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General Information About This Document 

What’s in this document? 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as assigned by the Federal Highway 
Administration, has prepared this Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment, 
which examines the potential environmental impacts for the proposed project in Monterey 
County, California. The document describes why the project is being proposed, alternatives for 
the project, the existing environment that could be affected by the project, potential impacts from 
each of the alternatives, and the proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment was circulated to the public 
from June 30, 2009 to August 17, 2009. Comments were received from the public during this 
circulation period and those comments. The comments and Caltrans’ responses to those 
comments are provided in this volume (Volume II) of the Route 156 West Corridor Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment.    

Note: In Volume I, a vertical line in the right margin of the page indicates where changes have 
been made to the document since the draft document was circulated. The updated information 
supersedes and/or clarifies information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment. Because this volume (Volume II) is entirely new, as noted 
here, no vertical line will appear in the right margin in this volume. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Printing this document: To save paper, this document has been set up for two-sided printing (to 
print the front and back of a page). Pages without body text occur where needed throughout the 
document to maintain proper layout of the chapters and appendices. 
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Introduction to this Volume of Comments and Responses 

This volume contains all comments received during the public review period for the 
Route 156 West Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
circulated from June 30, 2009 to August 17, 2009.  

Caltrans received comments from the public, governmental agencies, departments, public 
interest groups and other individuals. Written comments were submitted as in the form of 
comment cards, emails and letters. A total of 55 comment cards, emails and letters were 
received. In addition, a court reporter recorded oral comments expressed during the 
public hearing for the project on July 20, 2009. Some of the comments received 
expressed approval of the proposed improvements, but others expressed concerns about: 

 Farmland Conversion 
 Relocation of Businesses 
 Traffic  
 Noise 
 Coastal Resources 
 Growth 
 Biological Resources 
 Funding 

 

A Caltrans response follows each comment letter, email, comment card and court reporter 
transcript entry. Responses are numbered to correspond to the specific comment or 
question presented.  Comments and responses are presented in the following order: 

 State Agencies and Departments 
 Federal Agencies  
 Local and Regional Agencies and Departments 
 Individuals 

 

Tables 1 to 3 list agencies and departments, and individuals that submitted comments 
during the public review period for the draft environmental document. The entire court 
reporter’s transcript is provided in this volume at the end of the comments and responses. 

 

 



Comments and Responses 

Route 156 West Corridor    2 

Table 1  Agencies and Departments that Submitted Comments for the Draft 
Environmental Document 

 
California Coastal 
Commission 

Monterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District 

U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

California Department of 
Fish and Game 

Monterey County Resource 
Management Agency 
Planning Department 

U.S. Geological Survey 

County of Monterey Public 
Works Transportation 
Section 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2  Individuals that Submitted Comments for the  
Draft Environmental Document 

Anonymous Gerald (Jerry) Gifford Bill and Tosca Lewis Martha A. Rau 
Charles Asmus Robert Gowers Edward P. and  

Caroline L. Lyman 
Brad Rose 

Ute Battig Ken Goebel Rod Karg Dale I. Scoggin 
Gene Bentle Jean and Ken Goebel Sig Matt Peggy Scoggin 
R. Boese Linda A. Grier Marilyn D. 

McLoughlin 
Helen and Ed Shaw 

P.R. Burger Jeanette Haas Jan Mitchell Bill Theyskens 
Scott Clark Roger Huff Gloria Morton Donald Thomas 
Bruce Elliot Barbara Hughes Kevin Olson Vee Thomas 
A.J. Farrar Sharon Joyce Patty Olson Marty Wiggins 
Landwatch 
Monterey County 

Prunedale Property Owners and/or Concerned 
Citizens Affected by This Project 

Ag Land Trust 
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Table 3  Individuals that Submitted Comments through the Court Reporter 
for the Draft Environmental Document 

 
Jack Bentle Dell Matt Andrew Reiter 
Jeanne Bentle Toyoko Mayer Joanne Reiter 

Art McLaughlin 
Jeanne Bindel Ed Mitchell Bee Thomas 
Dorothy Lawson Martha Rau Hazel Tompkins 

Mary Tsie 
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State Clearinghouse Letter 
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Comment from California Coastal Commission (letter, 15 pages) 
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Response to comment from the California Coastal Commission 

 
1. A technical working group comprised of staff from the County of Monterey, 

Transportation Agency of Monterey County, and the California Department of 
Transportation has met several times to begin the process of amending the 
Monterey County Local Coastal Program for the Route 156 West Corridor 
project.   

This letter from the Coastal Commission focuses on the worthy effort to protect 
natural resources like agricultural land and biological resources. The Route 156 
West Corridor project is one of the largest improvements in decades for public 
access to the Monterey County coastline. Congestion that the traveling public 
faces today and into the future is a clear impediment to free coastal access for 
Californians that live inland.  The Route 156 West Corridor project’s preferred 
alternative, would provide congestion free travel to the coast by car and provide 
safer pedestrian and bicycle access via the new frontage road. 

2. A regional-level environmental and alternative analysis for the overall Monterey 
Bay region is beyond the scope of this highway project. A stand alone regional-
level environmental and alternative analysis for the overall Monterey Bay region 
is the responsibility of organizations such as the Association of Monterey Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG), Transportation Agency of Monterey County 
(TAMC), and Monterey County Resource Management Agency (MCRMA).  

The AMBAG Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) as well as the associated 
Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) for the three counties (Monterey, Santa 
Cruz and San Benito) are the regions’ vision for a comprehensive series of 
projects and programs to address their transportation needs. The purpose of the 
MTP/RTPs is to encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, 
operation and development of a regional intermodal transportation system that 
serves the mobility needs of goods and people. It describes a 20-year blueprint 
and transportation strategy to respond to the challenges of future growth and 
documents the financial resources needed. To accomplish this, the regions use a 
variety of data sources, including the AMBAG Regional Travel Demand Forecast 
Model, to identify existing and future deficiencies and to develop a balanced set 
of strategies to mitigate these deficiencies. Among the strategies identified in the 
AMBAG MTP and TAMC RTP is the widening of State Route 156. 
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Amtrak provides rail and bus service in Monterey County. The Coast Starlight 
runs from Seattle to Los Angeles with stations in Salinas, Gilroy and King City.  
Thruway bus stations are in Carmel by the Sea, Monterey and Salinas. Service is 
presently limited. The Transportation Agency for Monterey County is sponsoring 
a project called the Commuter Rail Extension to Monterey County Project. This 
project proposes to extend rail service south to Salinas as discussed in the 2010 
Regional Transportation Plan. The extension includes three new station stops: 
Pajaro/Watsonville, Castroville and Salinas. Even though additional rail service is 
being planned in the area, it is many years away from being up and running. Even 
when fully operational, the new rail system will have little effect on mitigating the 
projected (2041) traffic volumes on State Route 156.   

The Ridership Validation Report (Parsons, January 2009) that was completed as 
part of the Commuter Rail Extension Project found the projected 2035 ridership 
would be about 800 people a day. Compared to the projected Annual Average 
Daily Traffic (AADT) of 40,200 on State Route 156, there would only be a  
2 percent improvement realized by the improved rail service. This small 
improvement is insufficient to mitigate the existing and future traffic volumes on 
State Route 156. Therefore, adding additional lanes to State Route 156 is 
necessary with or without improvements to the rail system. The Ridership 
Validation Report is found online at http://tamcmonterey.org/programs/rail/pdf/  
Ridership_Validation_Final_Report.pdf). 

Regarding the Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP) for State Route 1, the 
State Route 1 CSMP is a comprehensive, integrated management plan for 
increasing transportation options, decreasing congestion and improving travel 
times in the State Route 1 corridor. A CSMP includes all travel modes in a 
defined corridor-highways and freeways, parallel and connecting roadways, 
public transit (bus, bus rapid transit, light rail, intercity rail) and bikeways along 
with intelligent transportation technologies (ramp metering; coordinated traffic 
signals; changeable message signs for traveler information; incident management; 
bus/carpool lanes and carpool/vanpool programs; and transit strategies). A CSMP 
incorporates both capital and operational improvements. The State Route  1 
CSMP is a corridor-based effort intended to assess the performance of  
State Route 1 and any parallel facilities to maximize the movement of people and 
goods.  To accomplish this, the CSMP uses existing data from a variety of sources 
to determine the existing and forecasted deficiencies within the corridor. It is not 
intended to evaluate the regional distribution of trips. 
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3. Please see response number 1 for information about amending the Local Coastal 
Plan (LCP), the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Coastal Implementation Plan (CIP) 
for North Monterey County.  

4. A growth inducement analysis was done for the State Route 156 West Corridor 
project as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment process. The result of the study is documented in the Growth 
Inducement Analysis Report for the Route 156 West Corridor project (April 
2009). The Growth Inducement Analysis Report reviewed the growth 
inducement potential of both alternatives of the proposed State Route 156 West 
Corridor project. A gravity model was used to compute the changes in 
accessibility to jobs that could result from the proposed improvements. Growth-
related factors including those provided in general plans for the neighboring 
cities were also taken into consideration. The growth inducement analysis 
suggests the proposed project would not stimulate unplanned residential or 
commercial growth and would support existing planned growth for the corridor. 
Major factors preventing unplanned growth in the corridor include resource 
constraints and planning policies that limit growth in the region. Consequently, 
project-related growth would not put pressure on or cause growth to occur.  

The project team considered many of the trade-offs described in the adjacent 
comments. Alternative 11 struck the best balance between agricultural land 
impacts, oak woodland impacts and impacts to homes and businesses and because 
of that is selected as the preferred build alternative for the Route 156 West 
Corridor project. 

Caltrans follows the wetland/waters definition and delineation procedures agreed 
to by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE). The delineation procedure describes a three-parameter 
approach that includes presence of hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, 
and hydric soils. Wetland/waters must be delineated by a qualified biologist—as 
is the case for the Route 156 West Corridor project)—trained in soils, hydrology, 
local vegetation, as well as the USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual. The 
biologist uses site information and background materials to prepare a 
Wetland/Waters Delineation and Assessment Report, a prerequisite to the 404 
permit process. 
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5. Amtrak provides rail and bus service in Monterey County.  The Coast Starlight 
runs from Seattle to Los Angeles with stations in Salinas, Gilroy and King City.  
Thruway bus stations are located in Carmel by the Sea, Monterey and Salinas.  
Service is presently limited. The Transportation Agency for Monterey County is 
sponsoring a project called the Commuter Rail Extension to Monterey County 
Project. This project proposes to extend rail service south to Salinas as discussed 
in the 2010 Regional Transportation Plan. The extension includes three new 
station stops: Pajaro/Watsonville, Castroville and Salinas. Even though 
additional rail service is being planned in the area, but is many years away from 
being up and running.  Even when fully operational, the new rail system will 
have little effect on mitigating the projected 2041 traffic volumes on State Route 
156.  

The Ridership Validation Report (Parsons, January 2009) that was completed as 
part of the Commuter Rail Extension Project found that the projected 2035 
ridership would be about 800 people a day. Compared to the projected Annual 
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 40,200 on State Route 156, there would only 
be a 2 percent improvement realized by the improved rail service. This small 
improvement is insufficient to mitigate the existing and future traffic volumes on 
State Route 156. Therefore, adding additional lanes to State Route 156 is 
necessary with or without improvements to the rail system. The Ridership 
Validation Report is found online at http://tamcmonterey.org/programs/rail/pdf/  
Ridership_Validation_Final_Report.pdf).  

6. Discussion of the regional public access for visitors from the San Jose-San 
Francisco Bay area to the Monterey Peninsula is beyond the scope of the Route 
156 West Corridor project and should be discussed in a separate regional 
analysis. Regional transportation needs analysis is handled by the following 
agencies for Monterey County: Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
(AMBAG) and the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC). 

The AMBAG Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) as well as the associated 
Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) for the three counties (Monterey, Santa 
Cruz and San Benito) are the regions’ vision for a comprehensive series of 
projects and programs to address their transportation needs. The purpose of the 
MTP/RTPs is to encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, 
operation and development of a regional intermodal transportation system that 
serves the mobility needs of goods and people. It describes a 20-year blueprint 
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and transportation strategy to respond to the challenges of future growth and 
documents the financial resources needed. To accomplish this, the regions use a 
variety of data sources, including the AMBAG Regional Travel Demand Forecast 
Model, to identify existing and future deficiencies and to develop a balanced set 
of strategies to mitigate these deficiencies. Among the strategies identified in the 
AMBAG MTP and TAMC RTP is the widening of State Route 156. 

The purpose of the Route 156 West Corridor project is to improve safety and 
operations, improve local road access to State Route 156, improve interregional 
traffic flow and route continuity along State Route 156, relieve existing 
congestion and provide capacity for future increases in traffic volume.  
Discussions of project features and analysis of environmental impacts in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment and the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment are within the context 
of the widening project. An analysis in relieving demand for transportation 
improvements along the State Route 1 Moss Landing corridor should be discussed 
in a separate study.  

