 
Staging LS $ 501000 $ 50,000 

$ $ 0 
Subtotal Traffic Items $ 350,000 

TOTAL SECTIONS: 1 thru 5 $ 7,188,200 
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District-County-Route 05-SL0-46 

PM 31.7-32.3 

EA 05-1Cl50K 

II. ROADSIDE ITEMS 

Section 6: Planting and Irrigation Quant it>:: Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 
Highway Planting I LS $ 751000 $ 751000 
Replacement Planting LS $ 75,000 $ 75,000 
Irrigation Modification $ $ 0 
Relocate Existing Irrigation $ $ 0 
Facilities $ $ 0 
Irrigation Crossovers $ $ 0 

$ $ 

Subtotal Planting and Irrigation $ 1501000 

Section 7: Roadside Management Quanti!X Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 
and Safen: Section 

Vegetation Control Treatments $ $ 0 
Gore Area Pavement $ $ 0 
Pavement Beyond Gore Area $ $ 0 
Miscellaneous Paving $ $ 0 

Erosion Control LS $ 301000 $ 30,000 
Slope Protection LS $ 501000 $ 501000 
Side Slopes/Embankment Slopes LS $ 50,000 $ 501000 
Maintenance Vehicle Pull-outs $ $ 0 

$ $ 0 
stairways, etc.) 

Roadside Facilities (Vista Points, $ $ 0 
Transit, Park and Ride, etc.) 
Relocating Roadside Facilities/ $ $ 0 
Features 

$ $ 

Subtotal Roadside Management and Safety Section $ 130,000 
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District-County-Route 05-SLQ.46 

PM 31.7- 32.3 

EA 05-1C150K 

Section 8: Minor Items 

$ 7,708 200 X 5% $ 385,410 

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 7) (5-10%) 

Subtotal Minor Items $ 385,410 

Section 9: Roadway Mobilization 

$ 8,093,610 X 10% $ 809,361 ---
(Subtotal Sections I thru 8) 

Subtotal Roadway Mobilization $ 809,361 

Section tO: Roadway Additions 

Supplemental Work 
$ 8,093,610 X 10% $ 809,361 ---

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 8) (5-10%) 

Contingencies•• 
$ 8,093,610 X 25% $ 

~ ~ 

2,023,403 

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 8) 

Subtotal Roadway Additons $ 2,832,764 

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $ 11,735,735 

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 1 0) 

Estimate Prepared By Celina Lee Phone No. 408-848-8449 Date 2/18/2014 

(Print Name) 

Esitmate Checked By Leo Trujillo Phone No. 408-848-5263 Date 2/20/2014 

(Print Name) 

.. = Use appropriate percentage per Chapter 20 of the Project Development Procedures Manual: 
Feasibility 30%-50%, PSR 25%, Draft PR 20%, PR 15%. 
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II. STRUCTURES ITEMS 

Bridge Name 

Structure Type 
Width (out to out)- (ft) 

Span Lengths - (ft) 

Total Area- (ft2) 

Footing Type (pile/spread) 

Cost per lY 
(incl. 1 0% mobilization 
and 25% contingency) 

Total Cost for Structure 

Railroad Related Costs: 

Estimate Prepared By 

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD 

Structure 
(I) 

46-NEW XIX 

Overcrossing 
102 

223 

22746 
Pile 

186.19 

$ 4,235,000 

Structure 
(2) 

District-County-Route __ ...;;0.;;..5-...;;S.;;;L..;.0_-46;,;,__ 

PM __ .;...31;..;,..7;..;,.-....;;3_2.;.;...3 __ 

EA __ ..;;.;05;..;,.-;..;1C;;..;l.;;..50;;..;;K;;;...__ 

Structure 
(3) 

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $ -----
(Sum of Total Cost for Structures) 

$ ___ _ _ 

s ____ _ 
$ ____ _ 

SUBTOTAL RAILROAD ITEMS $ 0 

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS 
(Sum of Structures Items plus Railroad Items) 

$ 4,235,000 

Phone No. Date -------------- ----(Print Name) 

PageNo._ of 
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District-County-Route __ o.;.::s;...-;;;.:SL::.;0:..-...:.4.;;..6 _ 

PM _ ___;;,3..;;.;1..;_7 -....:3:..::;2~.3-

EA _ ___:0:..:.5....:-1~C~15:.:0::.:K:__ 

III. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 

A. Acquisition, including excess lanes, damages to 
remainder(s) and Goodwill 

B. Utility Relocation 

C. Relocation Assistance 

D. Clearance/Demolition 

E. Title and Escrow Fees 

$ __ ...;3;6.::,6;.:;68::.!:,5:.;;0;.:;0 __ 

$ __ ...:;2~, 1..;;.;09...:.., 1;..;;.0.;_0 --

$ ___ .;...;92;;.:.;,0;...;;.0.;_0 --

s ___ ,;;;...34,;.:.;,5;_;;0,;;;...0 --

s ___ .::.:22:;:.;,o:.;;s,;;;...o __ 

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $ 

F. Construction Contract Work 

Brief Description ofWork: 

(Escalated Value) 

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification 
(Date to which Values are Escalated 

Right of Way Branch Cost Estimate for Work• s ______ _ 

COMMENTS: 

• This dollar amount is to be included in the Roadway and/or 

Structures Items of Work, as appropriate. Do not include in 

Right of Way Items. 

Estimate Prepared By ___ ..:L=..:e::.=o.~:.po.:.;l::.=d;;.o..:T.:.:ru::.r.u::.ill::.=o __ _ Phone No. 408-848-5263 
(Print Name) 

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD Alternative 4 

Date 

5,926,180 

May-16 

2/2112014 
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PSR-PDS Preliminary Estimate of Project Cost 

District-County-Route ..;;0..;;.5...;;-S.;;.L0.;..-4...;.;;.6 ___ _ 

PM 31.7-32.3 

EA 05-1C150K 

Program Code 20.xx.075.600 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Limits Between post mile 31.7 and 32.3 along Highway 46, which includes the Intersections of 

Hwy 46/ Union Road-Paso Robles Blvd and Hwy 46 I Airport Road. 

Proposed Improvement (Scope) Roadway improvements to provide a half clover-leaf interchange~at 

Hwy 46 I Union Road. The Union Road bridge structure over Hwy 46 will be 102-feet wide and will include 

two lanes per direction (NB & SB), a median, shoulders, and sidewalk on both sides. loop ramps will be 

provided for EBoff-ramp and WB on-ramp. Conventional ramps will be provided for EB on-ramp and WB 

off-ramp. Each conventional ramp will require a separate bridge structure to go across Huer Huero Creek. 

Alternate 5 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $ 14,419,200 

TOTAL ROADSIDE ITEMS $ 8,219,157 

TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS $ 7,524,000 

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS $ 30,162,357 

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $ 8,826,883 

TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS $ 38,989,240 

Reviewed by City of Paso Robles Project Manager ~ture) 
Approved by Project Manager 2 .~ Date ___ 2~1..;::;2~11..;::;20.:;.;1;;..;4 __ 

(Signature) 

Phone No. 408-848-5263 Page No. 0 of 6 
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District-County-Route 05-SL0-46 

PM 31.7- 32.3 

EA 05-1Cl50K 

I. ROADWAY ITEMS 

Section 1 : Earthwork Quant it~ Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 

Roadway Excavation 37,000 CY $ 30 $ 1,110,000 

Imported Borrow 36,000 CY $ 50 $ 1,800,000 
Clearing & Grubbing LS $ 100,000 $ 100,000 

Develop Water Supply $ $ 0 

Top Soil Reapplication $ $ 0 
Stepped Slopes and Slope $ $ 0 
Rounding (Contour Grading) LS $ 100,000 $ 100,000 

$ $ 0 
Subtotal Earthwork $ 3,110,000 

Section 2: Pavement Structural Quant it~ Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 

Section• 

PCC Sidewalk (4" Depth) 51.700 SF $ 6 $ 310,200 
PCC Pavement (__Depth) $ $ 0 

Asphalt Concrete 31 1200 TON $ 120 $ 3,744,000 

Lean Concrete Base $ $ 0 
Cement-Treated Base $ $ 0 
Aggregate Base 78,000 TON $ 60 $ 4,680,000 

