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General Information About This Document
What’s in this document?

This document is an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, which examines the potential environmental impacts of the proposed alternative for the project located in Sonoma County, California.  The document describes why the project is being proposed, the existing environment that could be affected by the project, potential impacts from the proposed alternative, and potential/proposed mitigation measures.

What should you do?
· Please read this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment.

· We welcome your comments. If you have any concerns regarding the proposed project, please send written comments to Caltrans by the deadline. Submit comments via regular mail to Caltrans, Attn: Robert Gross, Office of Environmental Analysis, P.O. Box 23660 Mail Station 6D, Oakland CA, 94623

· Submit comments by the deadline: August 19, 2004.
What happens after this?

After comments are received from the public and reviewing agencies, Caltrans may (1) give environmental approval to the proposed project, (2) undertake additional environmental studies, or (3) abandon the project.  If the project were given environmental approval and funding were appropriated, Caltrans could design and construct all or part of the project.

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document can be made available in Braille, large print, on audiocassette, or computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, please call or write to Caltrans, Attn: Robert Gross, Office of Environmental Analysis, P.O. Box 23660 Mail Station 6D, Oakland CA 94623; (510) 286-5623 Voice, or use the California Relay Service TTY number, 1(800) 735-2929.
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Chapter 1- Proposed Project


1.1.  Summary and Background 


Located in Rohnert Park, Sonoma County, this project proposes to modify the Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive Interchange by constructing a new bridge undercrossing structure linking Wilfred Avenue to Golf Course Drive, and modifying the existing ramps.  This project also proposes to realign and widen Route 101 from 4 to 6 lanes for High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes from the Rohnert Park Expressway Overcrossing to the Santa Rosa Avenue Overcrossing, a length of approximately 2 kilometers or 1.6 miles (See Figures 1-1 and 1-2). 

The project area represents the primary connector between the city of Rohnert Park to the south, and the city of Santa Rosa to the north.  Past and anticipated future county-wide growth in population, jobs, and traffic have led the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and Caltrans to recognize the need for major transportation improvements in the State Route 101 corridor.  Phased corridor studies in 1984 and 1989 led to the creation of a Route 101 Corridor Plan recommending a continuous High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane system through Marin and Sonoma Counties up to the Town of Windsor.   

Concern for transportation issues also led to the development of the Sonoma-Marin Multi-Modal Transportation and Land Use Study in 1997.  The purpose of this study was to identify the most efficient and cost effective alternatives for addressing congestion along the corridor.  This study made a number of recommendations including the widening of Route 101 from four to six lanes for HOV between Petaluma and Windsor.  Sonoma County has used this study to help prioritize its use of transportation funds.  The total project cost is $47.8 million with $34.8 being funded by the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), and $13.4 million coming from the federal Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).  The project is in MTC’s 2003 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP ID# SON950005 03-00). 

BOOKMARK FOR FIGURE 1-1

Bookmark for Figure 1-2

1.2 
Purpose Of and Need For the Project 

1.2.1
Purpose

There are three main purposes to the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project:

· Reduce recurrent congestion

· Improve access and circulation between local streets and Route 101

· Upgrade highway facility to current standards    
1.2.2 
Need  


Caltrans has developed the proposed project in response to the following needs: Reduce congestion for AM/PM commuters, improve connections between Route101 and local streets, enhance safety and operations.  
Needs Associated With Reducing Recurrent Congestion 

Year 2002 Bay Area Freeway Congestion Data indicates that congestion has increased over the last several years.  For instance there were 4,400 hours of delay in Sonoma County compared to 1,700 hours in 1995
.   A 2001 study noted that during AM Peak, a 7-minute travel delay exists on southbound Route 101 between River Road in Fulton and Route 116 in Cotati, while 9 minutes of delay is experienced during the PM peak period. Existing travel delay northbound for the same length is 9 minutes during the AM peak period and approximately 12 minutes during PM peak.
 

Furthermore, Caltrans’ projections indicate that maximum travel time delays would increase from 20.5 minutes in 2010 to 36.1 minutes in 2030 for southbound AM peak travelers.  Similar increases would occur in the northbound PM peak direction (see Traffic and Transportation, Section 2.5 for further details).  

These conditions illustrate the need for transportation improvements through the Sonoma 101 corridor.  The Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project proposal is one proposal to address recurrent congestion.  The project limits comprise logical termini and demonstrate independent utility [23 CFR 771.111(f)]. 

Needs Associated With Connections Between Local Streets and Route 101

Currently, street connections leading to Route 101 are circuitous and indirect.  From the east side of the freeway, travelers getting on the freeway to go southbound must take Commerce Boulevard through the Golf Course Drive Intersection, pass under Route 101, turn left at Redwood Boulevard intersection, and go through yet another intersection before entering the freeway onramp.  Similarly, travelers getting on the freeway to go northbound from the western side of Route 101 follow the same movements in the opposite direction.  

The City of Rohnert Park requested that the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project include a feature connecting Wilfred Avenue and Golf Course Drive.
  Caltrans and the city of Rohnert Park also have also observed that a second commuter parking lot is needed in the project area.
    In addition, more opportunity for multi-modal connections could circulate more commuters through the Route 101/Wilfred Avenue Interchange area.  For instance, plans are underway to locate a Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART)
 station near Golf Course Drive and Roberts Lake Road.  Golden Gate Transit is also expected to incorporate scheduled stops at Wilfred Interchange into their bus service route along Route 101.

Needs Associated with Upgrading the Facility to Current Design Standards 


New construction projects mandate Caltrans upgrade facilities to current design standards.  For the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project,  these would include correcting vertical and horizontal alignments and lengthening weaving distances. 

Vertical Alignment Shift


Figure 1-3 shows a comparison between the existing and proposed profile grade. Under the Build Alternative, Caltrans would correct the vertical alignment

of the Northwest Pacific Railroad (NWPRR) overcrossing to meet current standards.  A profile correction would improve sight distances for motorists on the mainline.
FIGURE 1-3

Weaving Distance

In the southbound direction, there is a less than standard weaving distance between the Wilfred Avenue Interchange and the Santa Rosa Avenue Overcrossing.  The collector-distributor road being proposed would increase the distance available for merging and weaving with southbound traffic exiting at Wilfred Avenue and southbound on ramp traffic entering from the Santa Rosa Avenue Overcrossing. 

1.3
ALTERNATIVES

1.3.1
Build Alternative – Proposed Action

Caltrans is proposing the following improvements (See Figures 1-4A, 1-4B Proposed Project, pages 11 and 12, and Figure 1-5 Roadway Cross-Sections, page 13):

· Widen Route 101 from four to six lanes. This widening would provide standard 3.6-meter (12 foot) lanes, and 3.0 meter outside and median shoulders, with a concrete median barrier separating the two directions of traffic. 

· Construct auxiliary lanes on Route 101 between Rohnert Park Expressway Overcrossing to the Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive Interchange and northbound from Wilfred/Golf Course to Santa Rosa Avenue Overcrossing.  This would be an additional 3.6-meter (12-foot) lane.  

· Construct a two-lane collector-distributor road between Wilfred Avenue and Santa Rosa Avenue on southbound Route 101. 

· Replace Wilfred Overhead Bridge structure and realign the freeway to meet current design standards.

· Modify the Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive Interchange by constructing a new bridge undercrossing structure to connect Golf Course Drive to Wilfred Avenue as a single street.  

· Widen the existing northbound and southbound on ramps to accommodate ramp metering.

· Realign Commerce Boulevard and Roberts Lake Road at Golf Course Drive, creating a 4-leg intersection with the Northwestern Pacific Railroad track.  The remaining section of Commerce Boulevard from Golf Course Drive to Redwood Drive would be eliminated. 

· Construct a park and ride lot on the Commerce Boulevard right of way and modify the existing park and ride lot at Roberts Lake Road and Golf Course Drive (Refer to Parking Lots A and B on Figure 1-4A).  

· Construct a bicycle facility along Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive from Roberts Lake Road to Redwood Boulevard.  
· Construct bus pads adjacent to the southbound and northbound on and off ramps of Wilfred Avenue Interchange. 

1.3.2
No Build – No Action Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the existing highway configuration would remain as is.  State Route 101 is currently a four lane freeway with two 3.6-meter (12-foot) lanes in each direction separated by a 10.3-meter (34-foot) median with a double thrie beam barrier dividing the two directions of traffic.  The freeway has 1.2-meter (4-foot) inside shoulders and 2.4-meter (8-foot) outside shoulder.

Population and traffic volumes would continue to increase and recurrent congestion is expected to worsen, leading to increasing travel time delays.  The No Build Alternative, however, would not preclude spot improvements or routine maintenance as necessary.  The No Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of this project; however, baseline information was developed for the purposes of analysis and comparison to the Build Alternative. 

1.4 
OTHER PROPOSED ACTIONS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY

Following is a list of other projects being planned along Route 101 from Route 37 in Novato to River Road in the Town of Windsor, from south to north: 

Route 37 in Novato to Old Redwood Highway in Petaluma

The project would widen Route 101 from four to six lanes to add HOV Lanes. The project would also realign and upgrade the existing four-lane expressway from Atherton Avenue to Route 101/116 Separation.  Modified and new interchange(s), limited frontage roads, and bicycle facilities are also proposed.  Environmental studies are currently underway.

Route 101 from Old Redwood Highway to Rohnert Park Expressway

Just south of the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project, Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) proposes to construct HOV lanes in both directions.  The project also proposes a full diamond interchange at Railroad Avenue.  Environmental studies are currently underway.

Route 101 Widening and Soundwall Construction from North of the Wilfred Avenue Interchange to Route 101/12  Separation

Just north of the proposed Wilfred Interchange Project, this widening project added HOV lanes in December 2003, terminating south of Route 12. The soundwall portion is currently under construction. 
Route 101/Steele Lane Interchange

The project would add HOV lanes from State Route 12 to 0.8 kilometers (0.5 miles) north of Steele Lane. The project would also improve downtown circulation and access to and from Route 101 in the City of Santa Rosa.  Ready for construction.

Route 101 from Route 12 to Steele Lane

The project consists of the addition of HOV and auxiliary lanes on Route 101 from the Route 12 Interchange to the Steele Lane Interchange. Northbound and southbound HOV lanes would be constructed between the Route 12 Interchange and the Steele Lane Interchange.  This project is in the final design phase. 

Route 101 Steele Lane to Windsor River Road

SCTA is proposing to add HOV lanes in both directions from Steele Lane to Windsor River Road.  Currently, environmental studies are underway.

Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART)

The Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) project would provide passenger train service along the Northwestern Pacific (NWP) rail corridor that lies next to Highway 101.  Phase I would provide rail service from Windsor in Sonoma County to San Rafael in Marin County.  Phase II would connect SMART to a ferry terminal.  Environmental studies are currently underway. 

1.5
PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED

This project would require permits, agreements, and concurrence from the following resource agencies:

· Water Quality Certification approval by Regional Water Quality Control Board under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act;

· Permits approval by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under  Section 404 of the Clean Water Act;

· Habitat Quality Assessment Report approval by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under the Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pool Ecosystem Preservation Plan; and

· Biological Assessment/Biological Opinion on California Tiger Salamander  approval by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the Federal Endangered Species Act.

Figure 1-4A

Figure 1-4B

Figure 1-5  Roadway Cross-Sections

Chapter 2 – Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

Chapter 2 describes resources in the Human and Physical Environment within the project limits and identifies potential environmental impacts from the proposed project. Chapter 3 does the same for the Biological Environment. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 4.  These discussions provide the basis for the responses to the CEQA Checklist Form (Appendix A of this document).

Differences do exist between NEPA and CEQA in terms of how lead agencies are required to address impacts in environmental documents.  Under NEPA, the degree of impact to resources determines the level of the environmental document.  Because FHWA, the lead agency under NEPA, has determined that impacts due to the proposed project would be minor or offset, the appropriate level of documentation is an Environmental Assessment.   Therefore, discussion of an impact’s level of significance in this document is made solely within the context of CEQA.  While no significant impacts have been identified for the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project, avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures may be recommended. 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

2.1 LAND USE

Affected Environment

The city and county general plans contain objectives, goals and policies, for the management of growth, land use, and traffic within the study area.  For instance, the Sonoma County general plan discourages urban sprawl.
  The Rohnert Park General Plan promotes vehicular circulation on both surface streets and on Route 101.  The General Plan proposes Levels of Service, or an upper limit for traffic delay, for three intersections to be affected by the project.  (See Table 2-1 on page 26 for  Level of Service Categories).  The General Plan also proposes considering future park and ride lots within the Wilfred Avenue/Route 101 vicinity. 

The city of Rohnert Park is approximately 6.9 square miles.  Existing designated land uses in Rohnert Park are allocated among residential uses (approximately 45%), professional/office uses (1%), commercial uses (8%), industrial uses (12%), and other uses such as parks and recreation, public and local streets (totaling 30%).  Rohnert Park is 96% built out, with approximately 4% of vacant area.  Residential uses are spread throughout the city, predominantly to the east of US 101.  General industrial uses are concentrated in the northwestern and southeastern corners of the planning area, with the northwestern use straddling US 101 between the Rohnert Park Expressway and Wilfred Avenue.  The two largest concentrated commercial zones surround the Rohnert Park Expressway and Wilfred Avenue interchanges with US 101.  Commercial and industrial development adjoins the project area to the west.  The Rohnert Park City Center is east of the southern end of the project area.  The municipal golf course is also east of the project area, along with commercial and industrial businesses, and a small mixed-use area. 