The entire length of State Route 156 throughout the project limits is an officially 
designated State Scenic Highway. As such, special scenic treatment and design 
considerations within the right-of-way of officially designated State Scenic 
Highways must be used and may include provisions of scenic outlooks, vegetation 
and highway structures. Consideration in maintaining the scenic two-lane 
character of State Route 1 is outside the scope of the Route 156 West Corridor 
project environmental study limits and is therefore not addressed in this 
document. 

These following mitigation measures for the Route 156 West Corridor project are 
outlined in the Visual/Aesthetics section of the draft environmental document:  

 Include landscaping as part of all bridge structures. Landscaping would 
mitigate the urban appearance of the project by using natural elements to 
reduce the perceived scale of the bridges, filter cumulative views of the ramps, 
frontage roads and other project features where applicable, and provide a 
natural transition from the adjacent landscape to the project.  
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 Include landscaping as part of all retaining walls and soundwalls. Landscaping 

would mitigate the potential for graffiti and would reduce the urban 
appearance of the project by using natural elements to reduce the perceived 
scale and “canyon effect” of the walls, filter cumulative views of the walls, 
and provide a natural transition from the adjacent landscape to the project. 

 Reduce the perceived scale of the large retaining wall on State Route 156 
across from McGuffie Road by including measures such as stepping it back or 
tiering. Tiering the wall would reduce its visual dominance and would allow 
opportunities for integral planting, which would further minimize its potential 
impacts. 

 Include aesthetic treatment on all retaining walls and soundwalls visible from 
the highways or the community. Aesthetic treatment can reduce the graffiti 
potential, would reduce the urban appearance, and would result in the project 
being more consistent with community aesthetic values. 

 Use open-type bridge rail on the Moro Cojo Slough bridge. Open-style bridge 
rail would allow better visual access to the creek bed and would be more in 
keeping with coastal planning policy. 

 Involve the community in the aesthetic design of the all visible bridges, 
retaining walls and soundwalls.  

 Determine the location and appearance of storm water basins and other 
highway visible storm water prevention measures in consultation with a 
Caltrans Landscape Architect. To the greatest extent possible considering their 
function, all such storm water features should be placed and designed to 
appear natural and to minimize their effect on existing vegetation as well as 
on planting opportunities.  Associated fencing shall be minimized. If fencing 
is required, alternatives to chain link shall be considered. If chain link is 
required, it shall be vinyl-clad black.  Planting shall be included in the design 
of storm water elements to screen views from the public and make the 
elements visually blend with the surroundings.  

 Place all overhead utility lines affected by the project along State Route 156 
underground where feasible per State Scenic Highway policy. 

 Include contour-grading and slope-rounding on all new slopes along State 
Route 156 where such measures would not cause additional tree removal or 
adverse effects to other resources. Unnatural-appearing landform remnants 
should be removed or re-graded. This measure would minimize the 
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engineered appearance of the project and result in a more natural-appearing 
landform. 

 Make all project fencing on State Route 156 (except on the bridge structures) 
from wood or metal T-post and wire.   

 Make sure all lighting on bridge structures is hooded or includes cut-off 
shields to reduce visibility of the light source from off-site locations. 

 Darken all metal-beam guardrail beams and posts along State Route 156 by 
acid-etching or a comparable method. 

 Use avoidance measures such as slope-warping and timber tree wells to 
protect existing trees to the greatest extent possible. 

 Replace all removed trees with native or other horticultural-appropriate trees 
at a minimum ratio of 5 to 1, in coordination with other tree planting 
requirements identified in this document. Replacement trees should be planted 
along the highway corridors within sight of the highways to the greatest extent 
possible. All planting should include a plant establishment period sufficient to 
ensure the survival of the plants and consistency with the intent of the planting 
concept. 

 
Land use plans and resource constraints (adequate water source, land availability) 
and economics influence where development will occur. Furthermore, the growth 
inducement analysis conducted for the State Route 156 West Corridor project as 
part of the Draft Environmental Report/Environmental Assessment and Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment process suggests the 
proposed project would not stimulate unplanned residential or commercial growth 
and would support only existing planned growth for the corridor. The extension of 
that conclusion would also suggest that this project cannot be used to direct where 
future development will occur. Major factors preventing unplanned growth in the 
corridor include resource constraints and planning policies that limit growth in the 
region. 

The result of the study is documented in the Technical Report, The Growth 
Inducement Analysis Report for the State Route 156 West Corridor project (April 
2009). This growth inducement analysis reviewed the growth inducement 
potential of both alternatives of the proposed State Route 156 West Corridor 
project. A gravity model was used to compute the changes in accessibility to jobs 
that could result from the proposed improvements. Growth-related factors 
including those provided in general plans for the neighboring cities were also 
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taken into consideration. Land use patterns are determined by land use policies set 
by local governments.   

Caltrans projects must comply with federal and state laws pertaining to air 
quality. Under 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation cannot fund, authorize, or approve federal actions to support 
programs or projects that are not first found to conform to the State 
Implementation Plan for achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act requirements.  
Conformity must be on the regional and project level. Features incorporated into 
the project that minimizes effects of greenhouse gas emissions include: 

 The proposed project would be designed to minimize removal of existing 
trees, especially mature trees. The project would plant the 
intersections/interchanges and other disturbed areas with a variety of native 
and drought tolerant trees and shrubs in ratios sufficient to replace the air 
quality and cooling benefits of trees removed by construction of the project. 
Additional trees would be planted as space allows to further increase those 
benefits. Trees would be planted from large-size containers to accelerate 
reestablishment of the greenhouse gas sink and to shade the pavement. 
Riparian planting would also be included to maintain shade along creek 
corridors. 

 Landscaping reduces surface warming, and through photosynthesis, decreases 
CO2. The project would seed slopes, drainage channels, and other disturbed 
areas with native and drought tolerant shrubs, perennials and grasses. 

 Crossing the highway from the west side of the community to the east side is 
currently safely possible only by vehicle. Sidewalks would be incorporated 
into the overhead structure to help facilitate pedestrian use allowing crossing 
of the highway by means other than car such as on foot or by bicycle. 

 The project would incorporate the use of energy efficient lighting such as 
LED traffic signals.  

 Monterey County provides ridesharing services and park-and-ride facilities to 
help manage the growth in demand for highway capacity. A park-and-ride 
facility located within the current project limits will be relocated and 
incorporated within the proposed project.  The relocated park and ride lot 
would include a lockable locker for bicycles and a pedestrian bus shelter and 
benches. Use of the locker would be based on a first-come, first served basis 
or coordinated through a reservation system administered by the Monterey 
Salinas Transit or Monterey County. 
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The following “green” practices and materials would be used in the project as part 
of highway planting and erosion control work: 

 Compost and soil amendments derived from recycled wood products and 
green waste materials. 

 Fiber produced from recycled pulp such as newspaper, chipboard, cardboard. 
 Wood mulch made from green waste and/or clean manufactured wood or 

natural wood. 
 Native and drought-tolerant seed and plants species. 
 Irrigation controllers including water conservation features.  
 Restricted pesticide use and reduction goals. 

 

7. Caltrans investigated access alternatives for the Oak Hills community in 2009 that 
included at-grade signals at Cathedral Oak Road and State Route 156. A safety 
analysis at the Cathedral Oak Road intersection was conducted by Caltrans for a 
three-year period from July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2006 using the most current data 
available. Results show that the actual total collision rate at this location is 
similar to the statewide average for similar locations. Based on existing traffic 
volumes, intersection analyses were performed comparing the average delay 
between the existing stop controlled-intersection to the proposed half traffic 
signal alternatives. If a signal were installed at Cathedral Oak Road, the delay to 
the traveling public would increase 18 percent during the morning peak and 28 
percent in the evening peak travel times. Based on the best information and 
analysis to date, Caltrans staff has determined that a signal at Cathedral Oak 
Road and State Route 156 would not be an acceptable solution. 

The Monterey County Department of Public Works did propose an access road 
from the north end of Cathedral Oak Road to Castroville Boulevard in the year 
2007.  This proposal was abandoned due to Environmental and Right of Way 
issues and the high cost of the project. During that same time, the Monterey 
County Department of Public Works also explored the idea of extending Meridian 
Road to the current U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange. This proposal 
was also abandoned due to Environmental, Right of Way and cost issues. It 
should be noted that even if these projects were constructed, they were considered 
temporary in nature as they only improved local circulation but did nothing to 
improve the congestion problems facing Route 156. It should also be noted that 
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the selected Alternative 11 will provide improved access for the Oak Hills 
community by converting the existing Route 156 to a new frontage road. 

 
8. Analysis of regional transportation needs is handled by two agencies for 

Monterey County.  The two agencies are the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG) and the Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
(TAMC).  The AMBAG Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) as well as the 
associated Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) for the three counties 
(Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito) are the regions’ vision for a 
comprehensive series of projects and programs to address their transportation 
needs.  The purpose of the MTP/RTPs is to encourage and promote the safe and 
efficient management, operation and development of a regional intermodal 
transportation system that serves the mobility needs of goods and people.  It 
describes a 20-year blueprint and transportation strategy to respond to the 
challenges of future growth and documents the financial resources needed.  To 
accomplish this, the regions use a variety of data sources, including the AMBAG 
Regional Travel Demand Forecast Model, to identify existing and future 
deficiencies and to develop a balanced set of strategies to mitigate these 
deficiencies.  Among the strategies identified in the AMBAG MTP and TAMC 
RTP is the widening of State Route 156. 

Please see response number 1 for information amending the Local Coastal Plan 
(LCP), the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Coastal Implementation Plan (CIP) for 
North Monterey County.  

9. Since December 2003, a wide range of project alternatives have been extensively 
analyzed by the Project Development Team (PDT).  The Project Development 
Team consists of staff from the California Department of Transportation, the 
Transportation Agency of Monterey County, the Monterey County Department 
of Public Works, the Monterey County Planning Department, local elected 
officials and numerous other agencies.  In March of 2006, a staff representative 
from the Coastal Commission joined the PDT to help in the analysis of proposed 
alternatives. To date, approximately 20 PDT meetings have been held over the 
last nine years. The PDT has studied hybrid and split alignment alternatives. 

Additionally, a Community Advisory Group (CAG) was established in February 
2007 to provide community input from a broad range of local perspectives. The 
group’s purpose was to review project alternatives, advise the PDT of issues to be 
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studied in the environmental process, articulate key community design principles 
to be considered in the project, review information provided in the technical 
studies, identify recommended strategies for addressing community concerns and 
serve as communication conduit from the project team back to the community.  
The CAG met about nine times and was allowed to sunset September 23, 2009 
after the Public Hearing was held. 

Over the last 9 years, the Project Development Team has wrestled with 12 
different alternatives and concluded that the best two alternatives were 11 and 12.  
The project team considered many of the trade-offs between Alternative 11 and 
Alternative 12. Alternative 11 struck the best balance between agricultural land 
impacts, oak woodland impacts and impacts to homes and businesses and because 
of that it is selected as the preferred build alternative for the Route 156 West 
Corridor project. 

10. The Project Development Team developed and analyzed alternatives that 
proposed to solve the existing and future congestion and safety issues facing 
State Route 156.  The environmental document does examine future growth and 
how this project would affect that growth.  A growth inducement analysis was 
conducted for the State Route 156 West Corridor project as part of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment process. The result of 
the study is documented in the Technical Report, The Growth Inducement 
Analysis Report for the State Route 156 West Corridor project (April 2009). The 
Growth Inducement Analysis Report reviewed the growth inducement potential 
of both alternatives of the proposed State Route 156 West Corridor project. A 
gravity model was used to compute the changes in accessibility to jobs that could 
result from the proposed improvements. Growth-related factors including those 
provided in general plans for the neighboring cities were also taken into 
consideration. The growth inducement analysis suggests the proposed project 
would not stimulate unplanned residential or commercial growth and would 
support existing planned growth for the corridor. Major factors preventing 
unplanned growth in the corridor include resource constraints and planning 
policies that limit growth in the region. Consequently, project-related growth 
would not put pressure on or cause growth to occur.   

The driving forces behind development of the Castroville Community Plan are 
beyond the scope and reach of the Project Development Team and are the sole 
responsibility of the City of Castroville and Monterey County. 
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Please see response number 1 for information about amending the Local Coastal 
Plan (LCP), the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Coastal Implementation Plan (CIP) for 
North Monterey County. An amendment would include new provision for the 
Route 156 West Corridor project for the addition of four traffic lanes to new 
alignment, south of the existing State Route 156 in Monterey County. Additional 
amendments relating to coastal resource protections for agricultural land 
conversions, wetland impacts, oak woodland habitat impacts, and public view 
shed would also be included in this process. 