Treated Permeable Base $ $ 0 

Aggregate Sub-Base $ $ 0 

Pavement Reinforcing Fabric $ $ 0 
Edge Drains $ $ 0 ---

$ $ 0 ---
Subtotal Pavement Structural Section $ 8,734,200 

Section 3: Drainage Quantity Unit --- Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 

Large Drainage Facilities 8 EA $ 6,000 $ 48,000 

Storm Drains 21500 LF $ 120 $ 300,000 

Pumping Plants $ $ 0 ---
Project Drainage LS $ 100,000 $ 100,000 ---
(X-Drains, overside, etc.) 6 EA $ 2,000 $ 121000 

$ $ 0 
Subtotal Drainage $ 460,000 

• Reference sketch showing typical pavement structural section elements of the roadway attached. 
Note: Assumed 150 pcffor Asphalt Concrete and 130 pcf for Aggregate Base. 
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District-County-Route 05-SL0-46 

PM 31.7-32.3 

EA 05-lC150K 

Seciton 4: ~Recial~ Items Quanti !X Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 
Retaining Walls $ $ 0 

Noise Barriers $ $ 0 
Barriers and Guardrails $ $ 0 
Equipment/Animal Passes $ $ 0 
Water Pollution Control LS $ 3551000 $ 3551000 
Hazardous Waste Investigation $ $ 0 
and/or Mitigation Work 
Resident Engineer Office Space $ s 0 

$ $ 

Subtotal Specialty Items $ 3551000 

Section 5: Traffic Items guantitX Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 
Lighting I LS $ 20,000 $ 20,000 
Traffic Delineation Items LS $ 1701000 $ 1702000 
Traffic Signals 2 EA $ 200,000 $ 400,000 
Overhead Sign Structures s $ 0 
Roadside Signs LS $ 20,000 $ 20,000 
Traffic Control Systems LS $ 801000 $ 80,000 
Transportation Management Plan LS $ 1501000 $ 1501000 
Temporary Detection System $ $ 0 

Staging LS $ 801000 $ 801000 
$ $ 0 

Subtotal Traffic Items $ 920,000 

TOTAL SECTIONS: I thru 5 $ 13,579,200 
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District-County-Route 05-SL0-46 

PM 31.7- 32.3 

EA 05-1C150K 

II. ROADSIDE ITEMS 

Section 6: Planting and Irrigation Quanti !X Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 
Highway Planting I LS $ 1001000 $ 100,000 

Replacement Planting I LS $ 100,000 $ 100,000 
Irrigation Modification $ $ 0 

Relocate Existing Irrigation $ $ 0 

Facilities $ $ 0 
Irrigation Crossovers $ $ 0 

$ $ 

Subtotal Planting and Irrigation $ 200,000 

Section 7: Roadside Management Quanti !X Unit Unit Price Item Cost Section Cost 

and Safe!Y Section 
Vegetation Control Treatments $ $ 0 

Gore Area Pavement $ $ 0 
Pavement Beyond Gore Area $ $ 0 
Miscellaneous Paving $ $ 0 

Erosion Control LS $ 501000 $ 501000 
Slope Protection LS $ 1001000 $ 1001000 
Side Slopes/Embankment Slopes LS $ 100,000 $ 100,000 
Maintenance Vehicle Pull-outs $ $ 0 

$ $ 0 
stairways, etc.) 

Roadside Facilities (Vista Points, $ $ 0 
Transit, Park and Ride, etc.) 

Relocating Roadside Facilities/ $ $ 0 

Features 
$ $ 

Subtotal Roadside Management and Safety Section $ 250,000 
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District-County-Route 05-SL0-46 

PM 31.7-32.3 

EA 05-ICI50K 

Section 8: Minor Items 

$ I4,869,200 X 5% $ 743,460 ---
(Subtotal Sections I thru 7) (5-IO%) 

Subtotal Minor Items $ 743,460 

Section 9: Roadway Mobilization 

$ I5,612,660 X IO% $ 1,561,266 ---
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 8) 

Subtotal Roadway Mobilization $ 1,561,266 

Section 10: Roadway Additions 

Supplemental Work 
$ 15,612,660 X 10% - = $ 1,561,266 

(Subtotal Sections l thru 8) (5-10%) 

Contingencies •• 

$ I5,6I2,660 X 25% $ 3,903,165 
(Subtotal Sections I thru 8) 

Subtotal Roadway Additons $ 5,464,431 

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS $ 22,638,357 
(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 10) 

Estimate Prepared By Celina Lee Phone No. 408-848-8449 Date 2/18/2014 

(Print Name) 
Esitmate Checked By Leo Trujillo Phone No. 408-848-5263 Date 2/20/20I4 

(Print Name) 

•• = Use appropriate percentage per Chapter 20 of the Project Development Procedures Manual: 

Feasibility 30%-50%, PSR 25%, Draft PR 20%, PR 15%. 
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II. STRUCTURES ITEMS 

Bridge Name 
Structure Type 

Width (out to out)· (ft) 

Span Lengths • (ft) 
Total Area - (ft2) 

Footing Type (pile/spread) 

Cost per ft2 

(incl. 10% mobilization 

and 25% contingency) 
Total Cost for Structure 

Railroad Related Costs: 

Estimate Prepared By 

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD 

Structure 
(I) 

46-NEWXIX 

Overcrossins 
102 
223 

22746 

Pile 

186.19 

$ 4,235,000 

District-County-Route _ _ ...;;O..;;.S-...;;S;::L..;;;0_-4;.;;6 __ 

PM --~3 ;;,;,1.7;....-.....:3;..::2.:.:..3 __ 

EA __ ..;..05'----1 C;_1..;...50.;_K __ 

Structure Structure 
(2) (3) 

46-00341..2 46-0034R2 
Off-Ram~ On-Ram~ 

27 27 
352 360 

9504 9720 
Pile Pile 

171.93 170.27 

$ 1,634,000 $ 1,655,000 

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS 
(Sum ofTotal Cost for Structures) 

SUBTOTAL RAILROAD ITEMS 

$ 7,524,000 

s ____ _ 
s ____ _ 
s ____ _ 

$ 0 

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS 
(Sum of Structures Items plus Railroad Items) 

$ 7,524,000 

Phone No. Date --------- ---
(Print Name) 

Page No. of 
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District-County-Route __ ... o5 ... -.s.;;L..,0~-4-'6'--­

PM __ 3_1_.7_-_32_.3 __ 

EA _ ___.;0..;;..5-..... I...;;.C.;;.;:l5...;;,0~K-

III. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 

A. Acquisition, including excess lanes, damages to $ 6,482,378 
remainder(s) and Goodwill 

B. Utility Relocation $ 2,109,100 

C. Relocation Assistance $ 138,000 

D. Clearance/Demolition $ 69,000 

E. Title and Escrow Fees $ 28,405 

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS $ -~8,--82;;.;;6..:..;,8...;;.83;;... 
(Escalated Value) 

Anticipated Date of Right of Way Certification 
(Date to which Values are Escalated 

F. Construction Contract Work 
Brief Description of Work: 

COMMENTS: 

Right of Way Branch Cost Estimate for Work* $ --------

• This dollar amount is to be included in the Roadway and/or 

Structures Items ofWork, as appropriate. Do not include in 
Right of Way Items. 

Estimate Prepared By ___ ... L;;.e;;.;o.po~l;;;::dc.:;.o~T~ru·~-ill;;.;o _____ Phone No 408-848-5263 Date 
(Print Name) 

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD Alternative 5 
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G. 

2011 Circulation Master Plan Map 



February 2011 

Note: 
Future roadway alignments are preliminary 
with final alignment to be determined during 
specific plan or plan line studies. Not all 
future roadways including local and 
collector streets are shown on this map. 
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Preliminary Structures Design Memo 

1 Purpose 

This report provides recommendation for the structure type of the proposed bridges for the new interchange 

alternatives described in the Project Study Report-Project Development Support (PSR-PDS). The rep01t 

addresses existing conditions, proposed construction, design considerations, construction staging and cost. 

2 Introduction 

The City of Paso Robles, in cooperation with Cal trans, is proposing to construct a new interchange on State Route 

(SR) 46 near the existing Union Road/Paso Robles Blvd intersection (see Vicinity Map, Attachment I). The 

Project wou ld widen and realign the existing two- lane Union Road into a four lane arterial and also provide 

connection for a future road extension north to Airport Road. 

Of the alternatives bei ng considered for thi s project, Alternatives 2 and 3 do not require any bridge structures. 