Environmental Consequences

No known development would be directly impaired or limited by the proposed project.  No conflicts have been identified between the proposed project and local planning goals or policies.  The Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project (the Build Alternative) would not require any changes in land use or zoning.  The construction of the Build Alternative would not obstruct access to any lanes of local roads, and the same traffic circulation would be provided.  No homes or businesses would lose their current access to roadways.  The onramp from Commerce Blvd. to northbound Route 101 may require closure during the nighttime for a maximum duration of one week.  No substantial permanent indirect effects are anticipated in any local neighborhoods near the Route 101 widening. 

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation


None required.

2.2  GROWTH 

Definition of Growth

Growth inducement in terms of transportation projects can be defined as the relationship between a proposed transportation project and growth within the project area.  The impacts are difficult to quantify accurately since the growth that happens after the Build Alternative is constructed is usually indirect and occurs over a period of time.  The relationship is frequently characterized as either one of facilitating planned growth or inducing unplanned growth.

Affected Environment

Several projects have been approved or are being proposed in the city of Rohnert Park and Cotati (see Table B-1 for a list of these projects).  Most of these projects are consistent with the General Plan.  However, in March 2004, the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria issued a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed casino about a mile west of Route 101, outside the urban growth boundary of the city of Rohnert Park. 

Environmental Consequences

The Build Alternative would not eliminate travel time delay on the mainline and, thus, would not eliminate barriers to growth.  Moreover, the Build Alternative conforms with local general plans and does not conflict with Sonoma County and the city of Rohnert Park’s managed growth policies.  Finally, the Build Alternative is unlikely to alter the historic and projected growth patterns are in Rohnert Park and Sonoma County.  Each of these factors supports the conclusion that the Build Alternative would not change existing growth patterns.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation

None required.

2.3  COMMUNITY IMPACTS

2.3.1 COMMUNITY CHARACTER AND COHESION

Affected Environment

Within the project limits, Route 101 is mainly surrounded by industrial development. Commercial and mixed development primarily exists at the Rohnert Park Expressway Overcrossing and the Wilfred Avenue Interchange.  Mixed uses exists at the city center just to the east of the Route 101 interchange with the Rohnert Park Expressway.    Although residential and commercial developments have been established on both sides of the freeway, at one time Route 101 was a barrier to western development.   As the freeway predates most of the residential and commercial development that has filled in, it does not divide any communities.

Environmental Consequences

The Build Alternative includes connecting Wilfred Avenue and Golf Course Drive, thereby enhancing community cohesion between the eastern side western sides of the freeway.  

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation

None required.

2.3.2  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Caltrans and FHWA performed a study to identify potential areas having disproportionate minority and low-income population characteristics near the project.   The study results did not identify any disproportionate population of low-income, or minority people. 

Noise and air quality impacts are distributed evenly through the project area and are not concentrated in any area of minority or low-income residents.  Of the two proposed relocations impacts neither is connected to areas identified as low-income or minority neighborhoods. 

The Build Alternative would not cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations in compliance with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation


None required.

2.3.3 RELOCATIONS

Affected Environment

The Build Alternative would affect a total of eight individual properties, and require additional right-of-way at four locations: 1) Along Golf Course Drive between Commerce Boulevard and the Northwest Pacific Railroad (NWPRR) for the realignment of Commerce Boulevard; 2) Along Golf Course Drive near the frontage road to modify the park and ride lot north of Golf Course Drive;  3) Along the eastbound side of Golf Course Drive near NWPRR to improve channelization on Golf Course Drive; and 4) the area west of Route 101 where Redwood Drive becomes Millbrae Avenue to add a collector distributor road along the southbound side of Route 101.  The Build Alternative would impact one industrial and seven commercial properties.

Environmental Consequences

As a result of the Build Alternative, two properties would need to be fully acquired.  All other property acquisitions would be partial. Two commercial businesses, a vacant tire store at 5050 Commerce Boulevard and a restaurant at 5000 Commerce Boulevard, would be displaced by the Build Alternative.   Less than 25 restaurant employees would be impacted by the displacement.  The restaurant building itself would likely remain, but no access would be available during construction. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 


None required.  

2.3.4  PARKING

Affected Environment

The affected environment includes an existing city-owned park and ride lot (Parking Lot A) located northeast corner of the intersection between Route 101 and Golf Course Drive, adjacent to Northwest Pacific Railroad right of way.  A second parking lot (Parking Lot B) is at Commerce Boulevard just south of Golf Course Drive and east of Route 101.  There is also a restaurant currently operating on a portion of this lot.

Environmental Consequences

Parking Lot A would be shifted to the north creating a net increase of approximately 45 parking stalls.  This parking lot would have its entrance and exit at Roberts Lake Road.  SMART is also proposing a future rail station at this site, and it is unknown whether multi-use parking would be compatible with these plans. 

 
Parking Lot B would be a new lot that would replace the section of Commerce Boulevard just south of Golf Course Drive.  Parking Lot B would also replace private parking lots that served the now vacant tire store and the currently operating restaurant.  Under the Build Alternative, there would be a net gain of approximately 30 stalls. This lot would have entrances and exits on Golf Course Drive and Commerce Boulevard, and also surround the restaurant building. To see locations of proposed parking lots A and B, please see Figure 2-1, titled “Local Traffic & Parking Improvements.”

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

None required.  

Bookmark for Figure 2-1 Local Traffic and Parking Improvements

TRANSPORTATION

This section describes existing auto transportation on Route 101 and on surface streets, along with public transit, and bicycle/pedestrian transportation.

2.4.1 TRANSIT

Affected Environment

The Golden Gate Transit Authority (GGTA) is one of the primary providers of local and commuter transit service in the project area, with local and express buses that link Rohnert Park with other points in Sonoma County, with Marin County, and with San Francisco.  Sonoma County Transit (SCT) and Sonoma County Paratransit provide other local transit.  Greyhound buses and AMTRAK buses provide interregional service both within and outside of the Route 101 corridor.  AMTRAK operates a feeder bus that stops along the Route 101 corridor, including Rohnert Park, and connects to the Martinez train station in Contra Costa County.

Within the project area, the Northwestern Pacific Railroad (NWPRR) line crosses Route 101 just north of Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive.  Although there is currently no passenger train service; the Sonoma/Marin Multi-Modal Transportation and Land Use Study is one of several reports has evaluated the concept of providing train service through the North Bay.  Furthermore, the Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) is proposing passenger commuter rail service through Sonoma and Marin Counties.  Siting a rail station at Golf Course Drive and Roberts Lake Road in Rohnert Park is also being considered in this proposal.  Locating a rail station there would benefit multi-modal commuters utilizing the Park ‘n Ride facilities at Roberts Lake Road and Commerce. At that location, multi-modal commuters can access Route 101.

The new Golf Course/ Roberts Lake Road/and Commerce Boulevard intersection would also include an at-grade crossing with the NWPRR.  As part of its commuter rail service, SMART is proposing two northbound and two southbound trains during each AM/PM peak period at 15-minute alternating intervals (e.g. northbound train followed by southbound train 15 minutes later, etc.)  

Environmental Consequences

Bus stops would be placed near the exit of northbound off ramps, and near the entrance of southbound on ramps for Route 101.  Coordination between Caltrans, GGTA and SCT would follow to assess which bus lines would stop at these locations.  Consequently, there are potentially beneficial impacts to transit operations.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 


None required.

2.4.2 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

Regulatory Setting

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) directs that full consideration should be given to the safe accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists during the development of federal-aid highway projects (see 23 CFR 652).  It further directs that the special needs of the elderly and the disabled must be considered in all federal-aid projects that include pedestrian facilities.  When current or anticipated pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic presents a potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic, every effort must be made to minimize the detrimental effects on all highway users who share the facility.  

Affected Environment

The General Plan promotes pedestrian and bicycle circulation.
  Bicycle/pedestrian facilities in the project vicinity include a multi-use path alongside Commerce Boulevard between Golf Course Drive and Redwood Drive, and a bicycle path running along Golf Course Drive beginning at the intersection with Roberts Lake Road and continuing east.  Golf Course Drive and Wilfred Avenue are separated by Route 101 with no pedestrian or bicycle facilities directly connecting them.

Environmental Consequences

Figure 2-1 shows the proposed bicycle facility of the Build Alternative and other proposed and existing bicycle routes in the area.

Within the project scope, several pedestrian/bicycle facilities are proposed.  These include a bicycle path that would run alongside the roadway at the punch through connecting Wilfred Avenue with Golf Course Drive.   This bicycle facility would begin at Redwood Drive, extend under Route 101, and end at Roberts Lake Road, thereby connecting the existing Class I bicycle facility at the intersection of Golf Course Drive and Roberts Lake Road with the proposed facilities at the intersection of Wilfred Avenue and Redwood Drive.  

Though the segment of Commerce Blvd. between Golf Course Drive and Redwood Drive would be removed, the public multi-use path on the existing Commerce Blvd. would remain. The Build Alternative would not impact the overhead clearance of the multi-use path.  These impacts to pedestrian and bicycle facilities would be beneficial and would not conflict with existing or planned facilities.

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation


None required.

Bookmark for Figure 2-2-Proposed Bicycle Lane Crosses Under Freeway

2.4.3  Traffic

Existing Traffic Conditions

Affected Environment

Traffic studies for this environmental document are described in terms of operating conditions during current peak period conditions on the freeway and local intersections within the project vicinity.

Route 101 Operations 

Traffic studies measured delay between River Road and Route 116 for purposes of looking at existing delay.  Traffic studies also used these study limits to compare delay between the build and no-Build Alternatives.  Existing travel delay resulting from bottlenecks on southbound Route 101 between River Road in Fulton and Route 116 in Cotati is approximately seven minutes during the AM peak period and approximately nine minutes during the PM peak period, according to 1999 studies.  One particular PM peak period bottleneck develops within the project limits, between the Wilfred Avenue onramp and the Rohnert Park Expressway off-ramp, resulting in relatively minor congestion. 

Northbound, existing travel delay on Route 101 resulting from bottlenecks in the same limits (between River Road in Fulton and Route 116 in Cotati) is approximately nine minutes during the AM peak period and approximately 12 minutes during the PM peak period.  In particular, one AM peak period bottleneck exists within the project limits between the Rohnert Park Expressway on-ramp and the Golf Course Drive off-ramp, with minor congestion extending from this bottleneck to the vicinity of the northbound Route 116 off-ramp.

Intersection Operations.  Signalized intersection operations are expressed in terms of Level of Service (LOS), which is evaluated based on seconds of delay per vehicle (i.e. seconds of delay the average vehicle has to wait at the signal).  On the next page, Table 2-1 shows the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual LOS criteria for signalized and unsignalized intersections.  The City of Rohnert Park policy establishes Level of Service (LOS) C as the minimum standard for all major corridors and intersections, and in cases where it is not feasible to improve LOS, to maintain LOS D as the minimum for corridors and intersections already exhibiting that level of congestion.  As of year 2000, all study area intersections within Rohnert Park were at LOS C or better, except for the Rohnert Park Expressway/Southbound Route 101 Ramps for both AM and PM peak hours, and the Rohnert Park Expressway/Northbound Route 101 Ramps for PM peak hour.  These intersections were measured at LOS D.

Table 2-1.  Level of Service Definitions

LOS
Unsignalized Intersection Control Delay (seconds/vehicle)
Signalized Intersection Control Delay (seconds/vehicle)

A
Less than or equal to 10
Less than or equal to 10

B
10 to 15
10 to 20

C
16 to 25
21 to 35

D
26 to 35
36 to 55

E
36 to 50
56 to 80

F
Greater than 50
Greater than 80

Roadway Network Assumption

Forecasting for Year 2010 is based upon several assumptions: 1) that projects currently under construction would be completed, 2) that local projects listed in the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) under the status of “committed funding” would be completed, and 3) that projects listed in the 2001 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) would be completed.

· Rohnert Park Expressway interchange modification

· Stony Point Road widening

· Marlow Road-Guerneville to Piner Road widening

· Farmers Lane Interchange modification-reconstruction

· Route 101 widening from Wilfred Avenue north to State Route12, opened to traffic November, 2002

· Route 101 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane gap closure project from Corte Madera to San Rafael in Marin County

· Route 101 HOV widening from State Route 12 to just north of Steele Lane

To evaluate highway operations expected in Year 2030, Caltrans assumed that all the same facilities from the Year 2010 network assumption (listed above) are complete. The projects below are also within the traffic study area and assumed to be complete by 2030.  Thus, these projects may also affect traffic flow within the project area by Year 2030:

· Widen Route 101 to provide HOV lanes between Route 37 in Marin County to Old Redwood Highway in Petaluma

· Widen Route 101 to provide HOV lanes between Old Redwood Highway north of Petaluma and Rohnert Park Expressway interchange

· Widen Route 101 (including HOV lanes) from just north of Steele Lane interchange to Windsor River Road

Environmental Consequences

No Build Alternative

Future Traffic Conditions Year 2010: Without HOV Lanes or Reconfigured Local Streets in Project Area

Route 101 Traffic Congestion-2010.  Traffic using the southbound mixed-flow lanes would experience maximum delays of approximately 21 minutes during the AM peak hour, and about 11 minutes during the PM peak hour by Year 2010.  The maximum delay anticipated for southbound HOV vehicles would be approximately 7 minutes during the AM peak hour and 2 minutes during the PM peak hour by Year 2010.  No northbound AM peak hour bottlenecks are expected to develop within the study limits.  Consequently, neither mixed-flow nor HOV lane vehicles would experience AM peak hour delays while travelling between River Road and SR 116.  Both mixed-flow and HOV vehicles would, however, experience about 11 minutes of delay during the PM peak hour prior to reaching an expected bottleneck between the Rohnert Park Expressway on-ramp and the Wilfred Avenue off-ramp.