In late 2009, at the suggestion of Monterey County Supervisor Calcagno and with 
the concurrence of the Project Development Team (PDT), the design unit was to 
examine whether the design of Alternatives 11 and 12 could be “tightened up” to 
reduce the amount of agricultural land being impacted. At the November 5th, 2009 
PDT meeting, the design unit unveiled an improved design for each alternative. 
For Alternative 12, the improvement included a new tight diamond interchange 
configuration at the Castroville Boulevard that removed the larger loop on-ramp 
concept. This same smaller footprint design for the Castroville Boulevard was 
incorporated into Alternative 11. In addition, the new design for Alternative 11 
also included shifting the new four lanes closer to the existing 156 alignment on 
the west end of the project. These changes dramatically reduced the overall 
footprint of the project and the corresponding impacts to agricultural land.  

11. Please see response number 9 for alternative discussion.   

It should be noted that any use of the existing Route 156 lanes as might be 
proposed in a “hybrid” solution would limit its use as a new frontage road system 
for locals, pedestrians and bicyclists. Alternative 11 costs less than Alternative 12 
and still provides a “new” frontage road system. 

Alternative 11 will not remove the current soil wall at the Moro Cojo Slough 
along the existing State Route 156.  This will preserve the wetland immediately to 
the south.  However, Alternative 11 will result in impacts to at least 4 acres of 
wetlands related to cut and fill activities and bridge abutment and pile placement.  
Alternative 12 would have resulted in approximately 9 acres of wetland impacts. 

12. See response number 10, paragraph 4.  The recent modifications to Alternative 
11 (the preferred alternative) resulted in a 6 percent reduction to coastal 
agricultural-zoned land conversions and a 19 percent reduction in all other 
coastal-zoned land use conversions for the Route 156 West Corridor project.  
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Additionally, the tighter design for the lanes also reduced the impacts to the 
Moro Cojo Slough. 

The perception that building only two new additional lanes to the east of the Moro 
Cojo Slough will save the oak trees is incorrect. If the existing State Route 156 
lanes are used for the new expressway, they will need to be upgraded to current 
standard.  This will require either the addition of shoulders or widening of the 
existing shoulders and in turn will require additional cut and fill slopes. This 
upgrade will cause the removal of most of the oak trees. Therefore, the concept of 
a “split alignment” alternative (using parts of Alternative 11 and 12) will not 
work.  Alternative 11 is the only alternative that saves the oak trees. Using the 
input received from the public comment period, and weighing the pros and cons 
between Alternative 11 and Alternative 12, the Project Development team 
concluded that Alternative 11 struck the best balance between impacting 
agricultural lands and biological resources (oak trees).   

Additionally, for either Alternative 12 or the split alignment concept to work 
properly, an interchange at Cathedral Oak Road needs to be constructed. This will 
allow traffic from the Oak Hills community the ability to head east or west safely.  
One of the goals of the Route 156 Corridor project is to improve safety. Retaining  
at-grade intersections doesn’t work with the high traffic volumes on Route 156. 
The new interchange at Cathedral Oak Road will cause more agricultural land 
conversions as well as additional oak tree takes.  Alternative 11 removes the need 
for an interchange at Cathedral Oaks by allowing east and west travel from 
Castroville Boulevard (west end of the project) to Prunedale North Road (east 
side of the project). 

13. Please see response number 6 for the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG) Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) discussion. 
AMBAG MTP and TAMC MTP do not have any suggested non-widening 
alternatives that would solve the congestion problem on State Route 156. 

14. The purpose of the Route 156 West Corridor project is to improve safety and 
operations; improve local road access to State Route 156; improve interregional 
traffic flow and route continuity along State Route 156; relieve existing 
congestion; and provide capacity for future increases in traffic volume.  
Discussions of project features and analysis of environmental impacts in the draft 
environmental document are focused on the improvements proposed on State 
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Route 156 only. An analysis in relieving demand for transportation issues along 
the State Route 1 should be discussed in a separate study. 

15. A technical working group consisting of staff from the County of Monterey, 
Transportation Agency of Monterey County, and the California Department of 
Transportation has met several times to begin the process of amending the Local 
Coastal Plan (LCP) and Coastal Implementation Plan (CIP) for North Monterey 
County. An amendment would include a new provision for the Route 156 West 
Corridor project for the addition of four traffic lanes on a new alignment, south 
of the existing State Route 156 in Monterey County. Additional amendments 
relating to coastal resource protections for agricultural land conversions, wetland 
impacts, oak woodland habitat impacts, and public view shed would also be 
included in this process. 

Oak habitat mitigation is discussed in the environmental document. After 
construction is complete, areas within the Caltrans highway right-of-way which 
are biologically feasible for planting and which meet traffic safety parameters, 
would be used for revegetation of effected plant communities. The areas would be 
replanted with an appropriate assemblage of native riparian, wetland, and upland 
vegetation suitable for the location, as recommended by the project biologist and 
the project landscape architect in coordination with the resource agencies. 
Specific mitigation and restoration sites within the highway right-of-way have not 
been identified yet. 

Planting in the highway right-of-way for biological mitigation would also be 
considered part of the mitigation required for visual impacts and part of the 
replacement planting needed to meet Caltrans standard highway planting policy 
requirements. Revegetation outside the highway right-of-way would be done only 
if agreed upon mitigation requirements for effected native plant communities 
could not be met within the right-of-way.  

Revegetation methods would include seeding, container planting, and a plant 
establishment period. Plant salvage, local seed collection, and contract growing 
are also techniques that might be used to propagate plants for the replacement of 
individual coast live oak trees and special-status plant species that would be 
removed during construction.  
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Mitigation would be based on habitat quality/values and replaced according to 
recommendations made by the resource agencies with final concurrence by the 
Caltrans Project Development Team. 

Reference to policy development for the State Route 1 corridor through the Moss 
Landing corridor is beyond the scope of the Route 156 West Corridor project.  

Lee Otter, California Coastal Commission representative for transportation 
projects has been included in the early project development process prior to 
completion of the draft environmental document for the Route 156 West Corridor 
project. Mr. Otter has been present in discussions on alternative analysis, natural 
resource impacts, potential agricultural land conversions and traffic volume and 
operations.  Caltrans will continue to work closely with the California Coastal 
Commission throughout the duration of the Route 156 West Corridor project.    

Further, the purpose of the Route 156 West Corridor project is to improve safety 
and operations; improve local road access to State Route 156; improve 
interregional traffic flow and route continuity along State Route 156; relieve 
existing congestion; and provide capacity for future increases in traffic volume.  
Caltrans, as assigned by the Federal Highway Administration, has prepared this 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment to examine the 
potential environmental impacts of alternatives being considered for the Route 
156 West Corridor project.  It is a project level document and describes why the 
project is being proposed, alternatives for the project, the existing environment 
that could be affected by the project, potential impacts from each of the 
alternatives, and the proposed avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation 
measures. 

16. A regional-level environmental and alternative analysis for the overall Monterey 
Bay region is beyond the scope of this highway project. A stand alone regional-
level environmental and alternative analysis for the overall Monterey Bay region 
should be the responsibility of organizations such as the Association of Monterey 
Bay Area Governments, Transportation Agency of Monterey County, and 
Monterey County Resource Management Agency.  

The Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Route 
156 West Corridor project in addition to land use, transportation and natural 
resource data from Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, 
Transportation Agency of Monterey County, and Monterey County Resource 
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Management Agency will be sufficient to support the anticipated Local Coastal 
Plan amendment. 

17. The Route 156 West Corridor project is near the communities of Castroville and 
Prunedale. The Pacific Institute prepared mapping for Caltrans that showed 
flooding risks with sea level rise. The mapping determined that two locations 
may be at risk with a 55-inch sea level rise; there are no areas at risk of coastal 
erosion predicted to occur in 2100. One area at risk is near post mile 1.6 in 
Castroville. There are no homes or businesses within the immediate area. 
Potential damage to structures by flooding due to sea level rise is minimal. The 
elevation of the highway in that area is 37 feet. Castroville Boulevard will be 
realigned and an interchange will be built where it meets on the new highway 
alignment south of the existing State Route 156. The second location is at Moro 
Cojo Slough.  Presently there is a culvert at the slough. The project proposes to 
build a bridge for east and westbound traffic on the new alignment. The current 
highway elevation at the slough is 44 feet.  The proposed bridge and new 
alignment will be at higher elevation. The land use adjacent to the highway is 
agricultural; there are no beachfront properties within the project limits.  
Flooding would occur to agricultural lands before reaching the highway. 
Additionally, the Pacific Ocean is more than 10 miles away. Considerations 
during project design included features that would reduce impacts to the highway 
from potential flooding.  

18. Regarding the Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP) for State Route 1, the 
State Route 1 CSMP is a comprehensive, integrated management plan for 
increasing transportation options, decreasing congestion and improving travel 
times in the State Route 1 corridor. A CSMP includes all travel modes in a 
defined corridor: highways and freeways; parallel and connecting roadways; 
public transit (bus, bus rapid transit, light rail, intercity rail); bikeways; and 
intelligent transportation technologies such as ramp metering, coordinated traffic 
signals, changeable message signs for traveler information, incident 
management, bus/carpool lanes and carpool/vanpool programs, and transit 
strategies. A CSMP incorporates both capital and operational improvements. The 
State Route 1 CSMP is a corridor based effort that is intended to assess the 
performance of State Route 1 and any parallel facilities to maximize the 
movement of people and goods.  To accomplish this, the CSMP uses existing 
data from a variety of sources to determine the existing and forecasted 
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deficiencies within the corridor. It is not intended to evaluate the regional 
distribution of trips. 

Please see response number 6 for the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG) Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) discussion.  

19. Caltrans is aware that State Route 156 within the project limits is located within 
the boundaries of the coastal zone and is subject to review in accordance with the 
standards of the California Coastal Act and the Monterey County Local Coastal 
Program.  

Biological surveys are done by Caltrans biologists who are approved by U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. Caltrans biologists are trained and, if required, licensed to 
conduct protocol surveys under U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and California 
Fish and Game requirements. Consultant biologists are used when a Caltrans 
biologist is not licensed for specific survey work. To the extent possible, 
biological studies and assessments meet the standards set forth by multiple state 
and federal resource agencies. 

a.  Wetland delineations are conducted according to U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers survey protocol and guidance material. Caltrans follows the 
protocols and guidance provided by the U.S Army Corps of Engineers. Formal 
wetland delineations are pending the start of the permitting phase of this 
project and adequate access permission.  At this time access has been restricted 
to more than 50 percent of parcels with suspected jurisdictional waters. Once 
acquisition of parcels is completed formal delineation of wetlands will occur.  
Estimates of potential temporary and permanent impacts to jurisdictional 
waters were determined using historic data, some field survey work, and aerial 
photography. 

b.  Information presented in section 2.1.1.3 Coastal Zone, subheading Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures for Biology of the final 
environmental document discusses General Policy 2.3.2 Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitats, states that field surveys were conducted per federal and 
state agency guidelines for special status, endangered and threatened species 
and natural communities. Agency consultation is ongoing and will continue 
through permit application. 
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c. Coast live oak woodland is one of the natural communities that would be 
affected by project activities. Coast live oak woodland is considered as a 
habitat of special concern by the California Department of Fish and Game. The 
Caltrans prepared Natural Environmental Study completed in 2008 references 
coast live oak woodland as a habitat of special concern by the California 
Department of Fish and Game, in Chapter 4.1, page 43.  See Appendix J, 
Figures J-1 to J-4, of the final environmental impact report/environmental 
assessment for maps showing the impacts to coast live oak woodland habitat. 
Caltrans recognizes that the California Coastal Commission considers this 
habitat as environmentally sensitive habitat area.   

d.  A Biological Assessment has been completed by the Caltrans biologist and 
sent to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service for their approval. Approval from 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be in the form of a Biological Opinion. 
The Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service includes 
avoidance and minimization measures for federal threatened/endangered 
species. These include having a Service approved biological monitor on site 
during construction, placement of Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing 
around habitat areas, and restricting work in potential habitat areas to the dry 
season.  

e.   Estimated impacts to coastal wetlands for Alternative 11 are:  
Other Waters of the U.S.: Temporary 1.79 acres; Permanent 0.68 acres. 
Perennial Wetlands: Temporary 0.0 acres; Permanent 0.95 acres. 
Seasonal Wetlands: Temporary 2.47 acres; Permanent 0.0 acres. 
Riparian acreage impacts are for the entire project, those within and outside of 
the coastal zone: Temporary 4.23 acres; Permanent 3.98 acres.  Estimates of 
temporary and permanent impacts were based on aerial photography and 
existing delineation data from National Wetland Inventory (2009).  Impact 
estimates will be adjusted once formal wetland delineations and analyses are 
possible.  Formal wetland delineations are pending the start of the permitting 
phase of this project when property acquisition has been initiated and Caltrans 
is able to gain access to needed properties.   