Alternative 4 & 5 would require constructing a new grade separation, Union Road Overcrossing (Bridge No 46- ) 

NEW X/X) over SR 46; Alternative 5 would also require constructing two add itional connector ram p bridges over 

Huer Huero Creek, adjacent to the existing Huer Huero SR 46 Bridges (No. 46-0034L & No. 46-0034R). 

The configuration of Alternative 4 is a standard Overcrossing Interchange layout with no access to SR 46 from 

Union Rd or Paso Robles Blvd. Alternative 5 is an Overcrossing Interchange layout with a partial cloverleaf 

configuration and squared up loop ramps for Union Rd to SR 46 WB on ramp and SR 46 EB to Union Rd off 

ramp. Alternative 5 also includes SR 46 WB off ramp and SR 46 EB on ramp bridges to Un ion Road over Huer 

Huero Creek. 

3 Existing Conditions 

Existing SR 46 Bridges (No. 46-0034L & No. 46-0034R) cross Huer Huero Creek near the junction of Union Rd 

in Paso Robles and the proposed construction alternatives. These two bridges remain in place and shall not be 

affected during and after the proposed nearby construction. The As-Built Plans1 indicate the two bridges were 

constructed in 1992 as three span cast-in-pl ace prestressed box girder superstructures wi th depths of 5'- 3 ". The 

existing span lengths are 2x l00'- 3", and 132'- 0" spanning the creek, for a total length of332'- 6". The north 

1 (Caltrans, 1994). 
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bri dge is 42'- 6" wide and carries two lanes of traffi c in the westbound direction, with a I 0 ft outside shoulder and 

5 ft inside shoulders, The south bridge is 54'- 6" wide and carries three lanes of traffic in the eastbound direct ion, 

with a I 0 ft outs ide shoulder and 5 ft inside shoulders, The barriers are Type 25 on both bridges. The two 

bri dges are supported on short seat abutments and two single column bents supported on driven pil es. 

4 Proposed Construction 

4.2 Bridge Geometry 

4.2.1 Unio_n_Road Overc_rossing 

The proposed bridge width for the Union Road Overcrossing is 1 02'-0" for both Alternatives 4 and 5, conforming 

to City of Paso Robles Standard Typical Section for Divided Arterials. The proposed curb-to-curb width is 80ft 

(measured from face of curb) and consists of two 12 ft northbound lanes and two 12 ft southbound lanes, a 16ft 

raised median, and two 8ft outside shoulders. The sidewalk width is 1Oft w ide on both s ides. The proposed 

bridge length is approximately 223'-0" and will span over the 4 lane divided SR 46 as well as the proposed 

eastbound loop off-ramp and westbound loop on-ramp. This bridge length allows for the future add ition of the 

on/off ramp loops in Altemative 5. 

4.2.1 SR 46 Ramps 

The proposed bridge width for the SR46 WB Off-Ramp Bridge is 26'-11 W'. The proposed barrier-to-barrier 

width is 24'-0" (measured from face of barrier) and consists of one 12ft westbound lane, one 4ft inside shoulder 

and one 8ft outside shoulders. The proposed bridge length is approximately 352'-0" and will span over the Huer 

Huero Creek, maintaining the minimum 132'- 0" main span length of the existing SR 46 creek crossing. 

The proposed bridge w idth for the SR 46 EB On-Ramp Bridge is 26'-11 W' . T he proposed barrier-to-barrier width 

is 24'-0" (measured from face of barri er) and consists of one 12 ft eastbound lane, one 4 ft ins ide shoulder and one 

8ft outside shoulder. T he proposed bridge length is approximately 360'-0" and w ill span over the Huer Huero 

Creek, mainta in ing the minimum 132'- 0" main span length of the existing SR 46 creek crossing. 

4.3 Proposed B.-idge Type 

4.3. 1 Union Road Overcrossing 

The recommended structure type for the Union Road Overcross ing is a cast-in-p lace prestressed box gi rder w ith 

an approx depth of 5'- 3". The proposed overcrossing would be supported on short seat abutme nts and a s ingle 

4 
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mu lti-column bent located in the median of SR 46. The bent consists of four even ly spaced 5'- 6" diameter 

columns. 

4.3.2 SR 46 R amps 

The recommended structure types for the SR 46 Ramps are cast-in-place prestressed box girder superstructures 

with approx depths of 5'- 3 ",which is consistent with the existing Huer Huero Creek Bridges. Each bridge wi ll be 

supported on short seat abutments and two s ingle column bents with 4'-0" diameter columns. The single column 

piers, bent locations and column size are consistent w ith the adjacent creek crossi ng and are conducive to the 

hydrology of the creek2
. 

4.4 Design Considerations 

4.4.1 Foundations 

For the proposed Union Road Overcrossi ng, the short seat abutments and columns would be supp01ted on pile 

foundations. This is a conservati ve assumption in relat ion to the recommendations in the Prelim inary Geologic, 

Geotechnical, and Materials Assessment Rep01t (PGRi that was prepared as part of this study. After further 

evaluation of possible settlement at the site spread footings may be assessed follow ing alternative and structure ) 

type selection. 

For the proposed SR 46 Ramps, the sh01t seat abutments and columns would be suppotted on driven pile footings, 

due to the potentia l for liquefaction and settlement a long the creek4
• To mitigate the 8 to I 0 feet of scour potential 

in the creek, the pile caps will be located at a minimum of I 0 ft below OG per the Preli minary Report for the SR 

46 Huer Huero Creek Bridges. This is consistent with the existing SR 46 Huer Huero Creek structures and also 

meets the recommendat ions in the PGR. An updated hydrologic scour analysis should be conducted to confirm 

th is number. 

4.4.2 Hazardous Materia l 

No information of known hazardous material is available at this time. Per the PGR, the soil in the vicinity of the 

project area would not be cons idered corrosive, however should be evaluated in future studies. 

4.4.3 Env ironmental a nd/o r Permit Requirements 

2 (Cal trans D.o., 1989) 
3 (Paci fic, 20 12) is provided for review under separate cover. 
4 

(Caltrans D.o., 1989). 
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Environmental and regulatory agency perm its regulations might influence the proposed structure design; however 

they are not avai lable at this time. Any further requirements wi ll be discussed in the PSR-PDS. 

4.4.4 Aesthetic Recommendat ions 

No special aesthetic req uirements are specified at this ti me. In general, the aesthetic details are assumed similar to 

the nearby Huer Huero S R 46 bridges. Any further requirements are to be accommodated in the later design 

stage. 

4.4.5 Barriers 

Combination concrete barrier Type 26 with s idewalk and Chain Link Railing Type 7 is assumed for new Union 

Road Overcrossing. Vehicular concrete barrier Type 736 is assumed for the two SR 46 ramps. 

4.4.6 Structure Approach 

Structure Approach Type N(3 0)S is proposed for all new abutments. 

4.4.7 S lope Pav ing/Protection 

Slope Paving is assumed for the Union Road Overcrossing. Slope Protection is recommended on the toe of the 

SR 46 Ramp embankments adjacent to Huer Huero Creek, to match existing conditions and the recommendations 

provided in the PGR. 

4.4.8 Utili t ies 

No uti lities are currently proposed for the new structures. Future utility openings shall be provided in the outside 

bays of the proposed bridge structures. Existing street lighting and electrical lines may affect construction. 

4.4.9 T raffic 

Falsework openings will be requi red to accommodate the existing SR 46 traffic, while constructing the Union 

Road Overcrossing. The falsework opening in the eastbound direction will a llow for two 12 ft lanes plus the loop 

off-ramp along with a 4 ft inside shoul der and an 8 ft outs ide shoulder. The falsework opening in the westbound 

direction will all ow for two 12ft lanes pl us the loop on-ramp with a 4ft ins ide shoulder and an 8ft outside 

shoulder. 
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4.4.1 0 Vertical C learance 

The final minimum vertical clearance for the proposed Un ion Road overcrossing is 16'- 6". During construction 

the temporary minimum clearance of 15'- 0" wil l be maintained. The recommended soffit for the SR 46 Ramps 

should be at a minimum elevation of740 to accommodate the creek design and base floods indicated on the 

adjacent bridge Huer Huero Creek As-Built Plans5
. 