Intersection Operations Without the Proposed Project-2010.  Without the project, the Wilfred Avenue/Redwood Drive intersection for both AM and PM peak hours, and the Commerce Boulevard/Redwood Drive intersection for AM peak hour would operate at LOS E, thereby having control delays of between 55 and 80 seconds per vehicle.  This delay at intersections is longer than that called for in the Rohnert Park General Plan.

Future Traffic Conditions Year 2030: Without HOV Lanes or Reconfigured Local Streets in Project Area
Route 101 Traffic Congestion-2030.   With several minor exceptions, traffic is expected to increase noticeably in the study area between the Years 2010 and 2030.  This traffic increase is anticipated to result in heavier congestion and higher Year 2030 delays for mixed-flow lane traffic.  Travel time delay experienced by both southbound and northbound HOV vehicle users would be less in the Year 2030 than in the Year 2010.  One main reason for the decrease in HOV time travel time delays by Year 2030 is that HOV lanes throughout the traffic study limits would be built, thereby providing continuous HOV lanes.  Changes in assumptions as to which projects would be built can also affect the conclusions of the operational analysis.  

According to the assumptions that went into predicting traffic conditions if the HOV lanes are not added, the project area, which extends between the Rohnert Park Expressway interchange and the Santa Rosa Avenue overcrossing, would be the only segment of Route 101 within the study limits that would not have an HOV lane constructed by the Year 2030.  The following delays would be anticipated for both mixed-flow and HOV vehicles.

Southbound travelers in mixed-flow lanes during the AM peak hour would experience maximum delays of approximately 36 minutes; while southbound HOV lane vehicles would experience minimal delays of less than 1 minute between the end of the HOV lane near the Santa Rosa Avenue interchange and the Wilfred Avenue on-ramp.  Southbound travelers in mixed-flow lanes during the PM peak hour would experience maximum delays of about 26 minutes.  Between the end of the HOV lane near the Santa Rosa Avenue interchange and the Rohnert Park Expressway on-ramp, HOV lane vehicles would experience less than 1 minute of travel time delay. 

Northbound travelers in mixed-flow lanes during the AM peak hour would experience maximum delays of almost 14 minutes, while HOV lane vehicles would experience little or no delay during the AM peak hour.  Northbound travelers in mixed-flow lanes during the PM peak hour would experience maximum delays of approximately 36 minutes, while HOV lane vehicles would experience little or no delay during the PM peak hour.
Future Intersection Operations Without the Proposed Project-2030.   Without the project, operations at the Wilfred Avenue/Redwood Drive intersection for both AM and PM peak hours, the Commerce Boulevard/Redwood Drive intersection for PM peak hour, and the Golf Course Drive/Commerce Boulevard intersection for PM peak hour would deteriorate to LOS of E. LOS E is associated with control delays of between 55 and 80 seconds per vehicle.  Also without the project, operations at the Commerce Boulevard/Redwood Drive intersection during the AM peak hour would deteriorate to LOS F, indicating delays of more than 80 seconds per vehicle.   Both LOS E and F are below that called for in the Rohnert Park General Plan.

Build Alternative

Future Traffic Conditions on Route 101 if the Proposed Project is Constructed: Year 2010


In 2010, overall travel delay on Route 101 would be expected to be lower under the Build Alternative.  On the next page, Table 2-2 compares 2010 travel time delays between scenarios in which the proposed project is built and scenarios in which the proposed project is not built.  These comparisons show a timesavings for the mixed flow-lane traffic, and in most cases, HOV traffic under the build scenario.  The most substantial travel timesavings would be expected for northbound HOV traffic during the evening peak, with approximately 6.2 minutes of savings (from 11.2 to 5 minutes).  Also, PM mixed-flow lane traffic would enjoy about a 6 minute timesavings (from 11.3 down to 5.3 minutes).

Only in the southbound AM peak hour would HOV lane traffic delays be expected to increase with the proposed project.  In this case, approximately 2 minutes (an increase from 6.5 to 8.6) of delay would be experienced if the HOV lanes were added.  The reason for this minor increase is the increased traffic demand due to the presence of the additional HOV lane.  The traffic forecast model assumes that increased capacity would attract additional traffic from alternative routes, which would lead to increased congestion north of the beginning of the HOV lane at Bicentennial Way.

Table 2-2.  Year 2010 Theoretical Travel Delays on Route 101 Between Route 116 and River Road With and Without HOV Lanes Added in Project Area


Scenario
Maximum AM Delay (in min.)

Maximum PM Delay (in min.)




Mixed Flow Traffic
HOV Traffic
Mixed Flow Traffic
HOV Traffic


Year 2010





Southbound Traffic
Southbound No-Build Scenario
20.5
6.5
10.7
1.6


Southbound with HOV lane added
16.8
8.6
5.2
0.9

Northbound Traffic
Northbound No-Build Scenario
0.8
0.5
11.3
11.2


Northbound with HOV lane added
0.6
0.3
5.3
5

Note: HOV lanes already exist between the Wilfred Avenue interchange and the interchange with Highway 12.  Also, the traffic studies assume that HOV lanes between Route 12 and Steele Lane exist by 2010.  HOV users would benefit from timesavings compared to mixed flow traffic in this segment, whether or not the proposed project is built.

Future Traffic Conditions on Route 101 if the Proposed Project is Constructed: Year 2030


In 2030, overall travel delay on Route 101 would be expected to be lower if HOV lanes were added than if they were not.  On the next page, Table 2-3 compares 2030 travel time delays between the build and the no build.  These comparisons show timesavings for the mixed- flow lane traffic, and in most cases, HOV traffic under the build scenario.
The proposed project would be expected to yield the greatest timesavings for northbound mixed flow traffic during the PM peak hour, 16.2 minutes (going from 36.3 minutes under the no-build to 20.1 minutes under the build scenario).

The Build Alternative would facilitate substantial timesavings for mixed flow vehicles.  Mixed flow vehicles would save 10 minutes during AM peak (3.8 minutes of delay down from 13.8 minutes), and approximately 16 minutes during PM peak (20.1 minutes instead of 36.3 minutes).

Table 2-3.  Year 2030 Theoretical Travel Delays on Route 101 Between Route 116 and River Road With and Without HOV Lanes Added in Project Area


SScenario
Maximum AM Delay (in min.)

Maximum PM Delay (in min.)




Mixed Flow Traffic
HOV Traffic
Mixed Flow Traffic
HOV Traffic


Year 2030





Southbound Traffic
Southbound No-Build Scenario
36.1
0.1
25.9
0.5


Southbound with HOV lane added
24.2
0
24.5
0

Northbound Traffic
Northbound No-Build Scenario
13.8
0
36.3
0


Northbound with HOV lane added
3.8
0
20.1
0

Note: Predictions for Year 2030 assume that HOV lanes will exist between the interchange with Route 116 in Cotati and the interchange with Rohnert Park Expressway, and between the Wilfred Avenue interchange and the Windsor River Road offramp in Windsor.  HOV users would benefit from timesavings compared to mixed flow traffic in the sections with HOV lanes, whether or not the proposed project is built. 

Future Intersection Operations if the Proposed Project is Constructed

As part of the Build Alternative, several local streets and intersections would be reconfigured.  Because of these reconfigurations, it is impossible to compare future LOS at the studied intersections under the Build Alternative with future LOS at these same locations under the No Build Alternative.  Even so, the LOS at each of the newly configured intersections would meet the standards set by the City of Rohnert Park General Plan.  For descriptions of the intersection reconfigurations, please see Appendix D.

Future Local Roadway Operations if the Build Alternative is Constructed
Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive Punch Through and Closure of Commerce Boulevard Undercrossing between Golf Course Drive and Redwood Drive.  
A punch through would create a new undercrossing beneath Route 101, which would directly connect Wilfred Avenue and Golf Course Drive. Because Route 101 is built on an embankment at the Golf Course Drive Interchange, it will be possible to convert the embankment to an overcrossing structure thus allowing Golf Course Drive to “punch-through” the embankment and connect to Wilfred Avenue.  The Commerce Boulevard undercrossing would be closed.  The punch through would be at the current grade of the streets, and would include sidewalks and a bicycle lane.   To see the locations of the punch through and undercrossing closure within the project, please refer to Figure 2-2, entitled “Local Traffic & Parking Improvements”.

Cars, buses, bicycles and pedestrians would all benefit from punch through to create the Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive undercrossing, and the closure of the Commerce Boulevard undercrossing.  All of these modes would proceed through two fewer intersections in order to cross under the freeway by using the new punch through instead of the current undercrossing.   First, traffic on Redwood Drive would no longer encounter an intersection at Commerce Boulevard.  Second, traffic on Golf Course Drive would no longer pass through an intersection at Commerce Boulevard.

Temporary Construction Related Environmental Consequences to Traffic
A Transportation Management Plan (TMP) is a special program that would be implemented during construction of the project to minimize and prevent delay and inconvenience to the traveling public.  The TMP would also maintain efficient and safe movement of vehicles through the construction zone.  The TMP for this project would be developed and refined during the final design phases of the project, which would occur after this environmental document is finalized.  The TMP would include information such as which lanes would need to be temporarily closed and short-term detours.  On the freeway, lane closures and detours would occur only during off-peak hours or nighttime.  

Local roads would not be closed during construction.  However, some lanes on local roads may need to be closed during off-peak hours.  Some lanes may also need to be narrowed.

Caltrans and FHWA would be available for the public to input into the details of the TMP during the public comment period of this project.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 


None required.

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

2.5
AESTHETICS/VISUAL
Regulatory Setting

To assess the visual impacts of the project, Caltrans used methods in accordance with Federal Highway Administration guidelines.  Views from the roadway, as well as views of the roadway from adjacent locations were examined from various viewpoints, which represent the visual resource conditions within the corridor.  Visual impacts were assessed in terms of anticipated changes in visual resources as a result of the project’s Build Alternative and the expected responses of affected viewers to the changes. 

Affected Environment 

The existing highway is a four lane facility with two travel lanes in each direction separated by a grassy median approximately 11 meters (36 feet) wide.  A metal beam guardrail is located in the center of the median. Although Route 101 is not designated as a State Scenic Highway, it is identified as a Scenic Corridor in the Sonoma County General Plan. The project area has an overall suburban  character as a result of the existing four-lane highway facility and medium to high-density business/commercial development along the highway corridor. (Figures 2-3 and 2-4). While distant hills serve as a backdrop, scenic vistas do not occur in this area.


Within the project limits, highway landscaping consists mostly of informal groups of redwood trees, approximately 220, interspersed with ornamental shrubs.  This includes a nearly continuous row of 120 trees along the highway’s east side spanning from Rohnert Park Expressway northward for approximately 0.8 km, or 0.5 miles (Figure 2-5).  Clusters of redwood trees are also located at the Rohnert Park Expressway and Wilfred Avenue Interchanges.  The Wilfred Avenue Interchange contains approximately 20 redwood trees.  Approximately 25% of all redwood trees within the project limits, including most of those at 

the Wilfred Interchange, appear stressed, stunted and in poor condition (Figure 2-6).  All others appear in good condition. None of the trees in the study area constitute a scenic resource as defined in Section 15301(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Figure 2-3

Figure 2-4

Figure 2-5

Figure 2-6

Environmental Consequences

Based upon the visual assessment, Caltrans believes that the project would not have adverse effects on scenic vistas.  Nor would the project have a substantial adverse effect on scenic resources or substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the project area. 


Loss of the grassy median and removal of about 150 redwood trees would reduce the amount of plant material within the highway right of way. Removal of redwood trees on the eastside of Route 101 from Rohnert Park Expressway extending northward would be noticeable changes to motorists near the Wilfred Avenue Interchange (Figure 2-7).  The new undercrossing at the Wilfred Avenue Interchange and connection of Wilfred Avenue to Golf Course Drive, as well as the realignment of Commerce Boulevard and Roberts Lake Road would be readily apparent (Figure 2-8). 


Addition of new travel lanes and construction of a concrete median barrier would increase the amount of paved surface within view of the motorist.  Consequently, the project would cause the visual character of the highway to become more urban than present (Figures 2-9 and 2-10).  However, the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project area.


The profile of the highway would be raised approximately 5.1 meters (17 feet) at the new Wilfred Avenue Undercrossing, which would reduce views from areas near the new undercrossing to the opposite side of the highway.  The project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare. Potential light or glare from the highway facility or vehicles on the highway would be confined to the right of way where it presently occurs.  

Figure 2-7

Figure 2-8

Figure 2-9

Figure 2-10

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


To reduce the project’s visual impact, redwood trees would be replanted within the project limits along the highway and around the interchange wherever they can be accommodated without obstructing the sight distance of motorists or violating safety setback and other Caltrans plant spacing guidelines.  In locations where trees cannot be accommodated, other highway landscaping such as ornamental shrubs, ground covers, and vines that would be compatible with the surrounding community setting would be planted.  In areas not currently landscaped, disturbed areas would be revegetated according to Caltrans standards. 