 

f.  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California 
Department of Fish and Game preferences are to mitigate for species as close 
to the project site as possible. These agencies and departments require 



Comments and Responses 

Route 156 West Corridor    38 

impacted resources be mitigated with like resources in close proximity to the 
project. The Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
includes avoidance and minimization measures for federal 
threatened/endangered species. These include having a Service approved 
biological monitor on site during construction, placement of Environmentally 
Sensitive Area fencing around habitat areas, and restricting work in potential 
habitat areas to the dry season.   Discussion is ongoing regarding mitigation 
ratios for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish 
and Game.   

g. This Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment is a 
project-level document and describes why the project is being proposed, 
alternatives for the project, and the existing environment that could be affected 
by the project. The Natural Environmental Study describes natural 
communities of concern. It also includes information on wildlife corridors, fish 
passage, habitat fragmentation and threatened and endangered species. 
Information about potential impacts to biological resources from each of the 
alternatives, and the proposed avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation 
measures described in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment are referenced from the Natural Environmental Study.  Impacts are 
analyzed within the project area. Appendix J of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment includes four pages of biological 
mapping for the project.    

h. All sensitive species within the maritime chapparal habitat impacted by this 
project will be replaced (mitigated for) at an appropriate ratio of at least 3:1.  
This will include Pajaro and Hooker’s Manzanita, as well as other maritime 
chapparal species identified on site. 

i.  All impacts to state and federally listed species will be fully mitigated. Efforts 
to minimize or avoid impacts will be pursued as part of permit consultation 
during the permitting phase of the project. 

j. Temporary impacts to sensitive biological resources are defined as impacts 
resulting in no permanent loss of habitat as a result of temporary construction 
activities. All temporarily effected habitat will be restored to pre-construction 
conditions or improved/enhanced from pre-construction conditions. 



Comments and Responses 

Route 156 West Corridor    39 

k. Effective July 1, 2007, Caltrans has been assigned environmental review and 
consultation responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) pursuant to 23 US Code 327. Under NEPA the project is evaluated as 
an Environmental Assessment, with a Finding of No Significant Impact. There 
will be no federal consistency process undertaken for those portions of the 
project outside the Coastal Zone. 

Some impacts determined to be significant under the California Environmental 
Quality Act may not lead to a determination of significance under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Because the National Environmental Policy Act is 
concerned with the significance of the project as a whole, it is quite often the 
case that a “lower level” document is prepared for the National Environmental 
Policy Act. One of the most commonly seen joint document types is an 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment.   

20. This Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment is a 
combined CEQA/NEPA project-level document and describes why the project 
is being proposed, alternatives for the project, the existing environment that 
could be affected by the project, potential impacts to biological  resources from 
each of the alternatives, and the proposed avoidance, minimization and/or 
mitigation measures. Impacts are analyzed within the project area.   
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Comment from the California Department of Fish and Game (letter, 8 pages) 
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Response to comment from the California Department of Fish and Game 

(letter, 8 pages) 

 
1. Caltrans acknowledges that California Department of Fish and Game is a 

Trustee Agency with responsibility under California Environmental Quality 
Act for commenting on projects that could impact plant and wildlife 
resources, and pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 1802, the California 
Department of Fish and Game has jurisdiction over the conservation, 
protection and management of fish, wildlife, native plants and the habitat 
necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species.  

2. Caltrans acknowledges that California Department of Fish and Game has 
regulatory authority over projects that could result in the “take” of any species 
listed by the State as threatened or endangered, pursuant to Fish and Game 
Code Section 2081.   

3. Impacts, avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures are discussed in 
sections 2.3.3 through 2.3.5 of the environmental document. 

4. Caltrans acknowledges that the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander is a fully 
protected species and understand that “take” of any fully protected species is 
prohibited. Additionally, the Department of Fish and Game cannot authorize 
their “take” for development. Discussions with the Department of Fish and 
Game and the California Department of Transportation regarding the Santa 
Cruz long-toed salamander are ongoing.  

5. Caltrans will submit an application for a take permit authorization under 
Section 2081(b) for the California tiger salamander after the candidate period. 
The permit application, along with the final environmental document will be 
submitted as part of the plans, specifications, and estimate phase of the project 
prior to construction. 

6. Caltrans acknowledges that the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander is a fully 
protected species and understand that “take” of any fully protected species is 
prohibited and the Department of Fish and Game cannot authorize their “take” 
for development. Wording in the environmental document has been adjusted 
to reflect its fully-protected status. On December 12, 2011, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Caltrans and the Department of Fish and Game (via 
telephone) met to discuss recommendations for the Biological Opinion with 
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regard to the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander. Caltrans acknowledges that 
mitigation and compensation must address impacts to Santa Cruz long-toed 
salamander habitat as opposed to compensating for impacts associated with 
direct “take” of the species. Discussions with the Department of Fish and 
Game and the Caltrans regarding the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander are 
ongoing. 

7. An application for a 404, 401, and 1602 Streambed alteration agreement will 
be submitted as part of the plans, specifications, and estimate phase of the 
project that follows signing the environmental document. 

8. All tree removal and trimming will take place during the non-nesting season 
to avoid impacts to nesting birds and raptors. Where this is not possible, 
comprehensive pre-removal surveys will be conducted. All trees with active 
nests will be avoided (100 foot buffer) until trees are no longer in use by 
nesting birds or the end of the nesting season (whichever is first). This is in 
accordance with Caltrans’ migratory bird protection standard provision. 

9. Replacement of Monterey pines will be to the greatest extent practicable. 
Often this ration exceeds the ratios suggested by the California Department of 
Fish and Game. Multiple floristic surveys have been conducted over a 9-year 
period. Caltrans is confident that these surveys are sufficient to determine 
impacts to sensitive plant species.  

10. Caltrans will not seek a consistency determination for California tiger 
salamanders. Caltrans will apply for a State Incidental Take permit under 
section 2081(b).  The California Tiger Salamander Central California Distinct 
Population Segment is listed as Federally Threatened under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (09/22/05) and as State Threatened under the 
California Endangered Species Act (05/20/10).  
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Comment from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (letter, 3 pages)   
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Response to comment from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(letter, 3 pages) 

 
1. Formal wetland delineations are pending the start of the permitting phase of this 

project and adequate access permission.  Estimates of temporary and permanent 
impacts were based on aerial photography and existing delineation data from 
National Wetland Inventory (2009).  The National Wetland Inventory and 
existing survey data from the Elkhorn Slough Foundation concur that the wetland 
north of the soil wall is brackish saltwater marsh and freshwater seasonal pond 
south of the soil wall. Impact estimates will be adjusted once formal wetland 
delineations and analyses are possible. 

2. Alternative 11 was selected as the Preferred Alternative. The National Wetland 
Inventory and existing survey data from the Elkhorn Slough Foundation concur 
that the wetland north of the soil wall is brackish saltwater marsh and the 
freshwater seasonal pond is south of the soil wall. Alternative 11 would have a 
smaller temporary impact because the soil wall would remain intact and only 
localized coffer dams would be required for construction and have no permanent 
effect on hydrology or salinity. Impact estimates would be adjusted once formal 
wetland delineations and analysis are possible. Surveys are not completed at this 
time due to access limitations to private property. Results of formal surveys are 
pending the start of the permitting phase of this project and adequate access 
permission.   

3. Recommendations will be evaluated during the start of the permitting phase of 
this project. If conditions are remarkably different, additional studies will be 
undertaken and the document may be revalidated with the new information.   
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Comment from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (email, 3 pages) 
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Response to comment from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (email, 3 

pages) 

Formal wetland delineations are pending the start of the permitting phase of this project 
and adequate access permission.  At this time access has been restricted to more than 50 
percent of parcels with suspected jurisdictional waters.  Estimates of potential temporary 
and permanent impacts to jurisdictional waters were determined using historic data, some 
field survey work, and aerial photography. 

1. Caltrans does concur that an individual permit under the Clean Water Act Section 
401 is likely for the proposed project. 

2. Permanent or temporary impacts to the freshwater wetland at Moro Cojo slough, 
due to removal of the soil wall, will be determined once formal wetland 
delineation surveys are done. Surveys are not completed at this time due to access 
limitations to private property. Results of formal surveys are pending the start of 
the permitting phase of this project and when adequate access permission is 
obtained. Once formal wetland surveys are completed, location options for 
reconstructing the soil wall will be considered.  

The National Wetland Inventory and existing survey data from the Elkhorn 
Slough Foundation concur that the wetland north of the soil wall is brackish 
saltwater marsh and the freshwater seasonal pond is south of the soil wall. 

3. All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply 
with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by President Bill 
Clinton on February 11, 1994. Caltrans uses the Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) Guidance Under NEPA directing agencies to use 
demographic data from the Bureau of the Census to identify the composition of an 
affected population in order to determine if there are disproportionately high and 
adverse effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and 
low-income populations. Household incomes at or below the Department of 
Health and Human Services poverty guidelines under FHWA order 6640.23, 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, December 2, 1998 are defined as low-income populations. 
Caltrans utilizes FHWA order 6640.23 to identify low-income populations within 
the project area. 
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4. There is no record of past impacts to jurisdictional seasonal wetlands within or 
near the biological study area so these past projects cannot be included in the 
cumulative impact analysis for this resource. However this project, in addition to 
future projects within and adjacent to the biological study area, will contribute 
negligibly to cumulative impacts because all impacts will be fully mitigated (see 
Past and Proposed Projects table, page 59). 

5. Completed projects within or near the project area have impacted central maritime 
chaparral.  These past projects include commercial and residential development as 
well as agricultural and transportation projects (see Completed Projects and 
Proposed Projects tables, page 59).  Historic central maritime chaparral acreage 
has been lost due to past projects within the project area.  This project, in addition 
to future projects within and adjacent to the biological study area, will contribute 
negligibly to cumulative impacts because all impacts will be fully mitigated, 
mostly onsite.  

Completed projects within or near the project area have modified or degraded 
California red-legged frog habitat (water channels with riparian cover and 
California tiger salamander habitat, but have not caused a significant net loss. 
Some projects may have resulted in a net increase in breeding habitat through 
creation of retention and stock ponds in pastures and on agricultural land.  This 
project in addition to future projects within and adjacent to the biological study 
area will not contribute to cumulative effects because all impacts will be fully 
mitigated resulting in no net loss of California red-legged frog habitat (see Past 
and Proposed Projects table, page 59). 
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Completed Projects 

Description and 
Location 

Impacts Net effect 
Cumulative 

Effect/impacts 

Farms: 
approximately 10 
parcels under 
cultivation 

Central Maritime Chaparral, Coast Live 
Oak Woodland, Riparian, Waters of the 
U.S., Seasonal Wetlands, California 
red-legged frog, California tiger 
salamander, Santa Cruz long-toed 
salamander, Southwestern pond turtle 

Net loss Coast Live Oak Woodland; no 
net loss Waters of the U.S.; degradation 
Riparian; no net loss Southwestern pond 
turtle and California red-legged frog; 
possible net increase California red-
legged frog, California tiger salamander, 
Santa Cruz long-toed salamander 
aquatic habitat due to creation of 
retention and stock ponds 

Significant 

Transportation: U.S. 
Route 101, public 
and private access 
roads 

Central Maritime Chaparral, Coast Live 
Oak Woodland, Riparian, Waters of the 
U.S., Seasonal Wetlands, California 
red-legged frog, California tiger 
salamander, Santa Cruz long-toed 
salamander, Southwestern pond turtle 

Net loss of Coast Live Oak Woodland; 
modification, degradation Waters of the 
U.S, Riparian; net loss Southwestern 
pond turtle, California red-legged frog, 
California tiger salamander, Santa Cruz 
long-toed salamander due to habitat 
fragmentation, modification of breeding 
habitat 

Significant 

Infrastructure:  
Overhead, 
underground utilities, 
surface water 
features 

Waters of the U.S., Riparian, California 
red-legged frog, Southwestern pond 
turtle  

Negligible net loss for all impacts Negligible 

 

 

Proposed Projects 

Description and 
Location 

Impacts Net effect 
Cumulative 

Effect/impacts 

Prunedale Improvement 
Project: Construct 
interchanges and 
operational 
improvements along 
U.S. Route 101 

Central Maritime Chaparral, Coast 
Live Oak Woodland, Riparian, 
Waters of the U.S., Seasonal 
Wetlands, California red-legged frog, 
California tiger salamander, Santa 
Cruz long-toed salamander, 
Southwestern pond turtle 

Loss of 2.97 acres of Central Maritime 
Chaparral, loss of 9.50 acres of Coast 
Live Oak Woodland, loss of 0.484 acres 
of Waters of the U.S., loss of 1.058 
acres of seasonal wetlands, loss of 
1.116 acres of California red-legged 
frog habitat and a loss of 0.484 acres of 
Southwestern pond turtle habitat.  All 
impacts will be fully mitigated within the 
same watershed, therefore no net 
cumulative effect for these impacts.  

Mitigated 

Prunedale Ops B 
Project: Construct 
freeway within biological 
study area along 
U.S.Route 101 

Central Maritime Chaparral, Coast 
Live Oak Woodland, Riparian, 
Waters of the U.S., Seasonal 
Wetlands, California red-legged frog, 
California tiger salamander, Santa 
Cruz long-toed salamander, 
Southwestern pond turtle 

Net loss of Coast Live Oak Woodland; 
modification, degradation Waters of the 
U.S, Riparian, Seasonal Wetlands; net 
loss Southwestern pond turtle, 
California red-legged frog, California 
tiger salamander due to habitat 
fragmentation, modification of breeding 
habitat.  All impacts will be fully 
mitigated within the same watershed, 
therefore no net cumulative effect for 
these impacts. 