4.4.11 Construction Staging 

For the Union Road Overcrossing, falsework erection and removal will impact traffic on SR 46. Two fa lsework 

openings of 27'- 0" will be required to maintain existing traffi c on eastbound and westbound SR 46. The 

temporary minimum vertical c learance is 15'-0" to maintain eastbound and westbound traffic without further 

construction staging. The median of SR 46 has sufficient width to construct the multi-column bent foundation; 

therefore no temporary lane reductions are required for construction of new footings. 

For the SR 46 Ramps, construction staging will be required for the portions of the bridges spanning the creek. As 

falsework in the waterway is inadvi sable during flood season, November through March6
, a li mited construction 

window is available for constructing the foundations and center spans. It is recommended that construction occur 

between April and October. 

4.5 Planning Cost Estimates 

The planning cost estimates for the studied structures associated with the alignment alternatives are summari zed 

be low. These construction costs include wingwalls and retaining walls to retain embankment at abutments, but 

not retaining walls elsewhere. The SR 46 Ramps planning estimates do not include the slope protection on the 

embankment toes adjacent to Huer Huero Creek (see roadway planning estimates). 

Quanti ties were calcul ated using procedures in Section II of the Caltrans Bridge Design Aids manual. Un it 

prices were determined from the 2008 through 2012 Caltrans Cost Database Search Page for D istrict 5 a nd do not 

include any escalation. Estimates include I 0% for Mobili zation and Contingencies of25%. See attached for 

quantit ies and unit price breakdowns. 

4.6 Alternative 4- Total Bridge Structures$ 4.235 M 

• Union Road Overcrossing Total Cost $4.235 M 

5 (Caltrans D. o. , 1989) 
6 

(Calt rans D. o ., 1989) 
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4.7 Alternative 5- Total Bridge Structures $7.524 M 

• Union Road Overcrossing Cost $4 .235 M 

• SR 46 WB Off Ramp Cost $ 1.634 M 

• SR 46 EB On Ramp Cost $1.655 M 

8 
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2 Advanced Planning Estimate -Alternative 4 

• Union Road Overcrossing 
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GENERAL PLAN ESTIMATE X ADVANCE PLANNfNG EST IMATE 

Rc\'ISCd - December 3. 2007 

RCVD BY: JTY JN EST: 

OUT EST: 

BRIDGE: UNION ROAD OVERCROSSING - ALT 4 BR. No. : 46-NEW DISTRICT: 05 

TYPE: CIP/PS BOX GIRDER RTE: 46 

CU: 00-005 CO: SLO 
EA: PM: 3 1.80 

LENGTH: 247.00 WIDTH: 102.00 AREA (S F)= 25, 194 

DESIGN SECTION: Brg Engineering 
#OF STRUCTURES IN PROJECT: 01 EST. NO. I 

PRICES BY : L. Smith COST INDEX: 3 13 

PRICES CHECKED BY : DATE: 

QUANTITIES BY· L Smith DATE· 811/20 12 
CONTRACT ITEMS TYPE UNIT Q UANTITY PRJCE AMOUNT 

I TEMPORARY RA ILING K LF 1,020 $ 17.00 $ 17,340.00 

2 STRUCTURE EXCAVATION (BRI DGE) CY 830 $60.00 $49,800.00 

3 STRUCTURE BACKFILL (BRIDGE) CY 420 $53.00 $22,260.00 

4 PERVIOUS BACKFILL MATERIAL CY 68 $74.00 $5,032.00 

5 FURNISH PILfNG CLASS 90 LF 2,600 $40.00 $ 104,000.00 

6 DRIVE PILES CLASS 90 EA 52 $2,400.00 $ 124,800.00 

7 FURNISH PILING CLASS 140 LF 1,600 $46.00 $73,600.00 

8 DRIVE PILES CLASS 140 EA 64 $2, 150.00 $137,600.00 

9 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, BRI DGE CIP/PS BOX CY 1,820 $590.00 $1,073,800.00 
10 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, BRIDGE FOOTING CY 270 $380.00 $ 102,600.00 

II STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, APPROACH SLAB N30S CY 230 $760.00 $ 174,800.00 

12 PRESTRESSING STEEL LS $ 173,839.00 

13 BAR REINFORC ING STEEL (BRIDGE) LB 486,580 $ 1.00 $486,580.00 

14 JOINT SEAL (MR = 2") 2" max 2" LF 204 $84.00 $ 17, 136.00 

15 SLOPE PAVING CY 20 $970.00 $ 19,40(' ... 

16 CONCRETE BARRI ER 26 MOD LF 614 $225.00 $ 138, 15l 
17 CHAIN LfNK RAILING TYPE 7 LF 6 14 $84.00 $5 1,576.00 

SUBTOTAL $2,772,3 13 
TIME RELATED OVERH EAD $277,23 1 

ROUTING MOBILIZATION ( @ 10 % ) $338,838 

I. DES S ECTION SUBTOTAL 8RIDGE ITEMS $3,388,383 
2. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIG N · NORTH CONTINGENCIES (@ 25 %) $847,096 
3. OFFICE OF OrtiDCE DESIGN · CENTRAL BRIDGE TOTAL COST $4,235,478 

4. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN· SOUTH COST PER SQ. FOOT $1 68. 11 

5. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN . WEST BRI DGE REMOVAL (CONT IN GENC IES INCL.) 

6 OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN SOUTI-IERN CALIFORNIA WORK BY RA ILROAD OR UTILITY FORCES 

GRAND TOTAL $4,235,478 
COMMENT S: BUDGET ESTIMATE AS OF $4,235,000 

Esca lated Budget Estimate to M idpoint of Construction * 
Escalation Rate per Year 

• Escalated budget estimate is provided for infonnation only, actual 
construction costs may vary. Escalated budget estimates provided do not 
replace Departmental policy to update cost estimates annually. 

Y cars Beyond 

Midpoint 

I 
2 
3 

Escalated 

Budget Est. 

$4.:n 'i. OOO 
$4,235,000 
$4.235,000 

Years Beyond Escalater 

Midpoint Budget Est. 

4 $4 ,?.1\000 
5 $4.235.000 

' 

I 

I 
I 
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3 Advanced Planning Estimates -Alternative 5 

• Union Road Overcrossing 
• SR 46 WB Off Ramp 
• SR 46 EB On Ramp 
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GENERAL PLAN ESTIMATE X ADVANCE PLANNING ESTIMAT E 

Rc\'iscd · December 3. 2007 

RCVD BY: JTY IN EST: 

O UT EST: 