2.6  AIR QUALITY

Regulatory Setting


Caltrans addressed the impact of highway projects on air quality in accordance with the following legislation:  The Clean Air Act and its Amendments, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Final Regulations (August 1997), NEPA and CEQA.  The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin has been designated as a maintenance area for Carbon Monoxide and a non-attainment area for ozone and PM10. 

Affected Environment 

 
The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin has not exceeded the national or state standard for atmospheric concentrations of Carbon Monoxide for several years and is now recognized as an attainment area for carbon monoxide.  The Bay Area is currently designated as an unclassified area under the 8-hour national standard for concentrations of ozone in the atmosphere, a non-attainment area under the one-hour national ozone standard, and a non attainment area under the state standards.  For Particulate Matter (PM) of very small size (PM10) the Bay area is designated as an unclassified area under federal standards and non-attainment under state standards.

The air quality analysis utilizes a new protocol developed jointly by Caltrans and the University of California at Davis Institute of Transportation and approved by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for use in the Bay Area
.  The protocol is based on the fact that the Bay Area is in attainment for carbon monoxide and permits a qualitative approach to determine if a given project would have a detrimental impact on air quality.

Environmental Consequences 

Conformity with State Implementation Plan (SIP)


To be in compliance with the Clean Air Act, the State Implementation Plan (SIP) is prepared using information regarding region-wide development.  This project is in a non-attainment area for ozone and PM10.  FHWA has determined that both the 1992-1997 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the corresponding 1995 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) conform to the Transportation Conformity Rule as amended by the EPA on August 15, 1997.  This project is contained in the conforming RTP and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).  The design concept and scope proposed are substantially the same as the design scope and concept in the RTP and RTIP listings.  All applicable TCMs
 are included in the project (such as:  ramp metering).  The project therefore meets the regional tests for conformity with the State Implementation Plan.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)


Since the Bay Area was designated a maintenance area for carbon monoxide on June 1, 1998, the protocol indicates that an analysis by comparison is appropriate for this project.  This involves a comparison of the proposed facility with existing facilities within the Air District.  A list of the features to be compared is provided in the protocol.



For mainlines, comparisons were made between the year 2005 Build conditions of Route 101 and the existing conditions on I-880 in Alameda County from Route 92 to Route 84.  For intersection comparisons, we used the Foothill/Mission Blvd. Intersection in that same area.

Table 2-4.  Comparison of Mainline Conditions


Parameters
Route 101 (Build)
Route I-880 (Exist)

A
Receptor Distance
15.3 m (50’)
7.62 m (25’)

B
Roadway Geometry
6 lanes
8 lanes

C
Worse case Meteorology
Coastal Valley
Coastal Valley

D
Peak Hourly Volumes
12,800
15,000 vph

E
Hot/Cold Starts
50/10 NB

50/10/ SB
50/10 NB

50/10 SB

F
Percent HDG Trucks
0.9-2.9%
7.6-8.3%

G
Background CO
3.2 ppm
3.2 ppm


Forecast projections for future years of 2010 and 2030 indicate that traffic impacts at nearby intersections would be minimal.  Most intersections would experience a less than 10% difference in future predicted traffic volumes between the project’s Build and No Build conditions.  This difference is not significant given the accuracy of the prediction methodology.  Traffic volumes would increase more than 10% at the following intersections: Commerce Boulevard, Roberts Lake Road, Golf Course Drive, Wilfred Avenue/Southbound 101 ramps intersection, Redwood Drive/ Wilfred Avenue, and Redwood Drive/Willis Avenue.


The largest among these intersections, Commerce Blvd./Roberts Lake Road/Golf Course Drive, is considerably smaller than the intersection at Foothill and Mission Boulevard, which was used as a point of comparison.  Commerce Boulevard/Roberts Lake Road is a two-lane road and Golf Course Drive represents the joining of two major State Routes, plus a connector to downtown Hayward.  This five-legged intersection consists of 3-lane/3-lane/3-lane/2-lane/3-lane approaches.  Receptor distances are comparable at both intersections (50 to 25 feet).  Traffic volumes, queues and delays are greater at Mission and Foothill.

Results of Comparison


This proposed project would result in a facility which would be smaller and less congested than comparable facilities within the same Air District (I-880 and Foothill and Mission).  Since the comparable facilities are in an area which meets air quality standards (maintenance area), this project would also meet microscale air requirements and would therefore have no significant impact on air quality or cause exceedances of state or federal carbon monoxide standards.

Particulates (PM10 and PM2.5)


At this time there is no requirement to quantify PM10 or PM2.5 impacts; nor are there appropriate tools available for analyzing microscale impacts of PM10 or PM2.5.

Although the EPA Transportation Conformity Regulations require a quantified microscale analysis for PM10, no approved methodologies are available yet to address the microscale impacts of PM10.  The Regulations state that “the EPA will be releasing technical guidance on how to use existing modeling tools to perform PM10 hotspot analysis.  The requirements will not take effect until the Federal Register has announced availability of this guidance.” (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, Prologue Section V.K.: Federal Register, August 15, 1997.)  When this guidance becomes available a quantified PM10 microscale analysis may need to be performed as an addendum to the air quality study for this project.

Construction Impacts


The proposed project would generate air pollutants during construction.  Trucks and construction equipment emit hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen, carbon monoxide and particulates.  Most pollution would consist of windblown dust generated by excavation, grading, hauling and various other activities.  The impacts from the above activities would vary from day to day as construction progresses. 

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


The Special Provisions and Standard Specifications would include requirements to minimize or eliminate dust through the application of water or dust palliatives.  

2.7
CULTURAL RESOURCES

Regulatory Setting


The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, sets forth national policy and procedures regarding “Historic Properties” –that is, districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on such properties, following regulations issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800).

Affected Environment 


No historic architectural resources have been identified within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Build Alternative.  A survey of the APE has noted only modern development lacking significance requisite for listing in the NRHP.


No archaeological resources have been identified within the APE.  A records search at the Northwest Information Center of the California Archaeological Inventory, Sonoma State Universit, did not reveal any previously recorded sites in or near the project area.  A surface examination of the APE and some mechanical trenching furthermore did not expose any cultural materials that might have qualified for the NRHP.   There are no known paleontology resources associated within the project APE.

Environmental Consequences


The material to be excavated in conjunction with the project consists of engineering fill employed during construction.  Although this material could contain identifiable fossils, it is not regarded as a significant paleontological resource because of its place of origin, geomorphology, geologic context, and its temporal relationship to established localities are unknown.

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


If buried materials are encountered during construction, it is Caltrans policy to suspend all work until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the findings per 36 CFR Part 800.13 (post review discoveries), the implementing regulations of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

2.8  GEOLOGY / SOILS / SEISMIC / TOPOGRAPHY 

Affected Environment

The project lies within the Cotati Valley in south central Sonoma County.  Cotati Valley is on the west side of the Sonoma Mountains in the Coast Range geomorphic provence.  The Cotati Valley is a sedimentary basin within the Santa Rosa Ground Water Basin.  


The northern portion of the project is very early to middle Pleistocene aged alluvium that is classified as having a very low liquefaction potential.  The southern portion of the project is within Holocene basin deposits that are classified as having a moderate to high liquefaction potential.  According to the U.S. Geological Survey map of liquefaction susceptibility by Soers, Noller and Lettis (1998) the liquefaction potential is very low from kilometer post 24.4 (post mile 15.2) northward and moderate to high from kilometer post 24.4 southward.  Data from logs of bore holes in the project areas shows the soils to be stiff silts and dense silty sand layers that are not subject to significant seismic related ground failure.


The Soil Survey of Sonoma County by Vernon Miller (1972) states the soil in the area has a high shrink-swell potential. This means that soils are subject to expansion and contraction going from wet to dry conditions. A review of Caltrans’ logs of test borings for projects within the current project limits shows that depth to groundwater is 2.1 meters (6.8 feet) in the south and 2.6 meters (8.5 feet) to 3.5 meters (11.5 feet) in the north.  The project is located outside of the 100-year flood zone.  The Soil Survey also states that soil in the area has high corrosivity, which means materials in contact with the soil are subject to rusting and corrosion.       


The project is located in the San Andreas fault system.  The fault system is composed of a series of northwest trending strike slip faults. The Rogers Creek-Healdsburg fault is the source of the 1969 Santa Rose Earthquakes. The active trace of the Rogers Creek-Healdsburg fault is 5.1 km (3.2 miles) northeast of the project.  Several active faults of the San Andreas system are capable of producing strong shaking at the project, but no known faults cross the project limits.

Environmental Consequences


Earthquakes are prime considerations in the design and retrofit of structures.  The Department’s Office of Earthquake Engineering is responsible for assessing the seismic hazard for Department projects. The risk of fault rupture under the Build Alternative would not increase over existing conditions.  


Any construction materials that come in contact with soil would be coated to resist corrosion.  Construction would involve pile driving or drilling for structural elements (i.e. interchange/overcrossing). However, piles or drills would be driven into the dense material below the liquefaction layer for stability.


The Build Alternative would not involve substantial cuts or fills or subject soils to undergoing wet conditions; therefore, the existing conditions of the soil would be largely unchanged.    Consequently, there would be no additional adverse effects from landslides, increases in soil erosion or loss of topsoil as a consequence of the project.

 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


None required.

2.9  HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS

Regulatory Setting


Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by state and federal laws.  The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regulates hazardous waste in California primarily under the authority of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, and the California Health and Safety Code. Caltrans has developed  Standard Specifications for project plans, specifications and estimates (PS&E) to comply with RCRA, the Health and Safety Code, and other laws. 

 Affected Environment 


Caltrans prepared an Initial Site Assessment that indicates there are two Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites within the project area.  As these sites are at higher elevations than the project site, there is a possibility that contaminants could have migrated into the project site.  The project limits also encompass the Wilfred Avenue Overhead structure that may contain asbestos.  The potential exists for Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL) contamination in roadside soil due to the historic use of leaded gasoline. 

Environmental Consequences


The Build Alternative would involve demolition work, which could disturb asbestos within  structures.   Under the Build Alternative excavations would take place in the existing highway median not to exceed one meter (3.2 feet) deep.   Construction of the new 4-leg intersection with the railroad, and the collector-distributor road would involve approximately the same depth.   Contaminants may be encountered during construction as a result of deeper excavations (i.e. new interchange). 


As is standard practice, Caltrans may conduct a full site investigation prior to construction to determine whether there is LUST contamination within the project site.  If hydrocarbons are detected, Caltrans may remove any contaminated soil and any source of the contamination prior to construction.  Likewise for ADL, Caltrans would conduct testing to determine the level of contamination and appropriate management procedures (e.g. off hauling or containment measures) prior to construction.  Caltrans would also conduct testing on existing structures before demolition to determine the presence of asbestos containing material.  If asbestos is detected, Caltrans may develop a removal and disposal plan to safeguard human health and the environment.  In relation to the structural demolition work, an asbestos survey would be conducted prior to demolition. During construction, the area would be wetted down to reduce air borne exposure.  Contaminated structural debris may also be off-hauled to a hazardous waste disposal site.  Yellow thermoplastic striping contains lead.  Therefore, special provisions will be provided for the removal of traffic stripes and pavement markings.

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


None required. 

2.10 HYDROLOGY AND FLOODPLAIN

Regulatory Setting


Executive Order 11988, signed May 24, 1977, states that each agency shall determine whether a proposed action will occur in a floodplain according to a Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA) floodplain map or a more detailed map of an area, if available. This evaluation is to be included in any statement prepared under Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act.

Affected Environment 


Hinebaugh Creek, which drains the southern portion of the project, flows from the Sonoma Mountains westward toward State Route 101 and crosses under the freeway just north of the Rohnert Park Expressway.  The northern portion of the project drains into Wilfred Channel, which runs directly underneath the freeway at the Santa Rosa Avenue Overcrossing. Wilfred Channel and Hinebaugh Creek are tributary to Laguna de Santa Rosa that leads to the Russian River. Groundwater exists within the project boundaries at depths varying between 2.1 and 3.5 meters (6.8-11.5 feet) below the ground surface.  The regional groundwater flow direction is variable within the site vicinity, and is affected by proximity to streams and channels.  In addition, the flow direction fluctuates as much as 180 degrees between the wet and dry seasons.


According to the Federal Flood Insurance Rate Map for Community Panel Number 060380-0001 B, the Build alternative would occur in an area of minimal flooding and outside of the 100-year flood zone.  Consequently, the Build Alternative would not cause increased flood risk in the project vicinity.  

Environmental Consequences


This project would increase the amount of impervious area in the project area.  However, existing drainage patterns would be maintained.  Effects to groundwater recharge would be minimal because unlined ditches (see Water Quality) would contribute to groundwater percolation. 

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

None required.

2.11
NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Regulatory Setting


The noise report was prepared in conformance with the procedures outlined in Title 23, United States Code of Federal Regulations part 772 (23 CFR 772), “Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise,” and Caltrans noise analysis policy described in the Caltrans Noise Analysis Protocol (California Department of Transportation 1998).  Existing peak hour noise levels ranging from 63 to 69 dBA Leq(h)
 were measured and estimated at various locations within the project limits along Route 101.  These sites were chosen to represent the areas of land uses that are close to the freeway and were also used to model future worst-case noise.  The federal Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) applied in this study are expressed in terms of dBA Leq(h) values of the noisiest traffic hour of the day. 