Mitigated 

Heritage Oaks:  35 
residential units near 
San Juan Road and 
U.S.Route 101, 3.5 miles 
north of biological study 
area, along U.S.Route 
101 

Waters of the U.S., Riparian, 
California red-legged frog, 
Southwestern pond turtle  

Small net loss of Coast Live Oak 
Woodland 

Negligible 
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Comment from the U.S. Geological Survey (email, 2 pages) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Comments and Responses 

Route 156 West Corridor    61 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to comment from the U.S. Geological Survey (email, 2 pages) 

Thank you for reviewing the Route 156 West Corridor project draft environmental 
document. 
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Comment from the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 

(letter, 2 pages) 
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Response to comment from the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 

District (letter, 2 pages) 

 

1. According to the Code of Federal Regulations, 23 CFR part 450 only projects 
included in the federally approved TIP will be eligible for federal funds 
administered by the FHWA. In metropolitan planning areas, transportation 
projects requiring funds administered by FHWA shall be included in the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and the federal TIP (MTIP).  The 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) responsible for the development of 
the MTP and federal TIP for the proposed project is the Association of Monterey 
Bay Area Governments (AMBAG).  The 2012 STIP programmed the funding for 
the next phases of the project (Plans, Specification and Estimates and Right of 
Way). 

AMBAG took board action to amend the MTP/MTIP on October 12, 2012 to 
incorporate the revised schedule and funding as listed in the MTP’s list of 
“Revenue Constrained” projects.  Concurrently Transportation Agency of 
Monterey County (TAMC), the Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA) took board action to amend the Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency (RTP) on September 26, 2012.  The amendments to the MTP/MTIP and 
the RTP, as described above, are consistent with the current State TIP, as 
approved by the California Transportation Commission in April 2012, which 
programmed the next phases of the project development including both, Right of 
Way and Plans, Specifications and Estimates. 

 
2. Thank you for clarifying the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 

District’s daily PM10 threshold of 82 lbs/day. The draft environmental impact 
report does not state that this threshold is "an approximate daily average," rather 
the language stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Report was in regard to the 
project's estimated daily grading impacts. Based on the engineer’s assumptions, 
the project is estimated to grade approximately 2.3 acres/day. The 2.3 acres 
graded per day is "an approximate daily average" based on the number of grading 
days estimated and the total number of acres to grade for the most conservative 
grading estimate. 
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3. Thank you for pointing out the distinction between the suggested mitigation 
measures as found in the District's CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (2008). The 
minimization measures in question outlined in that document are as follows: 

Feasible Mitigation Measures 
  Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2'0" of freeboard. 
  Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials. 

 
4. Every effort will be made to inform contractor's working on the project site 

through the resident engineers special instructions and contract special provisions 
to comply with the above referenced regulation with respect to the commercial 
fleet equipment 5-minute idling regulations. It is up to the individual contractor(s) 
working on the project to comply with this regulation. Fines levied by the 
California Air Resources Board enforcement division go directly to the 
contractor, not Caltrans. It does not appear that typical on-site or off-road 
construction equipment are subject to this regulation.
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Comment from the Monterey County Resource Management Agency, 

Planning Department and Public Works Transportation Section (email, 4 

pages) 
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Response to comment from the Monterey County Resource Management 

Agency, Planning Department and Public Works Transportation Section 

(email, 4 pages) 

 
1. A preferred alternative was selected, and the application process for the Coastal 

Development permit will be initiated.  Specific mitigation measures for farmland 
and wetlands will be implemented. A technical working group comprised of staff 
from the County of Monterey, Transportation Agency of Monterey County, and 
the California Department of Transportation is gathering information to address 
the need for an amendment to the Monterey County Local Coastal Program for 
the Route 156 West Corridor project.   

 
2. The number of through lanes and turning lanes for each ramp is not a final item 

until the Plans, Specifications and Estimates stage is complete. The number of 
through lanes and turning lanes for each ramp will be addressed during that stage.   

3. Pedestrian (sidewalks) facilities will be considered for this project. Consideration 
of pedestrian walkways (sidewalks) is proposed on the local facilities 
(undercrossings/overcrossings) and at interchange locations. These were 
discussed in Chapter 2.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities under Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures in the final 
environmental impact report/environmental assessment. Locations are to be 
finalized at the Plans, Specifications and Estimates stage. 

4. Section 2.1.6 Traffic and Transportation was edited per comments.  See page 73 
and page 74 in the final environmental document.  

5. The noise impact table was edited per your comment.  Please see table 2.25, page 
145 in the final environmental document. 

6. Section 2.1.1.2, Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and the 
Summary Table of Major Potential Impacts from Alternatives discussed 
consistency of the project with the Monterey County General Plan and TAMC’s 
Regional Transportation Plan. This would include mitigation measures.  These 
include, but are not limited to biological resources under the Monterey County 
General Plan: 

  Goal OS-5 minimize, mitigate biological resources and policies  
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 OS-5.4c avoid, minimize, mitigate impacts to listed species,  

 OS-5.6 landscape with native, compatible species,  

 OS-5.18 obtain needed State, Federal permits,  

 OS-5.3 oak woodland mitigation,  

 OS-5.5 migratory bird protection and consistent with wetland protection as 
stated in policy OS-4.3. Storage facilities are proposed for the park and ride 
lot within the project area and this is consistent with General Plan goal for 
Transportation facilities, policy C-2.6 to encourage bike storage facilities.    

The Route 156 West Corridor project is included in the 2010 Monterey County 
Regional Transportation Plan, which was approved by the Transportation Agency 
of Monterey County on June 2010. The segment of State Route 156 between 
Castroville and U.S. Route 101 has been identified as a Focus Route by Caltrans. 
On September 26, 2012, the Transportation Agency of Monterey County Board of 
Directors adopted an amendment to the 2010 Monterey County Regional 
Transportation Plan to incorporate Phase 1 of Alternative 11 for the Route 156 
West Corridor project. The project is now listed on the Constrained Revenue List. 

7. Diagrams 17a and 17b have been changed to read Berta Canyon Road.  Diagrams 
14 and 15 have been changed to read San Miguel Canyon Road.  Southbound turn 
movement has been removed at Private Drive/San Miguel Canyon Road  Private 
Drive has been changed to Burger King entrance.   
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Comment from Ag Land Trust (letter) 
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Response to comment from Ag Land Trust (letter)   

Alternative 11 has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The application process for 
the Coastal Development permit would now be initiated and specific mitigation measures 
for farmland would be considered and evaluated.  The permit would require an 
amendment with new provision for the Route 156 West Corridor project.  

Thank you for providing the California Department of Transportation information about 
the Ag Land Trust’s farmland mitigation program. 
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Comment from LandWatch Monterey County (letter, 3 pages) 
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Response to comment from LandWatch Monterey County 

 
1. One of the purposes of this project is to reduce existing congestion of the Route 

156 West Corridor and U.S. Route 101. Unfortunately, not all of U.S. Route 101 
problems can be fixed with just this one project. Other proposed projects along 
U.S. Route 101 such as the Harris Road Interchange, San Juan Interchange and 
Prunedale Improvement project are being worked on to further help this 
congested roadway. 

2. Both Alternative 11 and Alternative 12 affect wetlands, natural communities, 
threatened and endangered species, farmland, water quality, existing oak trees and 
storm water runoff. Over 80 percent of the project area is in the coastal zone. For 
the following reasons, Alternative 12 was selected as the superior alignment: it 
affects less farmland, has fewer paved areas that affect visual resources, and has 
less impervious surface area to contribute to storm water runoff. Alternative 12 is 
included in Monterey County’s local coastal program. However, based on 
modifications to the design as a result of comments received during circulation of 
the draft environmental document, Alternative 11 was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. The separate frontage road system using State Route 156 would allow 
better circulation for local traffic, pedestrians and bicyclists. This would not be 
available under Alternative 12. Monterey County is in the process of updating 
their local coastal program to include Alternative 11.  The design modifications to 
Alternative 11 resulted in fewer permanent impacts to Coast live oak woodland 
and Riparian habitat, seasonal jurisdiction wetlands, and fewer impacts to 
California tiger salamander, Santa Cruz long-toed salamander and California red-
legged frog aquatic and upland habitat. 

3. Many alternatives were considered for this project. Alternatives 11 and 12 were 
the more logical choices to solve current and future recreational, agricultural and 
local traffic problems in the area. Another alternative with fewer impacts and cost 
will be the “no build” alternative. By doing nothing, the traffic problems will 
worsen as time goes on. Presently, there is no bus rapid transit service in the area. 
There is no future bus rapid transit service planned for the area. The 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County plans to extend rail service south to 
Salinas as discussed in the 2010 Regional Transportation Plan. The extension 
includes three new station stops: Pajaro/Watsonville, Castroville and Salinas. 
Even though rail is being planned in the area, it is many years away from being up 
and running.  Even when it is in place, the schedule will be a limiting factor to 
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affecting the design/need for this improvement.  Rail extension will not alleviate 
the congestion on State Route 156.  

The Ridership Validation Report (Parsons, January 2009) that was completed as 
part of the Commuter Rail Extension Project found that the projected (2035) 
ridership would be approximately 800 people a day. Compared to the projected 
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 40,200 on State Route 156, there would 
only be a 2 percent improvement realized by the improved rail service. This small 
improvement is insufficient to mitigate the existing and future traffic volumes on 
State Route 156. Therefore, adding additional lanes onto State Route 156 is 
necessary with or without improvements to the rail system. The Ridership 
Validation Report is found online at http://tamcmonterey.org/programs/rail/pdf/  
Ridership_Validation_Final_Report.pdf). 

4. Caltrans is aware of the existing Cease and Desist Order issued to the Monterey 
Peninsula Water Management District by the State Water Resources Control 
Board. Resource constraints (adequate water source, land availability) and 
economics influence where development will occur.  Land use patterns and 
development are determined by land use policies set by local governments.    

5. The environmental document has been edited to state that the Castroville 
Community Plan will be revised based on Coastal Commission review and 
comments.   

6. This project proposes to include Design Pollution, Construction Site and 
Permanent Storm Water Treatment Prevention Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) as follows. See Section 2.2.2, Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff for 
mitigation measures.  

This project proposes to include permanent storm water treatment BMPs for 100 
percent of the new facility. Permanent storm water treatment BMPs will be 
incorporated to the maximum extent practicable in compliance with the Caltrans 
Storm Water Management Plan and the Caltrans Storm Water Quality Manual, 
the Project Planning and Design Guide. It is anticipated that the incorporation of 
permanent treatment BMPs will result in an improvement in water quality due to 
the reduced pollutant loading to receiving water bodies for this project. 
Preliminary permanent treatment BMP selection has identified bio-filtration 
strips, bio-filtration swales, detention basins for incorporation into this project.  
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Specific permanent treatment BMP design will be completed during the Plans 
Specifications and Estimates Phase of this project.   

7. Mobile Source Air Toxic analysis is primarily used in evaluation with respect to 
the movement of goods and services on State highways, and the potential to 
impact sensitive air receptors with frequent long-term exposure in close proximity 
to heavily trafficked corridors on major transportation systems. Correctly stated in 
your comment, the mobile source air toxic regulations are not meant to address 
short-term construction related emissions, and the Monterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District does not regulate short-term construction emissions 
with respect to mobile source air toxics. Even so, contractors are required to 
adhere to any and all regulations set forth by the California Air Resources Board. 
The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District is the local regulatory 
agency enforcing these regulations set forth by the California Air Resources 
Board. In addition to using California Air Resource Board approved low-sulfur 
content diesel fuels, contractor's commercial fleet equipment working on the 
project are required to follow the new diesel equipment idling regulations:  

California Code of Regulations Title 13 Section 2485 is the Airborne Toxic 
Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling: (a) 
Purpose: The purpose of this airborne toxic control measure is to reduce public 
exposure to diesel particulate matter and other air contaminants by limiting the 
idling of diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles. (b) Applicability: This section 
applies to diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles that operate in the State of 
California with gross vehicular weight ratings of greater than 10,000 pounds that 
are or must be licensed for operations on highways. This specifically includes (1) 
California-based vehicles and (2) Non-California-based vehicles.  
(c) Requirements: On or after February 1, 2005, the driver of any vehicle subject 
to this section (1) shall not idle the vehicle’s primary diesel engine for greater 
than 5.0 minutes at any location, except as noted in Subsection (d); and (2) shall 
not operate a diesel-fueled auxiliary power system (APS) to power a heater, air 
conditioner, or any ancillary equipment in that vehicle during sleeping or resting 
in a sleeper berth for greater than 5.0 minutes at any location when within 100 
feet of a restricted area, except as noted in Subsection (d). 