BRIDGE: UNION ROAD OVERCROSSING • AL T 5 BR. No.: 46-NEW DISTRICT: 05 

TYPE: CIP/PS BOX GIRDER RTE: 46 
CU: 00-005 CO: SLO 
EA: PM: 31.80 

LE GTH: 247.00 WIDTH: 102.00 AREA (SF)= 25, I94 
~~~~~--------------~~----------~~--------~--

DESIGN SECTION: 

# OF STRUCTURES IN PROJECT : 

PRICES BY: 

PRICES CHECKED BY : 
QUANTITIES BY· 

CONTRACT ITEMS 
I TEMPORARY RAILING 

2 STRUCTURE EXCAVATION (BRIDGE) 

3 STRUCTURE BACKFILL (BRIDGE) 
4 PERVIOUS BACKFILL MATERIAL 

5 FURNISH PILING 
6 DRIVE PILES 

7 FURNISH PILING 

8 DRIVE PILES 
9 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, BRIDGE 
10 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, BRIDGE FOOTING 

II STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, APPROACH SLAB 
12 PRESTRESSING STEEL 

13 BAR REINFORCING STEEL (BRIDGE) 
14 JOINT SEAL (MR = 2") 2" max 

15 SLOPE PAVING 

16 CONCRETE BARRIER 
17 CHAIN LINK RAJ LING 

ROUTI NG 

I. DES SE<.'TION 

2. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN- NORTH 

J OFFICE OF DRIDGE DESIGN- CEI'ITRAL 

4. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN- SOUTH 

5. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN- WEST 

6 OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

COMMENTS; 

• Escalated budge! eslimate is provided for infonnation only, actual 
constmction costs may vary. Escalated budget estimates provided do no! 
replace Departmental policy to updale cost estimates annually. 

Brg Engineering 

03 EST. NO. 

L. Smith COST INDEX: 3 13 

DATE: 

L Smith DATE· 811/2012 
TYPE UNIT QUANTITY PRICE AMOUNT 

K LF 1,020 $ 17.00 $17,340.00 

CY 830 $60.00 $49,800.00 
CY 420 $53.00 $22,260.00 
CY 68 $74.00 $5,032.00 

CLASS 90 LF 2,600 $40.00 $ 104,000.00 
CLASS 90 EA 52 $2,400.00 $124,800.00 

CLASS 140 LF 1,600 $46.00 $73,600.00 

CLASS 140 EA 64 $2, 150.00 $137,600.00 
CIP/PS BOX CY 1,820 $590.00 $ 1,073,800.00 

CY 270 $380.00 $ 102,600.00 

N30S CY 230 $760.00 $ 174,800.00 

LS $ 173,839.00 

LB 486,580 $1.00 $486,580.00 
2" LF 204 $84.00 $ 17, 136.00 

CY 20 $970.00 $ 19,40<' 

26MOD LF 6 14 $225.00 $ 138,15L 
TYPE? LF 6 14 $84.00 $5 1,576.00 

SUBTOTAL $2,772,3 13 
TIM E RELATED OVERHEAD $277,23 1 

MOBILIZATION ( @ 10%) $338,838 

SUBTOTAL BRIDGE ITEMS $3,388,383 
CONTINGENCIES (@ 25 %) $847,096 
BRIDGE TOTAL COST $4,235,'178 

COST PER SQ. FOOT $ 168. 11 
BRIDGE REMOVAL (CONTINGENCIES INCL.) 

WORK BY RA ILROAD OR UTILITY FORCES 

GRAND TOTAL $4,235,478 
BUDGET ESTIMATE AS OF $4,235,000 

Escalated Budget Estimate to Midpoint of Construction * 
Escalation Rate per Year 

Years Beyond Escalated Years Beyond Escalatcc' 

Midpoint 13udget Est Midpoint 13udget Est. 

I $4,2.ii,OOO 4 $4,2.1 'i,OOO 

2 $4.235,000 5 $4,235,000 
3 $4,235.000 

I 

I 
I 



GENERA L PLAN EST IMATE 

:d • !lc<embc:r 3. 2007 

BRIDGE: SR 46 WB OFF RAMP - AL T 5 

TYPE: CIP/PS BOX 

CU: 00-005 

EA: 

LENGTH: 
DESIGN SECTION: 

# OF STRUCT URES IN PROJECT: 
PRICES BY: 

PRICES C HECKED BY : 

QUANTITIES BY· 

CO NTRACT ITE MS 
I STRUCTURE EXCAVATION (BRIDGE) 

2 STRUCTURE BAC KFILL (BRIDGE) 
3 PERVIOUS BACKFILL MATERIAL 

4 FURN ISH PILING 

s DRIVE PILES 

6 FURNISH PILING 

7 DRIVE PILES 

8 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, BRIDGE 

9 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, BRI DGE FOOTING 

10 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, APPROACH SLAB 
I I PRESTRESSING STEEL 

12 BAR REINFORCIN G ST EEL (BRIDGE) 

13 JOINT SEAL (MR = ) 2" max 

14 CONCRETE BARRIER 

RO UTI NG 

I DES SECTION 

2. OFFICE OF BRI DGE DESIGN · NORTH 

3. OFFICE OF ORIDGE DESIGN · CENTRAL 

4. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN· SOUTH 

5 OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN· WEST 

6 OffiCE Of DRIDOE DES ION SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

CO Mi\IENTS: 

• Escalated budget estimate is provided for in formation onl y. actual 
construction costs may vary. Escalated budget estimates provided do not 

.,lace Uepartmental po11cy to update cost estimates annual ly. 

X ADVANCE PLANNING EST IMATE 

RC VD BY: JTY I EST: 

O UT EST : 

BR. No.: 46-NEW DISTRICT: OS 
RTE: 46 

CO: SLO 

PM: 3 1.97 

352.00 WIDTH: 27.00 AREA (SF)= 9,504 
Brg Engineering 

03 EST. NO. 2 
L. S mith COST INDEX: 

DATE: 

L Smith DATE· 8/ I/20 I2 
TYPE UNIT QUANTITY PRJCE AMOUNT 

CY 427 $60.00 $25,624.44 

CY 232 $53.00 $ I2,282.26 
CY 18 $74.00 $ 1,332.00 

CLASS 90 LF 700 $40.00 $28,000.00 
CLASS 90 EA 14 $2,400.00 $33,600.00 

CLASS 140 LF 800 $46.00 $36,800.00 

CLASS 140 EA 32 $2, 150.00 $68,800.00 
C IP/PS BOX CY 687 $590.00 $405,622.03 

CY 86 $380.00 $32,806.67 

N 30S CY 60 $760.00 $45,600.00 
LS $47,520.00 

LB 244,798 $1.00 $244,798.25 
2 II LF 54 $84.00 $4,536.00 

736 LF 824 $ 100.00 $82,400.00 

SUBTOTAL $ 1,069,722 

T IME RELATED OVERH EAD $ 106,972 
MOBILIZATION ( @ 10 % ) $ 130,744 

SUBTOTAL BRl DGE ITEMS $ !,307,438 
CONTIN GENCIES (@ 25 %) $326,859 
BRI DGE TOTAL COST $ 1.634,297 

COST PER SQ. FOOT $171.96 
BRIDGE REMOVAL (CON TINGENCIES INCL.) 
WORK BY RAILROAD OR UTILITY FORCES 

GRAN D TOTAL $ 1,634,297 
BUDGET ESTIMAT E AS OF SI ,634,000 

Escalated Budget Estima te to M idpoint of Construction * 
Escalation Rate per Year 

Y cars Beyond Escalated Years Beyond Escalated 

Midpoint Budget Est. Midpoint Budget Est. 

I $ 1,634.000 4 $ 1,634.000 
2 $ 1.634.000 5 $ 1.634,000 
3 $ 1.634.000 



GENERAL PLAN ESTIMATE 

Rc,·iscd · December 3. 2007 

BRIDGE: SR 46 EB OFF RAMP - ALT 5 
TYPE: CIP/PS BOX 

CU: 00-005 
EA: 

LENGTH: 

DESIGN SECTION: 

# OF STRUCTURES IN PROJECT: 
PRICES BY : 
I>RJCES CHECKED BY : 

QUANTITIES BY· 
CONTRACT ITEMS 

I STRUCTURE EXCAVATION (BRIDGE) 

2 STRUCTURE BACKFILL (BRIDGE) 
3 PERVIOUS BACKFILL MATERIAL 

4 FURNISH PILING 

5 DRI VE PILES 
6 FURNISH PILING 

7 DRIVE PILES 

8 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, BRIDGE 
9 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, BRIDGE FOOTING 

10 STRUCTURAL CONCRETE, APPROACH SLAB 
II PRESTRESSING STEEL 

12 BAR REINFORCING STEEL (BRIDGE) 

13 JOINT SEAL (MR = ) 2" max 

14 CONCRETE BARRIER 

ROUTING 

I. DES SECTION 

2. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN· NORTH 

3. OffiCE Of IJRIDGE DESIGN· CENTRAL 

4. OFFICE OF BRIDGE DESIGN · SOUTH 

5. OFFICE OF IJRIDGE DESIGN· WEST 

6. OFFICE 0 1' BRIDGE DESIGN SOUTiiERN CALIFORNIA 

COMMENTS: 

• Escalated budget estimate is provided for infonnation only, actual 
constmction costs may vary. Escalated budget estimates provided do not 
replace IJepartmcntal pol1cy to update cost estimates annually. 

X ADVANCE PLANNING ESTIMATE 

RCVDBY: JTY IN EST: 

OUT EST: 

BR. No.: 46-NEW DISTRICT: 05 

RTE: 46 

CO: SLO 
PM: 3 1.97 

360.00 WIDTH: 27.00 AREA (SF)= 9,720 

Brg Engineering 

03 EST. NO. 3 
L. Smith COST INDEX: 

DATE: 

L Smith DATE: 8/ 112012 

TYPE UNIT QUANTITY PRICE AMOUNT 
CY 427 $60.00 $25,624.44 

CY 232 $53.00 $12,282.26 

CY 18 $74.00 $ 1,332.00 

CLASS 90 LF 700 $40.00 $28,000.00 

CLASS 90 EA 14 $2,400.00 $33,600.00 

CLASS 140 LF 800 $46.00 $36,800.00 

CLASS 140 EA 32 $2, 150.00 $68,800.00 

CIP/PS BOX CY 70 1 $590.00 $413,778. 19 

CY 86 $380.00 $32,806.67 

N30S CY 60 $760.00 $45,600.00 
LS $48,600.00 

LB 247,522 $ 1.00 $247,52) 

2" LF 54 $84.00 $4,53t._ 
736 LF 840 $ 100.00 $84,000.00 

SUBTOTAL $ 1,083,281 

TIME RELATED OVERHEAD $ 108,328 
MOBILIZATION (@ 10%) $ 132,401 

SUBTOTAL BRIDGE ITEMS $ 1,324,0 10 

CONTINGENCIES (@ 25 %) $33 1,003 

BRIDGE TOTAL COST $1,655,013 

COST PER SQ. FOOT $ 170.27 
BRIDGE REMOVAL (CONTINGENCIES INCL.) 
WORK BY RA ILROAD OR UTILITY FORCES 

GRAND TOTAL $1,655,0 13 
BUDGET ESTIMATE AS OF SI ,655,000 

Escnlnted Budget Estimate to Midpoint of Consh·uction * 
Escalation Rate per Year 

Years Beyond Escalated Years Beyond Escalated 

Midpoint Budget Est. Midpoint Budget Est. 

I $ 1,655,000 4 $1 ,655,000 
2 $ 1,655.000 5 $1 ,655,00f 

3 $ 1,655,000 

~ 
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Transportation Planning Scoping Information Sheet 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

District County 
05 I SLO 146 

Route Post Miles 
I 31.7 I 32.3 

Project ID No/ 
Expenditure Authorization No. 
I 05-IC150K 

Project Name and Description : Union Road I Highway 46 PSR-PDS 

District Information Sheet 
Point of Contact* : 

Name: Leo Trujillo Functional 
Un it: 

Hatch Mott MacDonald 

* The District Information Sheet Point of Contact is responsible for completing Project Information, PDT Team and 