Affected Environment


Most of the land uses along both sides of Route 101 within the proposed project area are commercial buildings except where Roberts Lake Road runs adjacent to the freeway on the northeast side of the Wilfred Avenue Interchange.  A few motels and restaurants are also adjacent to the freeway.  The roadway alignment is basically straight and the ground elevation varies from 0.6 to 4 meters (1.9-13.1 feet) above the surrounding terrain except at interchange areas.  There are no libraries, hospitals, residences, or schools adjacent to this project.  At the present time, most land uses are receiving noise levels below the FHWA/Caltrans Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC).   

Environmental Consequences 


The predicted future peak noise levels along Route 101 would range from 65 to 70 dBA Leq(h) at the outside activity areas and 49 dBA Leq(h) at the inside of Motel 6 room.  The Build Alternative is estimated to increase noise levels by approximately one to two dBA Leq(h).


Commercial buildings dominate both sides of Route 101 within the project areas.  Most outside areas of the commercial buildings are parking lots or storage yards that do not qualify for any noise abatement.  However, a few restaurants and Scandia Family Fun Center with outside activity areas have also been found.  Based on traffic noise analyses, the future worst-case noise levels at these parking lots were predicted to be 65 dBA Leq(h), which is less than the NAC of 67 dBA Leq(h).  The future worst-case noise levels at the mini golf area of Scandia Family Fun Center would be 70 dBA Leq(h), less than the federal standard of 72 dBA Leq(h).  Finally, the future worst case noise level inside of the hotel rooms would be only 49 dBA Leq(h), also less than the NAC of 52 dBA Leq(h).   

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


Noise increases that are less than three dBA Leq(h) are not perceivable; therefore, no noise mitigation measures are required or recommended for this project.  

Construction Noise


It has not yet been determined whether pile driving would be used to construct the Build Alternative; however, if required all pile driving operations would conform to the provisions in Section 7-1.01I, Sound Control Requirements, of the latest Caltrans Standard Specifications.  Normally, construction noise levels should not exceed 86 dBA at a distance of 15 meters (50  feet).  These requirements are meant to minimize the impact from construction noise yet in no way do they relieve the contractor from complying with local noise ordinances. 

2.12  WATER QUALITY AND STORM WATER RUN OFF


Regulatory Setting


The primary federal law regulating water quality is the Clean Water Act.  Section 401 of the Act requires a water quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) when a project:  1) requires a Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit, as is the case with this project (See Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. in section 3.1),  and 2) will result in a discharge to waters of the United States.


Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, Caltrans addresses storm water impacts through the Statewide NPDES permit, certified under Order No. 99-08-DWQ.   Caltrans has also developed a Storm Water Management Plan that includes Best Management Practices (BMPs) to comply with NPDES requirements.  

Affected Environment 


As stated earlier, Wilfred Channel crosses Highway 101 toward the northern end of the project limits and Hinebaugh Creek crosses underneath Highway 101 at the southern end. Between Wilfred Interchange and the Santa Rosa Overcrossing lies an unlined ditch and marshy detention basin that carries highway runoff to Wilfred Channel. These areas function as a filtration system between the highway and the channel. 

Environmental Consequences


The most common pollutants associated with highways are oil and grease, garbage, and agricultural pesticides.  Because there is sufficient area within the project vicinity, Caltrans is currently studying the use of “biofiltration swales”
 (bioswales) in the project as post-construction BMPs.  Use of bioswales and other appropriate BMPs would ensure that the project would not significantly increase pollutant loading to receiving waters.

 
Long term BMPs include erosion control landscaping for exposed areas within the right of way, or where trees would be removed.  During the landscaping establishment period short-term treatments include protecting and buffering drainage inlets with fiber rolls.


Due to the aforementioned water quality treatments, there would be no impacts from the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project on water quality.  
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


Construction Site BMP’s are applied during construction activities to reduce the pollutants in the storm water discharges throughout construction.   Dewatering may be necessary for this project because of high groundwater.  Groundwater encountered will be managed and disposed of appropriately in accordance with all applicable regulations.  


To prevent impacts during construction, Wilfred Channel and Hinebaugh Creek would be marked as Environmentally Sensitive Areas and protected with silt fencing to keep debris or other materials from falling into these waterways.  Contractors would also be prohibited from entering or conducting activities in the creek.  Also, the contractor must also prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan in accordance with the NPDES permit conditions to deploy appropriate Best Management Practices (BMP’s) for water pollution control.
CHAPTER 3- Biological Environment



The environment of the Route 101 corridor passing through Rohnert Park is mostly urbanized.    The existing highway right-of-way that is not paved is dominated by ruderal vegetation. The eastern side of SR-101 is lined with landscaped trees between Hinebaugh Creek and the Golf Course Drive exit.  The western side of the highway has fewer trees because of limited right of way.  Impacts to trees are discussed under “Tree Removal and the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act,” Section 3.2.


Within the project vicinity, the California Tiger Salamander, a federally listed species, may potentially be present in the project area during construction. However, this species as well as other animals, plants, or wildlife habitat would not be significantly impacted by the project.  Listed species are discussed under “Threatened and Endangered Species,” Section 3.3.   


The project would also involve minor alternations of wetlands and waters of the U.S., as discussed under “Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States,” Section, 3.1.  Biological resources that would not be impacted by the proposed project are not discussed. 

3.1 WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

Regulatory Setting


The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary law regulating Waters of the United States, including wetlands.  Wetlands are classified by three parameters: the identification of specific hydrologic conditions, the presence of soils that are subject to saturation/inundation, and the presence of plants (or their habitat) that are known to grow in wetlands. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) regulates discharges and filling into Waters of the U.S., consisting of creeks, streams, or channels, through the Section 404 permit program.

Affected Environment 

Much of the Waters of the U.S. that occur within the project area consist of low value drainages or culverted waters.  The vegetation in the wetlands consists of mostly weedy exotic species.  None of these wetlands serve as potential habitat for sensitive plant or animal species of the Santa Rosa Plains. 

Hinebaugh Creek passes under Route 101 through a large box culvert approximately 225 meters (738 feet) north of Rohnert Park Expressway.  This creek functions as a flood control channel and is owned by the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA). At the north end of the project Wilfred Channel also passes through a large box culvert with a concrete bottom and vertical concrete sides. 


The field in the northwest area of the project contains some man-made, swale-like shallow ditches that drain toward a larger main ditch running along the edge of an old roadbed.  Presently these ditches do not drain well and form a vernal wetland that is approximately 0.25 hectares (0.61 acres) in size.   The main ditch that runs along the edge of the roadbed is 659 meters (2162 feet) long.  The field is also very disturbed because it is plowed at least once a year.  Wetlands have also been disturbed by billboard sign placement.  

Environmental Consequences



Many low-grade wetlands within the project limits cannot be avoided and would be impacted by the highway construction. The wetlands in the field and approximately 203 meters (666 feet) of the large ditch adjacent to the old roadbed falls within the project footprint and would be impacted by the Build Alternative. 

Table 3-1.  Total Impacts to Waters of the U.S.

Wetlands 
Culverted waters of the U.S.
Other waters of the U.S.

35079 ft2
380 ft2
2338 ft2

0.7989 acres
0.009 acres
0.054 acres

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


Consistent with ACOE’s “no net loss” policy regarding impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S., mitigation would be required for this project.  Early coordination with ACOE indicates that a 2:1 mitigation ratio would be required. However, this mitigation is not related to CEQA or NEPA.  Impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. would be less than significant based upon the disturbed, low-grade quality of these resources within the project area.

3.2 TREE REMOVAL AND THE MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT 

Regulatory Setting


The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (15 USC 703-711, 50 CFR Part 21 and 50 CFR part 10) implements international treaties between the United States and other nations devised to protect migratory birds. Because of this regulation, all trees and shrubs removed to accommodate this project must be removed at the proper time of year when the birds are not nesting.  All tree and shrub removal must take place between September 15 and February 15 to avoid impacts to nesting birds. 

Affected Environment


Most of the existing tree plantings are redwood trees.  In the Santa Rosa Plain, the redwood tree is not in its natural habitat; therefore, their presence neither provides habitat nor is a biological resource in itself.  These trees were planted along State Route 101 for their aesthetic value.    One valley oak and several ornamentals, such as strawberry tree and pepper tree, were also found within the project limits.  The oak tree has limited biological value as it is isolated and not part of an oak woodland.  

Environmental Consequences


Highway widening on the eastern side of the freeway will require the removal of some of the redwood trees. The exact number of redwood trees which would need to be removed is unknown, but will be based upon safety requirements prescribing tree setback distances of approximately 9 m (30 ft) from the edge of the travel way.   One valley oak tree with a diameter breast height (dbh) of 9 inches would be removed in the construction of this project.

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


Caltrans’ policies call for the preservation and maintenance of existing trees and other native vegetation during the planning, design and construction of transportation projects.  For this reason Caltrans’ Office of Landscape Architecture would determine the degree of visual impacts that would occur from redwood tree removal, and the amount of mitigation that would be necessary for redwood tree impacts (see Section 2.5 on Aesthetics/Visual Impact Assessment).

During biological studies, oak trees are identified so that adverse impacts resulting from oak tree removal may be avoided to the extent practicable.  Replacement plantings are frequently incorporated into project design when impacts to oak trees are unavoidable.   For the one valley oak that would be removed under the Build Alternative, Caltrans would replant 5 valley oaks in the project right of way in existing open space or at a nearby location.   

3.3 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

Regulatory Setting


The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA).  This law provides for the conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which they depend.  Under Section 7 of FESA, federal agencies such as the FHWA are required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to ensure that they are not undertaking actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or  endangered species or their critical habitat.    The outcome of consultation under Section 7 is a Biological Opinion.

In addition to its role under the Clean Water Act, the ACOE is also a member of the Sonoma County Vernal Pool Task Force
 (TF).  The TF has developed the Habitat Quality Evaluation Assessment (HQEA), a tool to rank habitat quality in a geographic area known as the Santa Rosa Plain.  In accordance with this protocol, Caltrans has conducted a HQEA for the project vicinity, which is subject to ACOE approval. The Habitat Quality Evaluation Assessment (HQEA) is just one tool being used to evaluate the project’s impacts on CTS habitat and is a separate evaluation from the Biological Opinion issued by USFWS.

Affected Environment


A field in the northwestern area of the project area has been determined to provide habitat for California tiger salamander (CTS).  In its present condition the field is a vernally moist meadow that contains ditches and swales.  The property may historically have supported vernal pool habitat but has been disturbed for many years by human activity.  The land is presently ditch drained and is plowed every year at the owner’s discretion for the purpose of maintaining the property and reducing fire danger.   

Environmental Consequences


The proposed project falls within designated potential range for CTS in Sonoma County.  The build alternative would impact 1.11 hectares (2.75 acres) in a strip of land approximately 474 m (1555 ft) long and 26 m (85 ft) wide for a proposed collector-distributor road.     However, initial results of Caltrans’ HQEA indicate that this area is of low quality, and therefore not a likely candidate for preservation efforts by the TF. Impacts to a seasonal wetland and two portions of drainage within the CTS habitat area would be unavoidable.

Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures


Measures would be implemented to minimize impacts to CTS and its potential habitat within the project area.  Caltrans BMPs and avoidance measures would be in place.   For instance, drainages and wetlands not impacted by the Build Alternative would be demarcated with high visibility fencing as an environmentally sensitive area to protect existing CTS habitat during construction.    Although Caltrans would do its best to avoid CTS, complete avoidance during construction cannot be guaranteed.  Once construction is complete, it would be necessary to replace the vegetation disturbed during project construction.  Replanted vegetation would consist of native species similar to vegetation found in the drainage and season wetland locations.   Caltrans and FHWA are proposing to offset project-related impacts to CTS by replacing its habitat on a 2:1 ratio or its equivalent.  

Chapter 4 - Comments and Coordination


(To be written after the public comment period) 
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APPENDIX A:  CEQA CHECKLIST


This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected by the proposed project.  In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the projects indicate no impacts.  A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination. The words "significant" and "significance" used throughout the following checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts.
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 Significant


 Potentially 
     With 
Less than        


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant 
   No


   Impact 
Incorporation
   Impact         Impact       

I. [image: image2.wmf]AESTHETICS – ( Please refer to Section 2.5) 

Would the project:

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

b)
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic

buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) 
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or


quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) 
Create a new source of substantial light or glare which

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the

area?

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES- 

 In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the

California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 

Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California

Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in

assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would

the project:

a)
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown

on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping

and Monitoring Program of the California Resources

Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b)
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a

Williamson Act contract?

c)
Involve other changes in the existing environment

which, due to their location or nature, could result in

conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?



 Less Than



 Significant


 Potentially 
     With 
Less Than


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant 
     No


 
  Impact        Incorporation    Impact         Impact       

III. AIR QUALITY – (Please refer to Section 2.6)

Where available, the significance

criteria established by the applicable air quality

management or air pollution control district may be

relied upon to make the following determinations. 