With the inclusion of this regulation and the use of low sulfur content diesel fuels, 
it is anticipated that short-term construction related diesel air toxic emissions will 
be less than significant, as reported in the environmental document. 
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8. Thank you for your comment. The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District has commented on the Air Quality section of the draft environmental 
document. Only those emissions from typical construction equipment are 
included. Additionally, the North Central Coast Air Basin is in attainment for all 
federal air quality criteria pollutants.  

9. According to Environmental Protection Agency documents, carbon sequestration 
is the process through which carbon dioxide from the atmosphere is absorbed by 
trees, plants through photosynthesis and stored as carbon in biomass and soils.  
Carbon sequestration rates vary by tree species, soil type, regional climate and 
topography.  At this time, Caltrans uses a qualitative approach for determining the 
affects of vegetation removal on climate change.  

For mitigation purposes, Caltrans measures the acres of impact to habitat (in 
uniformly dense habitat) for determining mitigation measures when consulting 
with regulatory agencies. Tree counts and size, plant counts and species affected 
are considered when determining mitigation ratios. Additionally, numbers, types 
and size of trees for replacement planting are finalized during the Plans, 
Specification and Estimate phase of the project prior to construction. At this time, 
landscape architects draft and finalize plans and plant lists. Plant restoration 
would be planned to improve habitat as well as replace vegetation lost to 
construction. Restoration of coast live oak, central maritime chaparral and riparian 
habitat, can be beneficial in contributing to carbon sequestration.  

10. The document has been modified to clarify that modeled emissions are expressed 
in annual tons.  Due to funding constraints, the construction year has been 
changed to 2018 and the project design year to 2041.  In February 2012, District 5 
Traffic Operations branch reviewed the July 2008 Traffic Operational Analysis 
completed for this project and determined the traffic numbers in the 2008 report 
are still valid. Traffic information used for emissions information for year 2016 
and year 2036 are the same for emissions information for year 2018 and year 
2041.    

Under the No-Build scenario from baseline (2006) to No-Build construction year 
(2016), the CO2 increase is 3.2 tons/year. From baseline (2006) to project design 
year (2036) No-Build scenario is 3.82 tons/year increase. While the modeling 
does show an increase in CO2 emissions over existing conditions, it is important 
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to note that even in the No-Build condition, CO2 emission increases are 
anticipated.    

Table 3.1 indicates that implementation of the proposed project when compared to 
the No-Build condition would result in increased CO2 emissions of 18.74 metric 
tons per year in 2016 and 34.24 metric tons per year in 2036.   

Carbon dioxide emissions are commonly used as the basis for climate change 
analyses since the dominant component of transportation greenhouse gasses is 
carbon dioxide which makes up more than 80 percent of the transportation-related 
emissions. CT-EMFAC version 2.5 is able to model CO2 emissions but is not able 
to model all greenhouse gas emissions (GHG); however, it is currently the best 
available model for transportation emissions. At the federal level, neither U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency nor Federal Highways Administration has 
promulgated explicit guidance or methodology to conduct project-level 
greenhouse gas analysis. The four strategies set forth by FHWA to lessen climate 
change impacts do correlate with efforts that the State has undertaken and is 
undertaking to deal with transportation and climate change; the strategies include 
improved transportation system efficiency, cleaner fuels, cleaner vehicles, and 
reduction in the growth of vehicle hours travelled. 

The Attorney General’s letter states “if the CEQA lead agency determines that 
additional mitigation is required, the agency may consider off-site mitigation’.  
The Department as CEQA lead agency has already incorporated a set of measures 
designed to reduce CO2 emissions. Please also note that in assessing the extent to 
which any project level increase in CO2 emissions represents a net global 
increase, reduction, or no change, there are no models approved by regulatory 
agencies that operate at the global or even statewide scale.  

Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing 
Agency, have taken an active role in addressing GHG emission reduction and 
climate change. Recognizing that 98 percent of California’s GHG emissions are 
from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all human made GHG emissions 
are from transportation (see Climate Action Program at Caltrans, December 
2006), Caltrans has created and is implementing the Climate Action Program at 
Caltrans that was published in December 2006.  This document can be found at:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State_Wide_Strategy
/Caltrans_Climate_Action_Program.pdf 
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11. When there are changes to the environmental scope, settings, regulations, and/or 
mitigation measures and if major steps to advance the project have not occurred 
after the approval of the final environmental document, the final environmental 
impact report will be evaluated. A determination will be made as to whether the 
original documentation remains valid, an addendum needs to be prepared, a 
supplemental document needs to be prepared or major revisions are necessary and 
a subsequent final environmental impact report will be prepared.   

The Route 156 West Corridor project would be built in two phases due to funding 
shortfalls. Phase 1 will start just west of Castroville Boulevard (PM R 1.8) and tie 
back into existing State Route 156 at Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81), funding 
is available for Phase 1. Phase 2 will be constructed at a later date when funds 
become available; this work includes the U.S. Route 101 and State Route 156 
interchange and work along U.S. Route 101 from Pesante Road to just north of 
Messick Road. The environmental document will be reevaluated when funding 
becomes available for Phase 2.   
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Comment from Anonymous 
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Response to comment from Anonymous 

Traffic has been known to backup for the length of the project and onto U.S. Route 101 
during peak traffic periods on weekends and holidays. Local traffic from the numerous 
local road intersections currently experience substantial delays during peak traffic 
periods.  

This section of State Route 156 allows travelers direct access to the Monterey Peninsula 
from U.S. Route 101 and is heavily used by tourists during the summer and on weekends 
throughout the year. Existing State Route 156 begins as a freeway at the State Route 
1/State Route 156 separation. Just east of Castroville, however, State Route 156 turns into 
a two-lane conventional highway as it continues east toward the U.S. Route 101/State 
Route 156 separation and the community of Prunedale.   

Local, commuter, recreational and agricultural traffic use this stretch of highway. This 
segment is a two-lane conventional highway with left-turn lanes at major cross streets.  
Interregional recreational traffic going to the Monterey Peninsula has been on the rise 
along this section of State Route 156 in recent years. The proposed project would add 
four lanes south of the existing State Route 156. The proposed widening and the new 
interchanges would improve access to the nearby communities and improve interregional 
traffic flow, thereby creating an uninterrupted segment of State Route 156 within the 
project limits.     
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Comment from Charles Asmus 
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Response to comment from Charles Asmus 

Caltrans investigated access alternatives for the Oak Hills community in 2009. This 
included at-grade signals at Cathedral Oaks and State Route 156. A safety analysis at the 
Cathedral Oaks intersection was conducted by Caltrans for the three-year period from 
July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2006 using the most current data available. Results showed that 
the actual total collision rate at this location is similar to the statewide average for similar 
locations. Based on existing traffic volumes, intersection analyses were performed 
comparing the average delay between the existing stop-controlled intersection to the 
proposed half-traffic-signal alternatives. The delay to the traveling public would increase 
18 percent during the morning peak and 280 percent in the evening peak travel times. 
Based on the best information and analysis to date, Caltrans staff determined that a signal 
at Cathedral Oaks and State Route 156 would not be an acceptable solution.   

The proposed Route 156 West Corridor project would add four lanes south of the existing 
State Route 156. Construction of this new alignment would divert interregional traffic 
away from the residential communities next to State Route 156 and U.S. Route 101. 
Caltrans, the Transportation Agency of Monterey County, and Monterey County Public 
Works have been working on a phased approach to delivering this project. The first phase 
is focused on building a new interchange at Castroville Boulevard and solving the Oak 
Hills access problem. 
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Comment from Ute Battig 
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Response to comment from Ute Battig   

The traffic on eastbound State Route 156 merges into one lane to provide for a dedicated 
left turn at Castroville Boulevard. Merging to one lane allows eastbound traffic on State 
Route 156 to have access to Castroville Boulevard. The proposed project would realign 
Castroville Boulevard and build a compact-diamond interchange as an overcrossing to 
replace the existing intersection with signals at State Route 156. New ramps are proposed 
with 12-foot-wide travel lanes, 4-foot-wide inside shoulders and  
8-foot-wide outside shoulders. 

The proposed project would add four lanes south of the existing State Route 156.  
Construction of this new alignment would divert interregional traffic away from the 
residential communities next to State Route 156 and U.S. Route 101. Residents and 
communities next to State Route 156 and U.S. Route 101 would be provided a more 
direct travel route via the frontage road (existing State Route 156) to shopping, services 
and jobs in Prunedale and Castroville.   
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Comment from Gene Bentle 
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Response to comment from Gene Bentle  

Thank you for your interest in the Route 156 West Corridor project. Copies of the public 
hearing display boards are on the Caltrans website at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/mon_156w/index.htm. 

 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/mon_156w/index.htm
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Comment from R. Boese 
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Response to comment from R. Boese  

1. Thank you for this acknowledgment. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred 
alternative.   

2. At this time, the number of businesses affected by the project is only an estimate 
for purposes of producing the environmental document and project report. Based 
on the final relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, McDonald’s, Country 
Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Small businesses that would 
require full acquisition and reestablishment include a rock and landscaping 
service, an auto repair and sales center, a used tire retailer, a pre-fabricated 
structure with show lot and sales facility, and a multiple-unit storage facility. 
More in-depth design work in the next phase may result in fewer businesses being  
affected. Until our design details are finalized, we cannot say exactly who will be 
affected at this time. The environmental document stated that 35 businesses could 
be affected. This sum also includes a number of storage units, which are each 
counted by right-of-way as individual businesses. Some of these same businesses 
(including storage units) may also be affected by the Prunedale Improvement 
Project. 
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Comment from P.R. Burger   
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Response to comment from P.R. Burger 

1. Caltrans receives state and federal funds for transportation projects. Caltrans 
must, therefore, comply with federal (National Environmental Policy Act) and 
state (California Environmental Quality Act) laws when analyzing impacts to the 
environment. The identification, consideration and analysis of project alternatives 
are required under the National Environmental Policy Act. The National 
Environmental Policy Act mandates agencies to consider environmental 
consequences of their proposals, document the analysis and make this information 
available to the public for comment before implementation. The California 
Environmental Quality Act requires consideration and discussion of alternatives 
to the proposed project. An environmental impact report must describe a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that would foster informed 
decision-making and public participation. The lead agency (Caltrans) is 
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must 
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting the preferred alternative.  

2. Comment cards in Spanish were used because Caltrans ran out of the English 
comment cards during the July 20, 2009 public hearing held in Castroville. 
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Comment from Scott Clark  
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Response to comment from Scott Clark 

1. Comment cards in Spanish were used because Caltrans ran out of the English 
comment cards during the July 20, 2009 public hearing held in Castroville. 

2. At this time, the agricultural acreage affected by the project is only an estimate for 
purposes of producing the environmental document and project report. Caltrans 
considered measures to convert fewer acres of farmland. The creation of remnant 
farmland parcels was avoided as much as possible by acquiring right-of-way in 
linear strips. Caltrans also understands your concern about acquiring the least 
amount of agricultural land. Therefore, new ideas for Alternative 11 are being 
considered to reduce the amount of agricultural land acquired for the project. 
During construction, provisions for adequate access would ensure that agricultural 
operations would not be impaired. When possible, Caltrans would allow farmland 
to stay in production (after purchase) until needed for construction. 
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Comment from Bruce Elliot 
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Response to comment from Bruce Elliot 

1. Mitigation at this time would be for freshwater seasonal wetland. Caltrans’ goal to 
mitigate in-kind and on-site, or adjacent to, whenever possible. If no such 
mitigation is available near the existing wetlands, then mitigation would be 
acquired as close and as similar in kind as possible. The Moro Cojo Slough is part 
of the Elkhorn Slough watershed. For this reason, Elkhorn Slough Foundation 
lands have been identified as potential mitigation opportunities for impacts related 
to this project. 