Stakeholder Information, and coordinating the completion of project-related information with the Transportation Planning 
Stakeholders. Upon completion, provides the Transportation Planning PDT Representative and Project Manager with a 
copy of the Information Sheet. 

Project Development Team (PDT) Information 
Title Name Phone Number 
Project Manager Ditas Esperanza 805-237-3861 
Project Engineer Leo Trujillo 408-848-3 122 
Transportation Planning PDT Allen Nie 925-469-8016 
Representative** 

Transportation Planning Stakeholder Information 
Title Name Phone Number 
Sr. Transportation Planner Larry Newland 805-549-3103 
System Planner Claudia Espino 805-549-3473 
Local Development- Claudia Espino 805-549-3473 
Intergovernmental Review 
(LD-IGR) Planner 
Community Planner 
Goods Movement Planner 
Transit Planner 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Coordinator 
Park and Ride Coordinator 
Native American Liaison 
Other Coordinators: Richard Rosales (Caltrans PM) 805-549-3792 

Project Purpose and Need** - The need of this project is to address the li mited access to and across SR 46 at 
the Union Road-Paso Robles Boulevard intersection. The purpose of the project is to improve access to, from, 
along, and across State Route 46 at the Union Road intersection; reduce congestion and delay, improve 
reliability and operations in the vici nity of the intersections ofSR 46 I Union Road and SR 46 I Airport Road. 

** The Transportation Planning PDT Representative is responsible for providing the PDT with the system-wide and 
corridor level deficiencies identified by Transportation Planning. The PDT uses the information provided by 
Transportat ion Planning to develop the purpose and need with contributions fi·om other Caltrans functi onal units and 
external stakeholders at th e initiation of the PID and is refined throughout th e PID process. As the project moves past 
the project initiation stage and more data becomes available, the purpose and need is refined. For additional 
information on purpose and need see: \\Ww.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/emo/purpose need.htm 



1 P . t F d' ro.tec un mg: 
The PSR-PDS work is be ing funded jointly by the C ity of Paso Robles and the San Luis Obispo Cou nc il 
ofGovernments (SLOCOG). The project is prog rammed for PA&ED w ith fundin g by SLOCOG. 
Funding for PS&E (including contract preparation, advertising and award), Right-of-Way Capital and 

a Support is identified in SLOCOG's Regional Transportation Program (RTP), a lbeit as " unconstra ined" at 
this time. Jn addition, SLOCOG has prepared a letter documenting that during the next revision of the 
RTP, SLOCOG will constrain additional funding for the overcrossing a lternative (included as 
Attachment N of the PSR-PDS). 

b 
This is not a measure project. 

2. R . I PI egiOna anmng: 
The San Luis Obispo Council or Governments (SLOCOG) is the Regional Transportation Planning 

a 
Agency (RTPA) for the City of Paso Robles. SLOCOG's contact for transportation planning is Ronald 
L. De Carli (805-781 -42 19). 

The City of Paso Robles is the lead agency for this project. The City's project manager is Ditas 
b Esperanza (805-237-3861 ). 

This project is consistent with the SR 46£ Comprehensive Corridor Study (CCS), adopted by Caltrans in 
June 2009, and SLOCOG's Regional Transportation Plan-Preliminary Sustainable Communities Strategy 

c (RTP-PSCS), which was adopted in December 20 I 0. A short description of the planned improvements to 
the SR 46 I Union Road intersection is found on Chapter 4 of the RTP-PSCS, page 4-37. 

SLOCOG's RTP-PSCS identifies the consistency of the planned improvements to the SR 46 corr idor 
with the SR 46£ CCS. The CCS identified three basic needs for the SR 46 corridor: 1) Provide improved 
access to, across and along the highway at the intersection of SR 46 I Union Road; 2) Moderate speeds 
for safety and to indicate an arrival through a community, or passage through a place worthy of note; and 
3) Be context sensiti ve. The fi ndi ngs of the CCS included the followi ng as possible solutions and 

) 
strategies: I) local road extensions and connections, 2) grade-separated structures, 3) modify access at 
intersection, and 4) acceleration I deceleration lanes. These possible solutions were used in the 

d 
development of this project's purpose & need statement. 

ln June 2009, Caltrans prepared the "State Route 46 Corridor System Management Plan" (CSMP). In it, 
the CSMP concurred with the SR 46£ CCS that enhancements to the local roadway facilities may result 
in improved circulation and alleviate congestion along the entire SR 46 corridor. The CSMP also 
explai ns that by 2040 or beyond, between the US I 0 I I SR 46 East interchange and Jardine Road, SR 46 
will need to be widened from four lanes to six lanes. SR 46 will also need to be converted from an 
expressway to a freeway. 

e 
The project is not located in an area susceptibl e to sea-level rise. 

The Air Quality Management District for San Luis Obispo County, including the City of Paso Robles, is 
f SLO County Air Pollution Control District. 

The project is not located in a federa l non-attainment or attainment-maintenance area. 

g 

3. Native American Consultation and Coordination: 
I a I Native American resources have not been identified in and around the project area. 

2 



The Tribal Government has been consulted. Representatives fi·om Native American tribes expressed 

b 
concern during preliminary coordination communications that resources may be present, patticularly near 
Huerhuero Creek. 

c 
The project does not require Caltrans to use right-of-way on trust or allotted lands. 

d 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has not yet been notified. 

e Applicable Tribal laws, ordinances and regulations [Tribal Employment Ri ghts Ordinances (TERO), etc.] 
have not yet been reviewed for required contract language and coordination. If necessary, this will be 
done during the PA&ED phase of the project. 

If necessary, additional coordination with Tribe requirements (TERO) will be done during the PA&ED 
f phase of the project. 

The area surrounding the project has not yet been checked for prehistoric, archeological, cultural, 
spiritual, or ceremonial sites, or areas of potentially high sensitivity. If necessary, additional coordination 

g with the Tribe Native American Heritage Commiss ion or other applicable persons or entities will be done 
during the PA&ED phase of the project. 

At this point it is not known if a Native American monitor wi II be required for this project, and so this 
h cost is not yet reflected in the project cost estimates. 

With the information available for this project, it does not appear that a change in impact to a Native 
i American community will occur in the event of project redesign. 

4 S PI system anmng: 
This project is consistent with the District System Management Plan (DSMP). The DSMP was approved 

a on October 2005. 

The District System Management Plan (TSDP) identifies the construction of interchanges at the 

b 
intersections of SR 46 I Golden Hill Rd and SR 46 I Airp01t Rd. Union Road is between these two 
intersections on SR 46. The TSDP was approved in 2002. 

This project is identified in the Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP). The CSMP was approved 
on June 2009. In it, the CSMP concurred with the SR 46E CCS that enhancements to the local roadway 
facilities may result in improved circulation and alleviate congestion along the entire SR 46 corridor. 

c The CSMP also explains that by 2040 or beyond, between the US I 0 I I SR 46 East interchange and 
Jardine Road, SR 46 will need to be widened from four lanes to six lanes. SR 46 will also need to be 
converted from an expressway to a freeway. The project is consistent with the fu ture route concept. 

The various project alternatives provide different Levels of Service (LOS) during the 20 16 and the 2035 
scenarios at the Union Rd I SR 46 intersection. Listed below are the LOS for a typical PM peak hour for 
these two scenarios: 

• Alternative I (no-bui ld) 20 16: LOS F (NB approach) 

• Alternative I (no-build) 2035: LOS F (NB & SB approaches) 
d 

• Alternative 4 (Overcrossing) 20 16: LOS A 
• Alternative 4 (Overcrossing) 2035: LOS A 
• Alternative 5 (Interchange) 2016: LOS A 
• Alternative 5 (I nterchange) 2035: LOS A 

3 



T here are three a lternatives being analyzed in th is project: 
I. No-Build Alternative 
4. Overcrossing Alternative 

e 
5. Interchange Alternative 