Would the project: 

a)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the

applicable air quality plan?

b) 
Violate any air quality standard or contribute

substantially to an existing or projected air quality

violation?

 c) 
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient

air quality standard (including releasing emissions which

exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) 
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

concentrations?

e) 
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial

number of people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – (Please refer to Chapter 3)

Would the project:

a) 
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or

through habitat modifications, on any species identified

as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service?

b) 
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian

habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in

local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and

Wildlife Service?

c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the

Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,

vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,

hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) 
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with

established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,

or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


 
  Less Than



  Significant


 Potentially 
     With 
Less Than


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant 
No 


   Impact 
Incorporation
   Impact           Impact

e) 
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances

protecting biological resources, such as a tree

preservation policy or ordinance?

f) 
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat

Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat

conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES –(Please refer to Section 2.7)  

Would the project:

a) 
Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a historical resource as defined in

§15064.5?

b) 
Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to

§15064.5?

c) 
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological

resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d) 
Disturb any human remains, including those interred

outside of formal cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – ( Please refer to Section 2.8)
Would the project:

a) 
Expose people or structures to potential substantial

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death

involving:

i) 
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on

the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning

Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based

on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to

Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.


ii) 
Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) 
Seismic-related ground failure, including

liquefaction?


iv) 
Landslides?


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

c) 
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,

or that would become unstable as a result of the project,

and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral

spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?



 Less Than



 Significant


 Potentially 
     With 
Less Than


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant        No
  


   Impact 
Incorporation
   Impact        Impact

d) 
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-

1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating

substantial risks to life or property?

e) 
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use

of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems

where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste

water?

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS –(Please refer to Section 2.9)

Would the project:

a) 
Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through the routine transport, use, or

disposal of hazardous materials?

b) 
Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous

materials into the environment?

c) 
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or

acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within

one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) 
Be located on a site which is included on a list of

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,

would it create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment?

e) 
For a project located within an airport land use plan

or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two

miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the

project result in a safety hazard for people residing or

working in the project area?

f) 
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,

would the project result in a safety hazard for people

residing or working in the project area?

g) 
Impair implementation of or physically interfere with

an adopted emergency response plan or emergency

evacuation plan?


h) 
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,

injury or death involving wildland fires, including where

wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where

residences are intermixed with wildlands?

  

  Less Than



  Significant


 Potentially 
      With 
Less Than


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant         No
  


   
Impact       Incorporation    Impact          Impact

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – (Please refer to Sections 2.10 and 2.12) 

Would the project: 

a) 
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge

requirements?

b) 
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there

would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of

the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production

rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level

which would not support existing land uses or planned

uses for which permits have been granted)?

c) 
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the

site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, in a manner which would

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) 
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the

site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the

rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would

result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) 
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed

the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage

systems or provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff?


f) 
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) 
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood

Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

map?

h) 
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures

which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) 
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,

injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a

result of the failure of a levee or dam?


j) 
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


   
 Less Than



 Significant


 Potentially 
     With 
Less Than


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant 
 No 


   Impact 
Incorporation
   Impact       Impact

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING – ( Please refer to Section 2.1)

Would the project:


a) Physically divide an established community?

b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project

(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific

plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an

environmental effect?

c) 
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan

or natural community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES   

Would the project:

a) 
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral

resource that would be of value to the region and the

residents of the state?

b) 
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local

general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

XI. NOISE –( Please refer to Section 2.11)

Would the project result in:

a) 
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in

excess of standards established in the local general plan

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies?

b) 
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) 
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without

the project?

d) 
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels

existing without the project?


                  
  Less Than



  Significant


 Potentially 
      With 
Less Than


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant        No


                                                                                                       Impact     Incorporation       Impact        Impact

e) 
For a project located within an airport land use plan

or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two

miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the

project expose people residing or working in the project

area to excessive noise levels?

f) 
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,

would the project expose people residing or working in

the project area to excessive noise levels?

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING –(Please refer to Section 2.2)

Would the project:

a)
 Induce substantial population growth in an area,

either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension

of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) 
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,

necessitating the construction of replacement housing

elsewhere?

c) 
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating

the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES 
a) 
Would the project result in substantial adverse

physical impacts associated with the provision of new or

physically altered governmental facilities, need for new

or physically altered governmental facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable

service ratios, response times or other performance

objectives for any of the public services:



Fire protection?



Police protection?



Schools?



Parks?



Other public facilities?



  Less Than



  Significant


 Potentially 
      With 
Less Than


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant 
  No


                                                                                                       Impact      Incorporation     Impact
 Impact

XIV. RECREATION
a) 
Would the project increase the use of existing

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of

the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) 
Does the project include recreational facilities or

require the construction or expansion of recreational

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on

the environment?

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – (Please refer to Section 2.4)

Would the project:

a) 
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in

relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the

street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either

the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio

on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b) 
Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of

service standard established by the county congestion

management agency for designated roads or highways?

c)
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location

that results in substantial safety risks?

d) 
Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?


e) 
Result in inadequate emergency access?


f) 
Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) 
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,

bicycle racks)?



 Less Than



  Significant


 Potentially 
      With 
Less Than


Significant 
   Mitigation 
Significant       No


                                                                                                       Impact      Incorporation     Impact       Impact

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS –

Would the project:


a) 
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) 
Require or result in the construction of new water or

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

c) 
Require or result in the construction of new storm

water drainage facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

d) 
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the

project from existing entitlements and resources, or are

new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) 
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment

provider which serves or may serve the project that it has

adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected

demand in addition to the provider’s existing

commitments?

f) 
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste

disposal needs?

g) 
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and

regulations related to solid waste?



 Less Than



 Significant


 Potentially 
     With 
Less Than 

Significant     Mitigation
Significant       No

 
Impact         Incorporated     Impact         Impact

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) 
Does the project have the potential to degrade the

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife

population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten

to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the

number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant

or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

periods of California history or prehistory?

b) 
Does the project have impacts that are individually

limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively

considerable” means that the incremental effects of a

project are considerable when viewed in connection with

the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

c) 
Does the project have environmental effects which

will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,

either directly or indirectly?
Appendix B.  Cumulative Effects Assessment


Cumulative effects are impacts that result from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively substantial impacts taking place over a period of time.  Table B-1 comprises the list of projects that were evaluated in the study area.  For this analysis, Caltrans has included projects in the area from Old Redwood Highway in Petaluma to Steel Lane in Santa Rosa that have resource impact areas in common with the Wilfred Interchange Project.  Many of these projects were described conceptually in CEQA documents, and lend themselves to a conceptual qualitative analysis for this reason.  Reasonably foreseeable future projects include those with recorded notices of intent (NEPA) or notices of preparation (CEQA).  Discussion in the cumulative impact analysis will be limited to resources that would be impacted as a result of the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project, which are California Tiger Salamander and its habitat and water quality.

CALIFORNIA TIGER SALAMANDER (CTS)   


Caltrans has identified an area that encompasses the immediate range of CTS in relation to the proposed project and the pattern of documented occurrences in the area (Figure B-1).  This area is bounded in the north by Route 12 in Santa Rosa, to the south by Pepper Road in Petaluma, and to the east by Route 101.  This area also includes the proposed HOV widening project south of the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project. 

CTS is a water-dependent species that requires both breeding and estivation habitat.  The closest breeding habitat to the proposed project is an area known as the Haroutunian Reserve, which is north of the Wilfred-Bellevue Channel and on the opposite side of the railroad tracks  (Figure B-2).  Estivation habitat in the project vicinity includes the Haroutunian Reserve and surrounding undeveloped lands.  Although Route 101 and the concrete-lined portion of the Wilfred-Bellevue and Wilfred-Todd Channels could pose physical barriers (Figure B-3) to CTS, the species is capable of crossing unlined channels and even railroad tracks under wet conditions.  It is the ability of CTS to cross these manmade features that may explain Caltrans’ sighting of one specimen in the project vicinity outside of its prime breeding and estivation habitat.

Table B-1.  Projects Evaluated in the Cumulative Impacts Assessment

Project & Development Type
Location
Shared Resource Impact Areas

Santero Way Specific Plan EIR, general commercial, Dated October 1999.
Industrial Avenue, South of East Cotati Avenue, City of Cotati
Water quality

South Sonoma Business Park, general commercial and highway commercial. Draft EIR dated Jan. 2001. 
North of Highway 116, west of Redwood Drive, south of Helman Lane and east of Alder Avenue, City of Cotati
Water quality, CTS –mitigation incorporated 

University District Specific Plan, student housing at Sonoma State University.  Draft EIR Nov.1, 1999.
Rohnert Park Expressway, north of Copeland Creek, west of Petaluma Hill Rd 
Water quality, CTS habitat.

Wilfred/Dowdall Village Specific Plan, general commercial. Draft EIR dated June 1, 1999. 
Dowdall Avenue, n. of Business Park Drive, intersected by Wilfred Avenue
Water quality  

City of Rohnert Park General Plan, municipal, dated May 5, 2000
City of Rohnert Park
Water quality  

City of Cotati General Plan, municipal, dated June 1998
City of Cotati
Water quality 

Costco, general commercial, Initial Study dated June 11, 2001. 
Redwood Drive, north of Rohnert Park Expressway and Hinebaugh Creek, South of Business Park Drive.
Water quality

Caltrans Route 101 HOV Widening Project, KP 12.1-22.4 (PM 5.7 to 13.9)
From Old Redwood Highway to Rohnert Park Expressway, City of Petaluma and City of Rohnert Park
CTS, environmental studies underway.

Caltrans Route 101 HOV Widening Project,  KP 23.7-31.7 (PM14.7–19.7)
From Santa Rosa Avenue Overcrossing to Highway 12, City of Santa Rosa
Water quality

Caltrans Route 101HOV Widening Project KP 31.4-35.7 (PM 19.5 to 22.2)
From Highway 12 to Steele Lane, City of Santa Rosa
Water quality

Northeast Area Specific Plan, residential development
Bounded by Keiser Avenue, Snyder Lane, Moura Lane and Petaluma Hill Road, city of Rohnert Park
Environmental studies underway.

Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit Station, transportation
Wilfred Avenue & Roberts Lake Boulevard, city of Rohnert Park
Environmental studies underway.

Graton Racheria Casino, general commercial
Major streets bordering the project are:  Wilfred Avenue, Stony Point Road and Rohnert Park Expressway
Environmental studies underway.

Figure B-1
Figure B-2

Figure B-3

The primary cause of decline in CTS populations is believed to be the loss of vernal pools and other ephemeral water bodies due to urban development and agricultural land conversions.   In the City of Rohnert Park, this more closely describes the western side of Route 101 that is currently more open, less developed than the eastern side of the highway. The General Plan shows that the western side of Route 101 has been designated for regional commercial land uses in the project vicinity and various mixes of residential uses further south.  The City of Cotati has also designated commercial industrial, general commercial and highway commercial land uses on the western side of Route 101.  Among the list of projects in Table 4-1, few recognized the potential for CTS and its range or the potential for contributing to cumulative impacts on CTS.  Albeit, the environmental documents for most of the projects included in this cumulative impact analysis predate the federal CTS listing, and it is unknown how the listing and proposed reclassification will affect the projects evaluated within the study area.

Among the projects listed, several are on the western side of Route 101 or where known occurrences are documented. Development in this area will continue to fragment and limit the range of CTS, which could result in a significant impact to CTS unless proactive steps are taken to reserve breeding and estivation habitat. 


Ponds or similar water bodies that CTS require for breeding are also resources that are  regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (see Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S. in Section 3.1).  Project proposals subject to federal review under the 404 program would also be subject to avoidance, minimization, and compensatory measures that may offset impacts to CTS.   Likewise, cumulative impacts on CTS may depend upon habitat replacement or similar measures that may be required of applicants subject to federal review under the 404 program.

Water Quality 


The Water Quality section of this document contains a discussion of project-related impacts from the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project and a determination that the project would not have a significant impact on water quality.   In addition to NPDES requirements pertaining to the design and construction of transportation projects, Caltrans has a statewide NPDES Permit Order No. 99-06-DWQ, which governs the facility after construction.  This permit requires Caltrans to implement BMPs if necessary to meet water quality standards.   Monitoring results of receiving waters is posted online to provide a planning tool for Caltrans to assess water quality impacts from its facilities.  The Water Quality Planning Tool is an enhanced online version of the "Load Assessment Report", submitted as part of the annual update of Caltrans' Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), and can be found at: http://stormwater.water-programs.com/Webctswpfinal/Indexfinal.htm.  If water quality degrades, Caltrans would  implement additional BMPs to achieve water quality standards.  So, this program requires that Caltrans manage the facility with a cumulative perspective.  


For this reason Caltrans has determined that compliance with the RWQCB-approved statewide NPDES program would address and mitigate storm water quality, pollutant loading, and drainage impacts resulting in no significant cumulative impacts to water quality.  Table B-1 shows several projects in which water quality was identified as a potential impact during early scoping and conceptual planning but have not yet been studied.  In these cases, project planning would likewise entail meeting NPDES Program requirements under the RWQCB’s authority. 

Appendix C.  Title VI Policy Statement

 Appendix D.  Local Road and Intersection Reconfigurations

1) Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive Punch Through and Closure of Commerce Boulevard between Golf Course Drive and Redwood Drive.  A punch through would directly connect Wilfred Avenue and Golf Course Drive under Route 101.  This direct connection would substitute for Commerce Boulevard undercrossing.  This substitution would eliminate two existing intersections, including Commerce Boulevard/Redwood Drive, and Commerce Boulevard/Golf Course Drive.  The punch through would include sidewalks and a 4.8 meter wide class 1 bicycle lane.

2) Creation of Four Leg Intersection with Northwest Pacific Railroad.  A four-leg intersection would be created on the east side of Route 101 that would serve as a hub for Golf Course Drive; the Northwest Pacific Railroad;  Robert’s Lake Road; and Commerce Boulevard.  This intersection would enable traffic on Commerce Boulevard to connect directly onto Robert’s Lake Road without turning onto Golf Course Drive, and vice versa.   In this case, the current intersection at Golf Course Drive/Commerce Boulevard would cease to exist.