 
2. The proposed project (preferred Alternative 11) would convert U.S. Route 101 

from a four-lane expressway to a four-lane freeway with 12-foot-wide lanes, 10-
foot-wide outside shoulders and 5-foot-wide inside shoulders within the project 
limits. The median just south of the northbound connector would be 32.5 feet 
wide. The median width would transition to 15.8 feet wide just north of the 
connector.  Construction of the median barrier should reduce the effects of the 
headlights of oncoming traffic.
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Comment from A.J. Farrar  
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Response to comment from A.J. Farrar   

 

1. Thank you for this acknowledgement.   

2. Many funding avenues are being considered for this project. Caltrans, and the 
Transportation Agency of Monterey County have developed a phased approach to 
delivering this project. Due to funding constraints, the project will be constructed 
in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of Castroville Boulevard (PM R1.8) and 
tie back into existing State Route 156 at Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81). Phase 
2 will be constructed at a later date when funds become available. The first phase 
would convert the existing State Route 156 from a two-lane highway to a four-
lane freeway on a new alignment with a 46-foot-wide median. At the east end of 
the project, the proposed four lanes would transition back to the existing (U.S. 
Route 101/State Route 156) separation; to the west, they would transition back to 
the existing alignment. The existing State Route 156 into a frontage road. At the 
west end, the frontage road would tie into the proposed realigned Castroville 
Boulevard, and at the east end, it would connect to the existing Prunedale North 
Road.  An interchange would be built at Castroville Boulevard and State Route 
156 at the new alignment. A bridge would be built at Moro Coho Slough. 
Construction includes drainage improvements, utility relocation, soundwall 
installation and landscape planting. The current total escalated cost, for alternative 
11, is $176,602,000, which includes the current right of way cost of $60,221,000. 
The escalated cost of the project is found by determining the present value of a 
project and then applying an inflation factor that will determine the project cost at 
the time the actual expenditures are estimated to occur. 
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Comment from Gerald (Jerry) Gifford 
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Response to comment from Gerald (Jerry) Gifford  

The outdoor noise evaluation conducted in March 2012 included weekday and weekend 
noise readings.  Based on measurements taken in your area, existing noise levels are 65 
decibels. Predicted noise levels after the project is constructed are estimated to be 54 
decibels.  Noise levels are anticipated to be less because the proposed project will move 
traffic lanes away from the residential areas.  
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Comment from Ken Goebel 
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Response to comment from Ken Goebel  

1. Thank you for this acknowledgment.  Caltrans investigated access alternatives for 
the Oak Hills community in 2009, including grade signals at Cathedral Oaks and 
State Route 156. A safety analysis at the Cathedral Oaks intersection was 
conducted by Caltrans for the three-year period from July 1, 2003 to June 30, 
2006 using the most current data available. Results showed that the actual total 
collision rate at this location is similar to the statewide average for similar 
locations. Based on existing traffic volumes, intersection analyses were performed 
comparing the average delay between the existing stop-controlled intersection to 
the proposed half-traffic-signal alternatives. The delay to the traveling public 
would increase 18 percent during the morning peak and 280 percent in the 
evening peak travel times. Based on the best information and analysis to date, 
Caltrans staff has determined that a traffic signal at Cathedral Oaks and State 
Route 156 would not be an acceptable solution. 

2. Many funding avenues are being considered for this project. Caltrans, and the 
Transportation Agency of Monterey County have developed a phased approach to 
delivering this project. Due to funding constraints, the project will be constructed 
in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of Castroville Boulevard (PM R1.8) and 
tie back into existing State Route 156 at Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81). Phase 
2 will be constructed at a later date when funds become available. The first phase 
would convert the existing State Route 156 from a two-lane highway to a four-
lane freeway on a new alignment with a 46-foot-wide median. At the east end of 
the project, the proposed four lanes would transition back to the existing (U.S. 
Route 101/State Route 156) separation; to the west, they would transition back to 
the existing alignment. The existing State Route 156 into a frontage road. At the 
west end, the frontage road would tie into the proposed realigned Castroville 
Boulevard, and at the east end, it would connect to the existing Prunedale North 
Road.  An interchange would be built at Castroville Boulevard and State Route 
156 at the new alignment. A bridge would be built at Moro Coho Slough. 
Construction includes drainage improvements, utility relocation, soundwall 
installation and landscape planting. The current total escalated cost, for alternative 
11, is $176,602,000, which includes the current right of way cost of $60,221,000. 
The escalated cost of a project is found by determining the present value of a 
project and then applying an inflation factor that will determine the project cost at 
the time the actual expenditures are estimated to occur. 
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Comment from Jean and Ken Goebel 
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Response to comment from Jean and Ken Goebel  

Thank you for this acknowledgement. 
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Comment from Robert Gowers  

 

 

 

1 

2 



Comments and Responses 

Route 156 West Corridor    108 

Response to comment from Robert Gowers 

1. Pedestrian facilities (sidewalks and bike lanes) are considered during the design 
stage of the project. During this time, locations of pedestrian facilities are 
finalized. Potential bike lanes could be considered on the proposed frontage road 
(existing State Route 156). 

2. Thank you for your comment. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred 
alternative.  Many funding avenues are being considered for this project. Caltrans, 
and the Transportation Agency of Monterey County have developed a phased 
approach to delivering this project. Due to funding constraints, the project will be 
constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of Castroville Boulevard 
(PM R1.8) and tie back into existing State Route 156 at Prunedale North Road 
(PM T4.81). Phase 2 will be constructed at a later date when funds become 
available. The first phase would convert the existing State Route 156 from a two-
lane highway to a four-lane freeway on a new alignment with a 46-foot-wide 
median. At the east end of the project, the proposed four lanes would transition 
back to the existing (U.S. Route 101/State Route 156) separation; to the west, they 
would transition back to the existing alignment. The existing State Route 156 into 
a frontage road. At the west end, the frontage road would tie into the proposed 
realigned Castroville Boulevard, and at the east end, it would connect to the 
existing Prunedale North Road.  An interchange would be built at Castroville 
Boulevard and State Route 156 at the new alignment. A bridge would be built at 
Moro Coho Slough. Construction includes drainage improvements, utility 
relocation, soundwall installation and landscape planting.  

Alternative 11 is the least expensive alternative (total cost $291,000,000) as 
reported in the draft environmental document. Modifications to the design based 
on comments received during circulation of the draft environmental document 
further reduced the cost.  The escalated cost, for alternative 11, is $176,602,000, 
which includes the current right of way cost of $60,221,000. The escalated cost of 
the project is found by determining the present value of a project and then 
applying an inflation factor that will determine the project cost at the time actual 
expenditures area estimated to occur. 
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Comment from Linda Grier (2 pages)  
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Response to comment from Linda A. Grier  

1. Changes and/or additions to project design, mitigation requirements and state 
environmental laws and regulations not addressed in the previous environmental 
impact report may require preparation of a supplement or addendum to the 
environmental impact report, under the California Environmental Quality Act.  
Likewise, changes in project engineering/design, federal environmental laws and 
regulations, and environmental commitments not addressed in the previous 
environmental document may require a reevaluation under the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  

2. The $437 million cost includes the acquisition/relocation of land, businesses and 
homes, and relocation assistance.   

Modifications to the design based on comments received during circulation of the 
draft environmental document reduced the cost.  The escalated cost, for 
alternative 11, is $176,602,000, which includes the current right of way cost of 
$60,221,000. The escalated cost of the project is found by determining the present 
value of a project and then applying an inflation factor that will determine the 
project cost at the time actual expenditures area estimated to occur. 
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Comment from Jeanette Haas (2 pages) 
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Response to comment from Jeanette Haas 

 

1. It is estimated that property appraisals would begin in Spring 2013. Caltrans 
would provide relocation advisory assistance to any person, business, farm, or 
non-profit organization displaced as a result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real 
property for public use. All displacees would be offered relocation advisory 
assistance for the purpose of locating a replacement property. All reasonable 
attempts would be made to assist a business in finding replacement property 
within the community.   

2. Caltrans has the responsibility to appraise the fair market value of your property 
(real estate), negotiate a purchase of the property, and provide relocation 
assistance. Caltrans does not acquire the business value itself, but you would have 
the opportunity to file a claim for loss of business goodwill if you so desire. If you 
have further questions or concerns, please contact Nick Dumas, Assistant Central 
Region Chief, Right of Way (telephone: 559.445.6195; email: 
Nick_Dumas@dot.ca.gov; U.S. mail: 855 M Street, Suite 200, Fresno, CA 
93721).  

3.  As the current project schedule would have us begin appraisals in spring 2013, 
Caltrans is not accepting hardship applications at this time. Caltrans, however, 
would be able to label your property as one of the first to be appraised so the 
acquisition and relocation process can begin.  

 

 

mailto:Nick_Dumas@dot.ca.gov
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Comment from Roger Huff  
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Response to comment from Roger Huff   

1. Caltrans investigated access alternatives for the Oak Hills community in 2009, 
including traffic signals at Cathedral Oaks and State Route 156. A safety analysis 
at the Cathedral Oaks intersection was conducted by Caltrans for the three-year 
period from July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2006 using the most current data available. 
Results showed that the actual total collision rate at this location is similar to the 
statewide average for similar locations. Based on existing traffic volumes, 
intersection analyses were performed comparing the average delay between the 
existing stop-controlled intersection to the proposed half-traffic-signal 
alternatives. The delay to the traveling public would increase 18 percent during 
the morning peak and 28 percent in the evening peak travel times, contributing to 
the existing congestion on State Route 156. Based on the best information and 
analysis to date, Caltrans staff has determined that a traffic signal at Cathedral 
Oaks and State Route 156 would not be an acceptable solution.   

Under Alternative 11, the existing roadway would be maintained as a frontage 
road to provide local access to the new freeway. Local residents along State Route 
156 could use the frontage road for access to shopping and business centers on 
U.S. Route 101 without competing with recreational and interregional traffic. 
Construction of a new alignment for State Route 156 would allow uninterrupted 
traffic flow for recreational travelers to the Monterey Peninsula. 

2. Many funding avenues are being considered for this project. Caltrans, and the 
Transportation Agency of Monterey County have developed a phased approach to 
delivering this project. Due to funding constraints, the project will be constructed 
in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of Castroville Boulevard (PM R1.8) and 
tie back into existing State Route 156 at Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81). Phase 
2 will be constructed at a later date when funds become available. The first phase 
would convert the existing State Route 156 from a two-lane highway to a four-
lane freeway on a new alignment with a 46-foot-wide median. At the east end of 
the project, the proposed four lanes would transition back to the existing (U.S. 
Route 101/State Route 156) separation; to the west, they would transition back to 
the existing alignment. The existing State Route 156 into a frontage road. At the 
west end, the frontage road would tie into the proposed realigned Castroville 
Boulevard, and at the east end, it would connect to the existing Prunedale North 
Road.  An interchange would be built at Castroville Boulevard and State Route 
156 at the new alignment. A bridge would be built at Moro Coho Slough. 
Construction includes drainage improvements, utility relocation, soundwall 
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installation and landscape planting. The escalated cost, for alternative 11, is 
$176,602,000, which includes the current right of way cost of $60,221,000. The 
escalated cost of the project is found by determining the present value of a project 
and then applying an inflation factor that will determine the project cost at the 
time the actual expenditures area estimated to occur. 
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Comment from Barbara Hughes 
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Response to comment from Barbara Hughes   

Thank you for your input.  Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative. The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment was circulated to the 
public from June 30, 2009 to August 17, 2009. Comments were received from the public, 
Federal, State and local agencies during and after the circulation period. These comments 
were reviewed and their content considered by the Project Development team in making 
the selection of the Alternative 11 as the preferred Alternative. 
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 Comment from Sharon Joyce 
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Response to comment from Sharon Joyce 

Caltrans and many agencies from Monterey County studied the feasibility of providing a 
bypass for U.S. Route 101 around Prunedale. The conclusion of this ongoing study found 
that it was too expensive and environmental impacts too great. Using available funding, 
Caltrans and the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) developed the 
Prunedale Improvement Project (PIP), which addresses safety and operational 
improvements along U.S. Route 101. The Prunedale Improvement Project is being built 
and should be completed in 2015.   
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Comment from Bill and Tosca Lewis 
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Response to comment from Bill and Tosca Lewis  

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative.
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Comment from Edward P. and Caroline L. Lyman  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1 

2 



Comments and Responses 

Route 156 West Corridor    125 

Response to comment from Edward P. and Caroline L. Lyman  

1. At this time, the number of businesses affected by the project is only an estimate 
for purposes of producing the environmental document and project report. Based 
on the final relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, the McDonald’s, 
Country Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Due to funding 
constraints, the project will be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will start just 
west of Castroville Boulevard (PM R1.8) and tie back into existing State Route 
156 at Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81). Phase 2 will be constructed at a later 
date when funds become available and will include the McDonald’s, Country 
Restaurant, Valero and other businesses. Small businesses that would require full 
acquisition and reestablishment include a rock and landscaping service, an 
automobile repair and sales center, a used tire retailer, a prefabricated structure 
with show lot and sales facility, and a multiple-unit storage facility. If a business 
property is subject to relocation, Caltrans would provide relocation advisory 
assistance to any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization displaced as a 
result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real property for public use. More in-depth 
design work in the next phase could eliminate certain businesses from being 
affected. The environmental document states 35 businesses could be affected by 
the project.  This sum also includes a number of storage units, which are each 
counted by right-of-way as individual businesses. Some of these same businesses 
(including storage units) may also be affected by the Prunedale Improvement 
Project.  

Most of the businesses that would potentially be affected are in the U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange area. The project team is working on splitting 
the bigger project into smaller, more fundable phases. The current strategy calls 
for the U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange to be the last stage. So, it is 
unclear when any of the businesses would be affected. 

2. Major improvements would be needed for Espinosa Road to handle tourist traffic. 
Improvements would remove a large area of prime agricultural land from 
production and cost two to three times more than any proposed alternative for 
State Route 156.   