None of the Alternatives include High Occupancy Vehicle lanes. 

Per the CSMP, the ultimate conditions on SR 46 inc lude widening SR 46 to 6 lanes. T he ultimate 
f conditions do not include High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes. 

g 
SR 46 is a relatively flat corridor. 

Within the project limits, SR 46 is in an urban area, as it is still within the Paso Robles city limits. Just 
east of the proj ect limits, the area is rural. The functional classification ofSR 46 is a major goods 

h movement facil ity that connects the entire California Central Valley to the Central Coast and supports a 
variety of travel types including regional and interregional traffic. 

I 
Within the project limits, the facility is current ly an expressway. 

SR 46 has the fo llowing designations: Focus Route; High Emphasis Route; Interregional Road System; 
Eligible Route for the Scenic Hi ghway System (although it's not designated as a Scenic Highway); 

j Surface Transportation Assistance Act (ST AA) Route; Terminal Access Route & SHELL Route; 
Nationa l Hi ghway System; Strategic Highway Network Corridor (STRAHNET) Route 

The land uses adjacent to the project limits are primarily rural res identia l and agricultura l. 
k 

I 
Park and ride faciliti es are not identified near the project area in the TCR/CSMP, local plans, and RTP . ) 
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) and percentage truck traffic for the SR 46 corridor within the 
project limits was retrieved from Caltrans Census Station 55310. 
The C ity of Paso Robles' Travel Demand Forecasting model was used to forecast vehicle miles traveled 

m (YMT) and traffic volumes for future scenarios. 
The methodology software used for traffic forecasting was TransCAD 4.7. The forecasted years for this 
project were 2016 and 2035. 

Ana lys is on Daily Vehicle Hours of Delay (DVHD) from the Highway Congestion Monitoring Program 

n (HICOMP) was not included in th is project. 

5. Local Development - Intergovernmental R eview (LD-IGR ): 

List LD-IGR projects that may directly or indirect ly impact the proposed Caltrans project or that the proposed 
C I . . (A h dd. . I . . D . .f d d) a trans project may Impact. ttac a 1t10na project tn ormatton 1 nee e . 

LD-IGR P roj ect Informatio n Project 

SL0-46-PM 29.76 at the US Hwy 101 Construct dual left turn lanes on SR 46E for the 
a 

Interchange southbound US 101 ramps to provide additional capacity. 

SL0-46-PM 3 1.3 1 at Golden Hill Rd 
Provide dual left-turn lanes on all four legs and update 
s ignal phasing. 

SL0-46-PM 32. 15-34.64 
Provide intersection improvements to alleviate operational 
and delay issues. 

SL0-46-PM 32. 15-55.10 Widen SR 46 to fou r lanes from Airport Road to the SR 
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41 Junction. 
b Development name, type, and size. SR 46 Convert to 4-Lane Expressway 

c 
Local agency and/or private sponsor, and 

Cal trans contact information. 

d 
Californ ia Environmental Quality Act TBD 
(CEQA) status and Implementation Date. 

e 
If project includes federal funding, National 

TBD 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) status. 
All vehicular and non-vehicular unmitigated 
impacts and planned miti gation measures 

f 
including Transportation Demand 

TBD 
Management (TOM) and Transportation 
System Management (TSM) that would 
affect Caltrans faci lities. 

g 
Approved mitigation measures and 

TBD 
implementing party. 

h 
Value of constructed mitigation and/or TBD 
amount of funds provided. 

Encroachment Permit, Transportation Permit, TBD 

I 
Traffic Management Plan, or California 
Transportation Commission (CTC) Access 
approvals needed. 
Describe relationship to Regional Blueprint, The 4-laning project is consistent with the City's General 
General Plans, or County Congestion Plan, with the SR 46E Comprehensive Corridor Study 

J 
Management Plans. (CCS), adopted by Caltrans in June 2009, and SLOCOG's 

Regional Transportation Plan-Preliminary Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP-PSCS), which was adopted 
in December 20 I 0. 

Inclusion in a Regional Transportation Plan This project is identified in SLOCOG's 2010 Regional 
k Sustainable Community Strategy or Transportation Plan (RTP). 

Alternative Planning Strategy? 

I 
Regional or loca l mitigation fee program in No 
place? 

6. Community Planning: 
INlTIAL PID INFORMATION 
The City of Paso Robles (lead agency) has worked with neighborhood/community groups in the area of 
the proposed improvements. Details of neighborhood/community group meetings for this project area 

a 
are included in the SR 46E Comprehensive Corridor Study (CCS), adopted in June 2009. The 
commitment made on the CCS is that the next step would be to prepare a PSR-PDS to develop viable 
alternatives at Union Rd I SR 46 that would be phaseable and fundable interim solutions. 

There are no active/completed/proposed Environmental Justice (EJ) or Community-Based Transportation 
b (CBTP) Planning Grants in the project area. 

c 
Community participation will be developed and implemented during the PA&ED phase of the project. 

FINAL PlD INFORMATION 
The proposed transportation improvements will not have a severe impact to the local community. The 

d 
project is not likely to create or exacerbate existing envi ronmental or other issues that are not 
mit igateable, including public health and safety, air quality, water quality, noise, environmental justice or 
social equity. A more in-depth analysis of all these issues wi ll be performed during the PA&ED phase of 

5 



the project. 

This highway serves as a main east-west street through the City of Paso Robles. Access for interregional 

e and local traffic need to be maintained through the construction of the pro ject. 

7 F . h PI r e1g t anmng: 
IN1TJAL PID INFORMATION 

In the vicini ty of the project, there are no modal or intermodal facilit ies that may affect or be affected by 

a the project. 

FINAL PID INFORMATION 
The design of th is project could faci litate Goods Movement and relieve the choke point at the Union 

b 
Road intersection by providing a grade-separated structure, as well as restricting some or a ll movements 
at the Airport Road intersection. 

This is a stand-alone project, which will improve traffic operations through and across SR 46 at the 

c 
Union Road intersection. There are no other modes of transportation in the immediate v icinity that 
would directly benefit by thisproject. 

SR 46 is a major goods movement route for produce and other products com ing out of the Salinas Valley 

d 
to other areas throughout California. Due to the interregional significance of moving both goods and 
peog_le, the State has identified SR 46 as a Focus Route. 

The project is on a current high truck volume route, as the Average Annual Da ily Truck Traffic 
(AADTT) of 5 axle trucks is approximate 3000 under existing conditions. As daily traffic volumes 

e increase, the truck traffic is a lso expected to grow at the same rate. The project proposes to accommodate 
) 

such truck traffic by proposing_grade-separated al ternatives. 

The project intersection (SR 46 I Union Road) is located approximately 1.5 miles from the Paso Robles 

f 
Municipal Airport. The airport is accessed via Airport Road, about I mile north of the SR 46 
intersection. No special circulation for truck traffic I parking is necessary. 

g 
No other special freight issues exist. 

8. Transit {bus, light rail, commuter r ail, intercity rail, high speed rail): 
INITIAL PlD INFORMATION 

a There are severa l local and interregional transi t providers that service the Paso Robles area, including 
Regional T ransit Authority, Paso Express (bus transit), and Amtrak. But none of these providers 
operates within the study corridor. 

At th is point, transit agencies have not yet been contacted for possible project coordination. If necessary, 
b this wi II be coordinated dur ing the PA&ED phase. 

c There are no transit features (bus stops, train crossings, transit lines, etc.) within the project limi ts of the 
corridor. 

d 
There are no transit lines that operate wi thin the study corr idor. 
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FINAL PrD INFORMATION 
The proposed project does not integrate transit, but it also does not impact any transit services or transit 

e facilities. 

No transit alternatives or improvement features have been considered in this project, as there are no 