3) Addition of Collector-Distributor road connecting Southbound Route 101 with local streets.  In the southbound direction, a new road would be added connecting southbound Route 101, and the Santa Rosa Avenue overcrossing directly with the intersection between the southbound Route 101 offramp and Wilfred Avenue.  

4) Adjustment of Southbound Route 101 Off-ramp to Intersect Wilfred Avenue.   The intersection where the southbound Route 101 off-ramp currently meets Redwood Drive would be reconfigured to connect the end of the southbound Route 101 off-ramp to intersect perpendicularly with Wilfred Avenue, instead of the current off-ramp configuration, which merges with Wilfred Avenue and intersects with Redwood Drive.

For visual representations and locations of each of these four improvements, please refer to Figure 2-2, titled “Local Traffic and Parking Improvements”.

Appendix E.  Growth Inducement Study

A traditional shorthand way of looking at growth inducement is the removal of obstacles to growth, and is specified as such in the CEQA Guidelines.  According to Caltrans Environmental Handbook, Volume Four:

“Capacity improvements should be considered removal of transportation related obstacles to growth.  By this given definition, a project to increase capacity on a highway can be understood as growth inducing… The conclusion sought from the analysis is whether or not the future project capacity will exceed the predicted traffic capacity as needed by the planned population of the area.  The identified excess capacity is an indicator of the likely significance of the growth induced or facilitated by the project.”

Because the proposed project would not include excess capacity, it should not be considered growth inducing.  Current and projected development patterns are organized around the supply of jobs in San Francisco, Marin, and Sonoma Counties, and the abundance of affordable housing in outlying counties.  This pattern of development is likely to continue with or without the proposed project.  The project would not include sufficient capacity to significantly improve commuting times through the project area.  Examples of projects likely to have excess capacity include extensions or expansions of public infrastructure systems beyond what is needed to serve project specific demand.

The Build Alternative is unlikely to attract additional residential development or new population into the Rohnert Park planning area beyond what is projected.  Both the City of Rohnert Park has several goals and policies that manage growth. Rohnert Park has adopted an Urban Growth Boundary, which is viewed as a long-term strategy to manage growth and development patterns.
  Also, the city of Rohnert Park has several growth management tools outlined in its 2000 general plan, including zoning and subdivision regulations and development impact fees.  The city’s growth management policies aim to pace growth over a 20 year hour at a 1% annual population rate.

The project is unlikely to encourage the development of more acreage of employment generating land uses in the area.  The local and regional growth patterns and projections shown below would presumably be realized with or without the Build Alternative, in recognition of broad, social/economic policies and trends that are anticipated to occur throughout this part of the Bay Area.  

Between 1980 and 2000, Rohnert Park’s population grew from 24,541 to 42,236, an increase of over 72 percent.  By 2025, Rohnert Park anticipates having a total of 48,600 residents.  The number of households within the city is also anticipated to increase at a similar rate.  Between 1980 and 2000, the number of households grew from 8,813 to 15,503, or almost 76 percent.  By 2025, the city is projected to have 17,860 total households.  Jobs within Rohnert Park have grown at a much faster rate than population or households.  Between 1980 and 2000, the number of jobs within Rohnert Park grew from 5,280 to 20,680, an increase of over 291 percent.  By 2025, another 12,620 jobs are anticipated to be added within Rohnert Park.

Between 1980 and 2000, population within Sonoma County grew from 299,684 to 458,614, which is an increase of over 53 percent.  In 2025, the total population in Sonoma County is projected to be 589,800.  Household numbers also increased significantly between 1980 and 2000 within Sonoma County from 114,475 to 172,403, an increase of over 50 percent.  By 2025, Sonoma County is anticipated to contain 222,410 households, an increase of 29 percent over the number observed in the year 2000.  Similar to Rohnert Park, Sonoma County jobs have grown at a much faster rate than population or households.  Between 1980 and 2000, jobs grew from 103,356 to 205,220, an increase of over 98 percent.  By 2025, total jobs within Sonoma County are anticipated to total 311,000.

Though the project increases capacity in Highway 101 and improves the local streets around the Wilfred Avenue interchange, the Build Alternative is specifically called for in the Rohnert Park General Plan guidelines.
  Therefore, such roadway capacity increases and intersection reconfigurations are consistent with the Rohnert Park General Plan.  

The Build Alternative would not encourage the rezoning or reclassification of lands in the community general plan from agriculture, open space, or low density residential to a more intensive land use.  None of these three land uses would be acquired due to construction of the Build Alternative.
  According to the Rohnert Park General Plan, no land within the Rohnert Park Urban Growth Boundary is currently zoned for agriculture.
  Also, the city of Rohnert Park and Sonoma County have formally agreed to keep land outside of the city’s urban growth boundary as open space until at least the year 2020, while the city’s general plan has a compliment of policies for preserving open space within the city.
  Finally, because the general plan specifically calls out for this project, it is unlikely to affect its zoning or land use policies.

The project is not out of conformance with the growth related policies of the Rohnert Park General Plan.  The general plan outlines several policies, including establishment of a 20-year urban growth boundary (UGB) around much of the city, and managing growth within the UGB.   Part of growth management is identified as limiting annual population growth to 1%.  This Build Alternative does not propose land use that is inconsistent with these policies.  Moreover, the fact that the project is called for in the general plan suggests that growth policies will effectively manage any growth created by the Build Alternative.  The project is unlikely to lead to the intensification of development densities or schedules for development.  Below is a status of developments within the proximity of the project.  These developments would presumably exist under their current schedules with or without the proposed project

Table E-1.  Development Projects within the Vicinity of the Build Alternative

Name
Proposed Uses
Status

Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 
Casino and Hotel
Environmental Doc.  being written. No construction.

Sonoma State University
University plan for a mixed-use pedestrian oriented community, residential development, commercial center, and  music center. 
Environmental Document being written.  No construction.

Northeast Area Specific Plan
Approximately 1,060 dwelling units,18 acres of parks and bikeways, and nearly 57 acres of other open space on a 272-acre site adjacent to the northeastern edge of the city.
Environmental Document being written.  No construction.

Penngrove Water Company/ Park-Cannon Manner Assessment District
Extention of public water and sewer trunk lines to Canon Manor West. 
Environmental Document being written.  No construction.

Southeast Specific Plan
Up to 499 residential units over a site of approximately 80 acres.
Environmental Document being written.  No construction.

Caltrans
Widening Route 101 between Old Redwood Highway and Rohnert Park Expressway to provide HOV lanes in the median and auxiliary lanes at certain locations along the outside of the existing highway.
Environmental Document being written.  No construction

Caltrans
Add two carpool lanes and construct soundwalls on the section of Route 101 in Sonoma County from the Wilfred Avenue Interchange in Rohnert Park to the Route 12 Interchange in Santa Rosa.
Construction is complete for carpool lanes.  Soundwalls are still proposed.

Costco
Approximately 148,654 square foot warehouse facility with tire center and refueling station on a 14.45 acre site.


Wilfred/Dowdell Village
North of Wilfred Avenue and West of Highway 101, approximately 300,000 square foot commercial center on approximately 25 acre site.


Commuter travel times have been measured between the study limits of River Road  and State Route 116, which cover a distance of 25.69 miles (41.34 km).  However, the project limits span only from Rohnert Park Expressway interchange to Santa Rosa Avenue overcrossing, a distance of approximately 1.65 miles (2.65 km).  Though travel time-savings throughout the study limits are above five minutes in several cases (see tables 5 and 6 below), the project limits cover just over 6% of the total length of the study limits.  Therefore, when travel time savings are considered distributed along only the project limits, they are likely to be less than a 5 minute savings in each direction and peak hour.  The following data from Caltrans Traffic Operations Analysis Report is shown in Table E-2.
  HOV travel time delay is compared between the No-Build and Build Alternatives.

Table E-2.  Comparison of Estimated Maximum Vehicle Delays of HOV (carpool) lanes in 2010 and 2030 (in minutes).

Comparison of Estimated Maximum Vehicle Delays for HOV (carpool) lanes in 2010 and 2030 (in minutes)













Direction
Alternative
AM 2010
AM 2030
PM 2010
PM 2030








Southbound
No-Build
6.5
0.1
1.6
0.5


Proposed Project
8.6
0
0.9
0


Travel Time Savings
-2.1
0.1
0.7
0.5








Northbound
No-Build
0.5
0
11.3
0


Proposed Project
0.3
0
5
0


Travel Time Savings
0.2
0
6.3
0

The most substantial time savings for HOV traffic would be for 2010 northbound traffic in the PM peak hour.  The following data from Caltrans Traffic Operations Analysis Report is shown in Table E-3.
  Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) travel time delay is compared between the No-Build and Build Alternatives.

Table E-3.  Comparison of Estimated Maximum Vehicle Delays for SOV (mixed flow) lanes in 2010 and 2030 (in minutes).

Comparison of Estimated Maximum Vehicle Delays for SOV (mixed flow) lanes in 2010 and 2030 (in minutes)













Direction
Alternative
AM 2010
AM 2030
PM 2010
PM 2030








Southbound
No-Build
20.5
36.1
10.7
25.9


Proposed Project
16.8
24.2
5.2
24.5


Travel Time Savings
3.7
11.9
5.5
1.4








Northbound
No-Build
0.8
13.8
11.3
36.3


Proposed Project
0.6
3.8
5.3
20.1


Travel Time Savings
0.2
10
6
16.2

In this case, the most substantial time savings for SOV lane users would be for 2030 in the PM peak hour.  When considering the time savings along the entire study limits (25.69 miles), the project limits of the Build Alternative can be seen in conjunction with other projects that are also assumed to be constructed.  In this context, seeing the time savings distributed across the entire length of the study limits suggests the project is not directly related to the generation of cumulative effects.  In conclusion, this study has defined growth inducement in a way consistent with CEQA and Caltrans policies.  It has examined the traffic analysis of the project, referred to study of the growth impacts related to other projects within the project vicinity, and referred to the constraints established by local and county growth policies.  Analysis of each of these factors supports the conclusion that the Build Alternative would support planned growth in the area, but would not substantially change existing growth patterns.

Appendix F.  Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program

Caltrans will provide relocation advisory assistance to any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization that is displaced.  Caltrans will assist displacees in obtaining a comparable replacement by providing current and continuing information on the availability and prices of both for sale and rental units that are decent, safe, and sanitary.  Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the property required for the Build Alternative will not be asked to move without first being given at least 90 days written notice.

Relocation assistance payments and counseling will be provided to persons and businesses in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as Amended, to ensure adequate relocation and a decent, safe, and sanitary home for displaced residents.  All eligible displacees will be entitled to moving expenses.  All benefits and services will be provided equitably to all residential and business relocatees without regard to race, color, religion, age, national origins and disability as specified under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Given the small number of full displacements as a result of the Build Alternative combined with the size and diversity of the Rohnert Park community, adequate commercial space is available within general proximity of the site for relocations.
Appendix G.  Environmental Justice Study

Regulatory Setting

All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply with Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994.  This Executive Order directs federal agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.  Low income is defined based on the Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.  For 1999, this was $16,700 for a family of four.

All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes have also been included in this project.  The Department’s commitment to upholding the mandates of Title VI is evidenced by its Title VI Policy Statement, signed by the Caltrans Director. 

A general screening to identify potential areas having disproportionate minority and low-income population characteristics was conducted for this IS/EA.  For this report, U.S. Census data for Year 2000 was used to identify minority populations (see Table G-1, entitled Population and Ethnic Characteristics), and data for Year 2000 was used to identify low-income populations (see Tables G-2, entitled Household Poverty and Income Characteristics, and G-3, entitled Family Poverty and Income Characteristics).  The Census block group level data, instead of the census tract or block level, was used because it provides the best combination of demographic accuracy and data accessibility for the project site and study area associated with this Build Alternative.

Affected Environment

Population and Ethnicity

Data on population and ethnicity are based on the Year 2000 U.S. Census.  There are seven block groups (a standard geographical unit of measurement defined by the U.S. Census Bureau) adjacent to the Build Alternative, which are depicted on Figure G-1.  These block groups make up the study area for the environmental justice analysis.  Data for Sonoma County and the City of Rohnert Park are listed on the table for analysis and comparative purposes.  The study area is urbanized and entirely within the City, with land uses consisting of office, commercial, light industrial, and residential related uses surrounding the project site.

As shown in Table G-1 on page 86, the predominant racial group within the immediate study area is White at 67.8% in Year 2000.  Tract 1512.01 BG1 had the lowest percentage of White population, at 58.2%, while Tract 1513.08 BG5 had the highest percentage of White persons at 86.9%.  For the Census block groups within the study area, the percentages of African American populations ranged from 0% (Tracts 1512.01 BG 1 and 1513.08 BG5) to a high of nearly 5.1% (Tract 1532 BG 2).  All other block groups ranged between 1% and 3% African American.  The Hispanic/Latino population ranged from a low of 7% (Tract 1513.08 BG 5) to a high of 27.6% (Tract 1514.02 BG4).  Hispanic/Latino population in all other block groups spanned between 19.8% and 25.8%.  The largest concentration of Asian/Pacific Islander persons was 7.7% (Tract 1512 BG 1).  The highest proportion of American Indian and Alaska persons was 1.8% (Tract 1532 BG2).  Other races made up as much as 4.5% of the population in Tract 1514.02 BG 4.  Finally, those of two or more races made up 7.6% of the population in Tract 1512.01 BG 1, but only 0.9% of the population in Tract 1532 BG 2.

Table G-1.  Population and Ethnic Characteristics

Census Tract and Block Group
Total
%
White
%
Af Am
%
Hisp or Latino
%
Amer Ind and AlaskaNative
%
Asian/Pacific Island
%
other
%
Two or More Races
%

CT 1512.01 BG 1
1,061
100
618
58.2
0
0
271
25.5
9
0.8
82
7.7
0
0
81
7.6

CT 1512.01 BG 5
1,699
100
1,178
69.3
21
1.2
407
24
0
0
9
0.5
0
0
84
4.9

CT 1513.05 BG 1
1,588
100
970
61.1
44
2.8
393
24.7
12
0.8
79
5
0
0
90
5.7

CT 1513.07 BG 2
895
100
612
68.4
25
2.8
231
25.8
0
0
14
1.6
0
0
13
1.5

CT 1513.08 BG 5
1,159
100
1,007
86.9
0
0
81
7
0
0
0
0
52
4.5
19
1.6

CT 1514.02 BG 4
715
100
422
59
7
1
197
27.6
8
0.1
46
6.4
0
0
35
4.9

CT 1532 BG2
902
100
629
69.7
46
5.1
179
19.8
16
1.8
24
2.7
0
0
8
0.9



















Combined BG
8,019
100
5,436
67.8
143
1.8
1759
21.9
45
0.6
254
3.2
52
0.6
330
4.1

Rohnert Park
42,388
100
31,147
73.5
801
1.9
5,707
13.5
238
0.6
2,513
5.9
219
0.5
1,763
4.2

Sonoma County
458,614
100
340,842
74.3
6,140
1.3
79,624
17.4
3,536
0.8
14,514
3.2
1,194
0.3
12,764
2.8

The “household poverty and income” and “family poverty and income” data presented in Tables G-2 and G-3 are based on the Year 2000 U.S. Census. Data for Sonoma County and the City of Rohnert Park are listed in these tables for analysis and comparative purposes.

In Year 2000, the study area contained 3,449 housing units out of a City total of 15,820.  Also in Year 2000, the median household income levels for the seven study area block groups ranted from a low of $25,827 (Tract 1513.05 BG 1) to a high of $83,666 (Tract 1513.07 BG 2).  Four out of the seven study area block groups were below both the City and County median household income figures for Year 2000.  

Similarly, the Year 2000 study area of all seven block groups contained a total of 1,862 families out of a City total of 9,924.  Year 2000 also contained a median family income of $52,233 for all seven block groups combined, with the lowest median income being $29,531 (Tract 1514.02 BG 4), and the highest median income being $81,503 (Tract 1513.07 BG 2).   Five of the seven study area block groups were below both the City and County median family income figures for Year 2000.  The only two exceptions were Tract 1513.07 BG 2 ($81,503) and Tract 1513.08 BG 5 ($76,300).
Table G-2.  Household Poverty and Income Characteristics

Census Tract and Block Group
Housing Units
1999 Median Household Income
Number of Households Below Poverty Level
Percentage of Households Below Poverty Level

Tract 1512.01 BG 1
390
$37,448
51
13.1

Tract 1512.01 BG 5
642
$36,386
91
14.2

Tract 1513.05 BG 1
1,003
$25,827
297
29.6

Tract 1513.07 BG 2
377
$83,666
15
4

Tract 1513.08 BG 5
395
$79,857
11
2.8

Tract 1514.02 BG 4
297
$28,452
96
32.3

Tract 1532 BG2
345
$52,368
59
17.1







Combined Block Groups
3,449
$49,143
620
18

City of Rohnert Park
15,820
$51,942
1956
12.4

Sonoma County
183,153
$53,076
21571
11.8

Note: Data Extrapolated from Census to Derive Number and Percentage of Households Below Poverty Level.

Table G-3.  Family Poverty and Income Characteristics

Census Tract and Block Group
Total Number of Families
1999 Median Family Income
Number of Families Below Poverty Level
Percentage of Families Below Poverty Level

Tract 1512.01 BG 1
243
$44,338
23
9.5

Tract 1512.01 BG 5
355
$41,375
39
11

Tract 1513.05 BG 1
286
$37,143
29
10.1

Tract 1513.07 BG 2
247
$81,503
24
9.7

Tract 1513.08 BG 5
317
$76,300
7
2.2

Tract 1514.02 BG 4
175
$29,531
40
22.9

Tract 1532 BG2
239
$55,438
23
9.6













Combined Block Groups
1,862
$52,233
185
9.9

City of Rohnert Park
9,924
$61,420
528
5.3

Sonoma County
113,645
$61,921
7715
6.8

Note: Data Extrapolated from Census to Derive Number and Percentage of Families Below Poverty Level.

Figure G-1
Impacts

As shown and discussed above, low-income and minority populations are found in the project area.   For purposes of this document, low income is defined by the threshold for poverty set by the Department of Health and Human Services for a family of four in 1999, which was $16,700.  Minority populations are identified by the U.S. Census as either African American, Hispanic or Latino, American Indian or Alaska, Asian or Pacific Islander, other, and a combination of two or more races.

Because the Build Alternative would alter an existing freeway, it does not have the potential to cause many kinds of local impacts.  For instance, it would not divide an established community.  Potential impacts to neighboring populations include noise and air quality impacts, as well as displacement and relocation impacts.  

Noise and air quality impacts are distributed evenly through the project area and are not concentrated in any area of minority or low-income residents.  Noise abatement measures in particular are recommended and would be expected to prevent disproportionate impacts to any area.  There are only two business displacements and no residential displacements.  Of the two business displacements, neither is in areas identified as low-income or minority neighborhoods.  The projected level of service at several local intersections within the project proximity would be at or above the standards prescribed in the local general plan.
  Also, several improvements to local intersections would be made to improve the local traffic and circulation for vehicles within the community.

Specific businesses that might be displaced, according to the draft project design, include a former tire shop that has been vacant for more than one year, and a night club.  The night club is not known to be connected to any identified community.  

Based on the above discussion and analysis, the Build Alternative would not cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations as discussed in E.O. 12898 regarding environmental justice.

Appendix H  Agency Consultation and Coordination 

During the preparation of this document, the following agencies were consulted:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

California Department of Fish and Game 

Sonoma County Transportation Authority

City of Rohnert Park Planning Department

Appendix I.  List of Technical Studies

Project Study Report:  In Sonoma County on Route 101 From Route 116(W) to Santa Rosa Overcrossing, 1991.

Natural Environment Study Report, including the Biological Assessment for the California Tiger Salamander and the Habitat Quality Evluation of Vernal Pool Ecosystem Sites in the Santa Rosa Plain, from Rohnert Park Expressway to Wilfred Avenue Interchange, March 2004.

Water Quality Comments for New Project Alternative, March 15, 2000.

Initial Site Assessment for New Alternative, March 14, 2000.

Negative Archaeological Survey Report, November 1999.

Relocation Impact Report, Right of Way, July 17, 2001.

Air Quality Impact Report, Route 101 From Rohnert Park Expressway o/C to Santa Rosa Avenue O/C in Sonoma County, August 15, 2001.

Noise Impact Report For The Proposed Widening Project on Route 101 in Sonoma County from Rohnert Park Expressway O/C to Santa Rosa Avenue O/C, August 15, 2001.
Traffic Operations Analysis Report-Sonoma 101 Widening Project, California Department of Transportation, June 2001.

Technical Memorandum #1-Revised Year 2010 Traffic Analysis-Sonoma 101 Widening Project, California Department of Transportation-Office of Traffic Operations, January 2003. 

Technical Memorandum #2-Revised Year 2030 Traffic Analyses”, California Department of Transportation-Office of Traffic Operations, June 2003.

Traffic Operations Analysis Report, California Department of Transportation, June 2003.

Geology and Soils for Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project, May 15, 2001.

Scenic and Visual Resources Study for the Wilfred Avenue Interchange Project, May 24, 2001.

Apendix J.  Other Documents Referenced for this IS/EA

City of Rohnert Park General Plan, Dyett and Bahtia, Adopted 2000.

City of Cotati General Plan, 1998.

Sonoma County Goals and Policies referenced through Sonoma County General Plan, 1989.

Caltrans. Environmental Handbook, Volume 4: Community Impact Assessment.  June 1997.

Sonoma County General Plan, pg. 31, Adopted 2001.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission.  2001 RTP Draft Environmental Impact Report, Part Two, Section 2.1, page 2-6. December 2001.

Projections 1990-Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area to the Year 2005,  Association of Bay Area Governments, December 1989, Pp. 267 and 278-83.

Projections 2002-Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area to the Year 2025, Association of Bay Area Governments, December 2001, Pp. 257 and 266-71.

1999 Department of Health and Human Services Guidelines.

Smardon, R.C., Palmer, J.F., Felleman, J.P. 1986. Foundations for Visual Project Analysis.   New York, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration  1981. Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects. Washington, D.C., Office of Environmental Policy

Final Training Manual to Evaluate Habitat Quality of Vernal Pool Ecosystem Sites in Santa Rosa Plain, Prepared for United States Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District, CH2Mhill, December 1998.

Sonoma/Marin Multi-Modal Transportation & Land Use Study, Final Report, Prepared for the Sonoma County Transportation Authority and The Main Countywide Planning Agency, Calthorpe Associates, June 6, 1997.
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� Information Memorandum, Year 2002 Bay Area Freeway Congestion Data, California Department of Transportation, District 4, Office of Highway Operations.


� Traffic Operations Analysis Report-Sonoma 101 Widening Project,” California Department of Transportation, June 2001, Pp. 5 and 6.


� Letter to Caltrans from City of Rohnert Park dated 9/24/90.


� ibid


� On January 1, 2003, a new regional transportation district was established to oversee the development and implementation of passenger rail service in Sonoma and Marin counties. 


� Sonoma County Goals and Policies referenced through Sonoma County General Plan, 1989.


� City of Rohnert Park Goals and Policies referenced through Rohnert Park General Plan, Dyett and Bahtia, Adopted 2000.


� The Traffic Section of the environmental document is based upon information from the following studies. “Traffic Operations Analysis Report-Sonoma 101 Widening Project”, California Department of Transportation, June, 2001.


“Technical Memorandum #1-Revised Year 2010 Traffic Analysis-Sonoma 101 Widening Project”, California Department of Transportation-Office of Traffic Operations, January 2003. 


“Technical Memorandum #2-Revised Year 2030 Traffic Analyses”, California Department of Transportation-Office of Traffic Operations, June, 2003.


� The air quality analysis utilizes the “Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol,” dated December 1997, prepared by the Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California at Davis.  This protocol was approved by MTC in Resolution No. 3075 on June 24, 1998.  Use of this protocol was recommended by the Bay Area Interagency Conformity Task Force, which is an interagency consultation group established pursuant to EPA’s conformity regulation and the Bay Area’s conformity State Implementation Plan. 


� A TCM is any strategy to reduce vehicle trips, vehicle use, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle idling, or traffic congestion for the purpose of reducing motor vehicle emissions.  Examples include HOV lanes, Park and Ride lots, transit, bikes, and ridesharing, among others.


� dBA Leq(h) gives the average acoustical energy content in decibels during a one-hour period.  The dBA scale is a logarithmic scale weighted to reflect the hearing abilities of the human ear.


� Biofiltration Swales – vegetated channels that receive directed flow and convey storm water.  Mainly effective at removing debris and solid particles, although some dissolved constituents are removed by adsorption onto the soil. (Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook – 2002)


� The SCVPTF has representatives from regulatory agencies, local government, land management, environmental and community groups, agricultural community, landowners, and the public (Training Manual to Evaluate Habitat Quality of Vernal Pool Ecosystem Sites in Santa Rosa Plain, CH2Mhill, Dec. 1998).


� This study is written to answer a checklist of questions specifically geared to address growth inducement. “Caltrans Environmental Handbook Manual Volume 4”, Caltrans Community Impact Assessment, 1997.


� Caltrans. Environmental Handbook, Volume 4: Community Impact Assessment.  Page 39.  June 1997.


� Rohnert Park General Plan, Dyett and Bahtia, P. 2-43, Adopted 2000.


� Ibid.


� “Projections 1990-Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area to the Year 2005”, Association of Bay Area Governments, December 1989, Pp. 267 and 278-83.


� “Projections 2002-Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area to the Year 2025”, Association of Bay Area Governments, December 2001, Pp. 257 and 266-71.


� “City of Rohnert Park General Plan”, Dyett and Bhatia, July 2000, Page 4-21.


� For further discussion about the land uses of the parcels acquired, please refer toTable 2 in the Rellocations section of this document.


� “City of Rohnert Park General Plan”, Dyett and Bhatia, July 2000, Figure 2.2-1.


� “City of Rohnert Park General Plan”, Dyett and Bhatia, July 2000, Page 5-6.


� “Traffic Operations Analysis Report”, California Department of Transportation, June, 2003.


� Ibid.


� Poverty level was defined according to 1999 Department of Health and Human Services Guidelines, which is an income of $16,700 for a family of four.  This threshold serves as the definition of low income for purposes of this document.


� Poverty level was defined according to 1999 Department of Health and Human Services Guidelines, which is an income of $16,700 for a family of four.





� For further information on local street improvements with the project, please refer to the project description, and the section on “access and circulation”.
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