f existing transit li nes that operate within the study corridor. 

9 B" 1cyc e: 
INITIAL PlD INFORMA TTON 
Improvements along SR 46 will not provide designated bicycle facilities, but it will not restrict bicycle 
usage under its current expressway classification. Improvements on Un ion Road will provide shoulders I 

a bike lanes. The project will also propose intersection control different from the existing 2-way stop 
control, which will improve bicyclist safety I mobility across SR 46. 

Class II bike improvements are proposed for Union Road within the project limits in the City of El Paso 
b de Robles Bike Master Plan, December 2009. No bike improvements are proposed along SR 46. 

If external bicycle advocacy groups and/or bicycle advisory committees are discovered, they will be 
c coordinated with during the PA&ED phase of the project. 

FINAL PJD INFORMATION 
Existing bicycle travel deficiencies will be corrected along Union Road and across SR 46, as bike lanes 

d 
will be provided along Union Road, and a different intersection control will be implemented, which will 
improve bicyclist safety I mobility across SR 46. 

The bicycle improvements for this project wil l be consistent with the City of El Paso de Robles Bike 
e Master Plan. 

f 
This project does not include the construction of a new freeway or modification to an existing freeway. 

10. Pedestrian including Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): 
INITIAL PID INFORMATION 
Improvements along SR 46 will not provide designated pedestrian facilities, but it will not restrict 
pedestrian usage under its current expressway classification. Improvements on Union Road will provide 

a sidewalks and ADA compliant curb ramps. The project will also propose intersection control different 
from the ex isting 2-way stop control, which wi ll improve pedestrian safety I mobility across SR 46. 

b 
Pedestrian crossings will be located at each of the intersections improved by this project. 

All pedestrian fac ilities within the corridor wi ll be ADA compliant and in compliance with Federal and 
c State ADA laws and regu lations. 

FINAL PJD INFORMATION 
Existing pedestrian deficiencies will be corrected along Union Road and across SR 46, as sidewalks and 

d 
ADA compliant curb ramps will be provided along Union Road, and a different intersection control will 
be implemented, which will improve pedestrian safety I mob ility across SR 46. 

The pedestrian improvements for this project will be consistent with the City 's plans for pedestrian safety 
e and mobi lity improvements. 

f This project does not include the construction of a new freeway or mod ification to an existing freeway. 
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If external pedestrian advocacy groups and/or pedestrian advisory committees are discovered, they will 
g be coordinated with during the PA&ED phase of the project. 

The Caltrans ADA Transition Plan does not identify any ADA barriers with in the project limits. 

h 

11 E t . ,ques nan: 
INITIAL PlD INFORMATION 

a 
The corridor does not support or provide any equestrian improvements . 

FINAL PID INFORMATION 

b 
The corridor does not support or provide any equestrian improvements. 

12 I II' nte 1gent T s ransportatwn ;ystems (ITS) : 
INITIAL PID INFORMATION 
ITS features such as closed-c ircuit television cameras, signal timing, multi-jurisdictional or multimodal 

a 
system coordination have not been considered in the project. From the results of the project's Traffic 
Operation Analysis Report (TOAR), the proposed intersection signalization is not a viable alternative. 

FINAL PJD INFORMATION 
The proj ect's TOAR identified a possible ITS feature for the signalization a lternative (signal 

b 
coordination with adjacent s ignals). But at this point, the proposed intersection signalization is not a 
v iable alternative. 

) 
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APPENDIX E Long Form -Storm Water Data Report 

Dist-County-Route: ::.~.0"'-5-=-~sl!.L~o~-..:J4l.!.I6'-----------­

Post Mile Limits: . .>o!3:.e1.:..~..7.~...t3~2....,.c>o!3'-------------­
Project Type: Modify Intersection 

Project ID (or EA):0512000070K C05-1C150K) 
Program ldentification:.2.l.!O.a.XXa..·::.L.O.L.;75...,.""6.l.!OO,._ ________ _ 

Phase: 181 PID 

0 PA/ED 
0 PS&E 

Regional Water Quality Control Board(s}: ~ee5!J.n~tra~l Co!l!l8!a2.!st<-l.(R~e!l.l!gO!.lolown~3!J_l ---------------

Is the Project required to consider Treatment BMPs? Yes 181 No 0 
If yes, can Treatment BMPs be incorporated into the project? Yes 181 No 0 

If No, a Technical Data Report must be submitted to the RWQCB 
at least 30 days prior to the projects RTL date. List RTL Date: ______ _ 

Total Disturbed Soil Area: Alternate 1: 0 acres. Alternate 4 9.5 acres. Alternate 5 11.30 acres. Risl< Level: ..,2~--

Estimated: Construction Start Date: January 2018 Construction Completion Date: December 2020 
Notification of Construction ( NOC) Date to be submitted: ...,N""'O.L,;I s..,u...,bwm.1.1.jt..,te...,d.._y ... ja.......,..S1.1JMILJA.u.RT....,S..._ _________ _ 

Erosivity Waiver 
Notification of ADL reuse (if Yes, provide date) 
Separate Dewatering Permit (if yes, permit number) 

Yes 0 
Yes 0 
Yes 0 

Date:. ____ ___ No 181 
Date: No 181 
Permit# No 181 

This Report has been prepared under the direction of the following Licensed Person. The Licensed Person attests to the 
technical Information contained herein and the date upon which recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are 
based. Professional Engln o.;:.J.a dscape Architect stamp required at PS&E. 

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks 
Project Planning and Design Guide 
July 2010 

nance Representative 
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SLOCOG 
SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

October 23, 2013 

Richard Rosales, Project Manager 
Caltrans District 5 
50 Higuera St. 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Subject: Union Rd/SR 46E Project Initiation Document 

Dear Mr. Rosales, 

CONNECTING COMMUNITIES 
ARROYO GRANDE ATASCADERO GROVER BEACH 

MORRO BAY PASO ROBLES PISMO BEACH 
SAN LUIS OBISPO SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) is the Regional Transportation 
Planning Agency for San Luis Obispo County. SLOCOG is responsible for developing a 
long range transportation plan that identifies projects of regional significance and that is 
financially constrained over a twenty-year planning horizon. It is SLOCOG's charge to 
work cooperatively with the transportation stakeholders in San Luis Obispo County to 
ensure address local and regional interests are addressed and that quality cost-effective 
transportation improvements are constructed. 

SLOCOG staff, working with Caltrans and other transportation stakeholders, worked 
closely and collaboratively with Caltrans District 5 in the development of a comprehensive 
corridor study for State Route 46 East from US 101 to the Kern County line. The 
transportation improvements identified, including capacity increasing as well as operational, 
addressed deficiencies ranging from access to throughput. SLOCOG has since entered 
in to a funding agreement with the City of Paso Robles for the preparation of a project 
initiation document (PID) that addresses circulation issues in and around the Airport 
Rd/Union Rd . intersection , near the eastern boundary of the city. SLOCOG's Regional 
Transportation Plan under estimated the magnitude of cost for interim improvements at this 
location . However, it is SLOCOG's intention to update the project cost information as part 
of the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan update and continue to financially constrain an 
interim improvement project, using local, regional, and extraordinary fund sources. The 
draft project initiation document has estimated an interim improvement (overcrossing at 
Union Rd connecting to local parallel circulation) at $20m. 

SLOCOG recognizes the importance of the 46E corridor and will continue to make 
strides to partner with willing agencies to ensure sound improvements are constructed. 

If you have any questions regarding this issue, please contact Richard Murphy of my 
staff at 805.781.5754. 

Slyo~' 
.' Ronald L. DeCarli 

Executive Director 

11 14 Marsh Street San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 I t (805) 781-4219 f (805) 781-5703 1 slocog@slocog.org SLOCOG.ORG 
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