The proposed Route 156 West Corridor project would add four lanes south of 
existing State Route 156. Construction of this new alignment would divert 
interregional traffic away from the residential communities next to State Route 
156 and U.S. Route 101. Residents and communities next to State Route 156 and 
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U.S. Route 101 would be provided a more direct travel route via the frontage road 
(existing State Route 156) to shopping, services and jobs in Prunedale and 
Castroville. 
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Comment from Rod Karg 
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Response to comment from Rod Karg  

Thank you for your comment.  Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative. 
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Comment from Sig Matt (3 pages, email) 
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Response to comment from Sig Matt 

1. Thank you for your comment. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred 
alternative.  

2. Numerous U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange configurations were 
studied during the course of years of environmental study. The main focus of the 
design team, after receiving early public input, was to keep the footprint of the 
U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange as small as possible. The resulting 
design as shown in the draft environmental document was the best design that 
could feasibly be built while maintaining the smallest footprint. 

Adding sidewalks and bike lanes on Prunedale Road would be considered during 
the design stage of the project. The current design does supply enough space 
under the structures to add sidewalks and bike lanes.   

3. This project proposes to construct a new east-side four-lane frontage road system to 
connect West San Miguel Road to the east side of Prunedale through the Vierra 
Canyon intersection and onto a new full interchange. Instead of further dividing 
the community, this project would help tie one side of Prunedale to the other via 
the new frontage road system that allows local residents to pass from one side of 
U.S. Route 101 to the other without having to use the highway itself. Also, 
congestion on San Miguel Road that backs up to Castroville Boulevard should be 
eliminated by the new frontage road system since there would be four lanes of 
capacity (two lanes in each direction) instead of two going over U.S. Route 101.  
Synchronized signals that coordinate with traffic volumes during the day should 
further relieve congestion. 

4. At this time, the number of businesses affected by the project is only an estimate 
for purposes of producing the environmental document and project report. Based 
on the final relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, the McDonald’s, 
Country Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Small businesses that 
would require full acquisition and reestablishment include a rock and landscaping 
service, an auto repair and sales center, a used tire retailer, a pre-fabricated 
structure with show lot and sales facility, and a multiple-unit storage facility. If a 
business property is subject to relocation, Caltrans would provide relocation 
advisory assistance to any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization 
displaced as a result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real property for public use. More 
in-depth design work in the next phase could eliminate certain businesses from 
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being affected. The environmental document stated 35 businesses could be 
affected by the project. This number also may include a number of individual 
storage units, with each unit representing a single business, and some of the same 
businesses that were affected by the Prunedale Improvement Project.  

Most of the businesses that would potentially be affected are in the U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange area. Due to funding constraints, the project will 
be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of Castroville Boulevard 
(PM R1.8) and tie back into existing State Route 156 at Prunedale North Road 
(PM T4.81). Phase 2 will be constructed at a later date when funds become 
available and will include the McDonald’s, Country Restaurant, Valero and other 
businesses. 

5.  Project alternatives for the Route 156 West Corridor project were not developed at 
the time the upgrades were made to the U. S. Route 101/State Route 156 
transition.  It was unknown at the time that demolition of structures would occur. 
Once the alternative analysis was underway, the main focus on the U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange was to keep the footprint as small as possible 
and to transition with the additional lanes for State Route 156. After studying 
numerous U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange configurations, the 
resulting design for the Route 156 West Corridor project was the best design that 
could feasibly be built while maintaining the smallest footprint. 

6.  In regard to moving the interchange farther south, this would require a more 
extensive realignment of State Route 156. This would also have greater impacts to 
residences on the east side of U.S. Route 101, involve a vast amount of earthwork 
and could potentially cost more than the currently selected design. 
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Comment from Marilyn D. McLoughlin  
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Response to comment from Marilyn D. McLoughlin 

1. Thank you for your comment. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred 
alternative.  

2. In 2009, Caltrans studied access alternatives for the Oak Hills community that 
included at-grade signals at Cathedral Oaks and State Route 156. A safety 
analysis at the Cathedral Oaks intersection was conducted by Caltrans for the 
three-year period from July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2006 using the most current data 
available. Results showed that the actual total collision rate at this location is 
similar to the statewide average for similar locations.  Based on existing traffic 
volumes, intersection analyses were performed comparing the average delay 
between the existing stop-controlled intersection to the proposed half-traffic-
signal alternatives. The delay to the traveling public would increase 18 percent 
during the morning peak and 280 percent in the evening peak travel times. Based 
on the best information and analysis to date, Caltrans staff determined a signal at 
Cathedral Oaks and State Route 156 would not be an acceptable solution.   
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Comment from Jan Mitchell  
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Response to comment from Jan Mitchell 

1. Once the alternative analysis was underway for the Route 156 West Corridor 
project, the main focus on the U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange was to 
keep the footprint as small as possible and to transition with the additional lanes 
for State Route 156. After studying numerous U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 
interchange configurations, the resulting design for the Route 156 West Corridor 
project was the best design that could feasibly be built while maintaining the 
smallest footprint. A separate estimate for costs associated with demolishing the 
existing U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange has not been developed. 
This cost estimate would be made at the final design phase before preparing the 
project for contract advertising.   

2. At this time, the number of businesses affected by the project is only an estimate 
for purposes of producing the environmental document and project report. Based 
on the final relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, the McDonald’s, 
Country Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Small businesses that 
would require full acquisition and reestablishment include a rock and landscaping 
service, an auto repair and sales center, a used tire retailer, a pre-fabricated 
structure with show lot and sales facility, and a multiple-unit storage facility. 
More in-depth design work in the next phase could eliminate certain businesses 
from being affected. This number also may include a number of individual 
storage units, with each unit representing a single business, and some of the same 
businesses that were affected by the Prunedale Improvement Project.   

Most of the businesses that would potentially be affected are in the U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange area (Phase 2). Due to funding constraints, the 
project will be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of 
Castroville Boulevard (PM R1.8) and tie back into existing State Route 156 at 
Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81). Phase 2 will be constructed at a later date 
when funds become available and will include the McDonald’s, Country 
Restaurant, Valero and other businesses. Phase 2 will be constructed at a later 
date when funds become available. 

Any qualified owner of both the land and the mobile home for more than 180 
days before the initiation of negotiations for the acquisition of property and the 
mobile home unit may be entitled to a Replacement Housing Payment, in addition 
to the fair market value of your property.  
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If the mobile home is not acquired by Caltrans, the owner of a mobile home is 
eligible for a payment to move the mobile home to a replacement piece of land 
based on an actual cost basis. This includes the cost to dissemble, move and 
reassemble any porches, decks, skirting and/or awnings. For details on mobile 
home relocation benefits, please access the following English language website:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/mobile_eng.pdf   

 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/mobile_eng.pdf
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Comment from Jan Mitchell (5 pages, email)  
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Response to comment (email) from Jan Mitchell 

1. Hard copies of the draft environmental document for the Route 156 West Corridor 
project were sent August 10, 2009.   

2. The number of businesses affected by the project is only an estimate for purposes 
of producing the environmental document and project report. Based on the final 
relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, the McDonald’s, Country 
Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Due to funding constraints, the 
project will be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of 
Castroville Boulevard (PM R1.8) and tie back into existing State Route 156 at 
Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81). Phase 2 will be constructed at a later date 
when funds become available and will include the McDonald’s, Country 
Restaurant, Valero and other businesses. Small businesses that would require full 
acquisition and re-establishment include a rock and landscaping service, an auto 
repair and sales center, a used tire retailer, a pre-fabricated structure construction 
center with show lot and sales facility, and a multiple-unit storage facility. If a 
business property is subject to relocation, Caltrans would provide relocation 
advisory assistance to any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization 
displaced as a result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real property for public use. This 
number also may include a number of individual storage units and some of the 
same businesses that were affected by the Prunedale Improvement Project.   

More in-depth design work in the next phase could eliminate certain businesses 
from being affected.  

Most of the businesses that would potentially be affected are in the U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange area. The project team is working on splitting 
the bigger project into smaller, more fundable phases. The current strategy calls 
for the U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange to be in the last stage. So, it is 
unclear when any of the businesses would be affected.  

3. A separate estimate for costs associated with demolishing the existing U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange has not been developed. This cost estimate 
would be made at the final design phase before preparing the project for contract 
advertising.  

4. Please see response number 2. 
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5. The number of businesses affected by the project is only an estimate for purposes 
of producing the environmental document and project report. Based on the final 
relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, the McDonald’s, Country 
Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Small businesses that would 
require full acquisition and re-establishment include a rock and landscaping 
service, an auto repair and sales center, a used tire retailer, a pre-fabricated 
structure construction center with show lot and sales facility, and a multiple-unit 
storage facility. If a business property is subject to relocation, Caltrans would 
provide relocation advisory assistance to any person, business, farm, or non-profit 
organization displaced as a result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real property for 
public use. This number also may include a number of individual storage units 
and some of the same businesses that were affected by the Prunedale 
Improvement Project.   

More in-depth design work in the next phase could eliminate certain businesses 
from being affected.  

It is unclear when the Route 156 West Corridor project would be built. At this 
time, there is no funding available to move into the next stage of design and 
purchasing of right-of-way for the project.  

Most of the businesses that would potentially be affected are in the U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange area. The project team is working on splitting 
the bigger project into smaller, more fundable phases. The current strategy calls 
for the U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange to be in the last stage. So, it is 
unclear when any of the businesses would be affected. 

6. The proposed Route 156 West Corridor project would add four lanes south of the 
existing State Route 156. Construction of this new alignment would divert 
interregional traffic away from the residential communities next to State Route 
156 and U.S. Route 101. Residents and communities next to State Route 156 and 
U.S. Route 101 would be provided a more direct travel route via the frontage road 
(the existing State Route 156) to shopping, services and jobs in Prunedale and 
Castroville. 
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7. Once the alternative analysis was underway for the Route 156 West Corridor 
project, the main focus on the U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange was to 
keep the footprint as small as possible and to transition with the additional lanes 
for State Route 156. Prior to this analysis, demolition of the interchange was 
unknown. After studying numerous U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange 
configurations, the resulting design for the Route 156 West Corridor project was 
the best design that could feasibly be built while maintaining the smallest 
footprint. A separate estimate for costs associated with demolishing the existing 
U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange has not been developed. This cost 
estimate would be made at the final design phase before preparing the project for 
contract advertising.   

8. A separate estimate for costs associated with demolishing the existing U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange has not been developed. This cost estimate 
would be made at the final design phase before preparing the project for contract 
advertising. In relation to building the new interchange, the cost of demolishing 
the old one is relatively small. 
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Comment from Gloria Morton (2 pages)  
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Response to comment from Gloria Morton   

1. A noise analysis was done for the project and included noise modeling for each of 
the current project alternatives (11 and 12). Based on the noise analysis, the future 
noise levels with the proposed project area predicted to be the same as the existing 
conditions of 63 decibels. In accordance with Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol for New Highway Construction and Reconstruction Projects, August 
2006, a noise impact occurs when the future noise level with the project results in 
a substantial increase in noise level (defined as a 12-decibel or more increase) or 
when the future noise level with the project approaches or exceeds the federal 
noise abatement criteria. Neither of these two conditions was met based on the 
noise study that was done for the project.   

2. Throughout the project development process, over many years of planning, 
multiple alternatives have been studied and dropped for various reasons. 
Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative.  The separate frontage 
road system using State Route 156 would allow better circulation for local traffic, 
pedestrians and bicyclists. There would be fewer permanent impacts to Coast live 
oak woodland and Riparian habitat, seasonal jurisdiction wetlands, California 
tiger salamander, Santa Cruz long-toed salamander, California red-legged frog  
aquatic and upland habitat 

3. By law, Caltrans is authorized to acquire only real estate that is necessary for the 
construction of highway projects. Caltrans’ responsibility is to appraise the fair 
market value of the effected property (real estate), negotiate a purchase of the 
property, and provide relocation assistance. The Monterey County Assessor’s 
office may be able to provide you with information regarding your Proposition 13 
property value.   
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Comment from Kevin Olson (2 pages) 
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Response to comment from Kevin Olson  

1. When only a part of a property is needed for a project, every reasonable effort is 
made to ensure that the property owners do not suffer damages to the remainder 
of the property.  The total payment by Caltrans would be for the property Caltrans 
actually purchases and for any loss in market value to the remaining property. The 
determination of any loss in market value is an appraisal issue involving many 
variables. When this occurs, the Right of Way Agent would explain the effect of a 
partial acquisition on the property owner’s remaining property.   

2. Under Alternative 11, four lanes would be built south of the existing alignment.  
Existing State Route 156 would become a frontage road to provide local access to 
the new freeway. Local residents along State Route 156 could use the frontage 
road for access to shopping and business centers on U.S. Route 101without 
competing with interregional and recreational traffic. During the project 
development phases, Caltrans would incorporate design features that minimize 
impacts to farmland.    

 
 



Comments and Responses 

Route 156 West Corridor    153 

Comment from Patty Olson 
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Response to comment from Patty Olson  

Numerous U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 interchange configurations were studied 
during the course of years of environmental study. The main focus of the design team, 
after receiving early public input, was to keep the footprint of the U.S. Route 101/State 
Route 156 interchange as small as possible. The resulting design as shown in the draft 
environmental document was the best design that could feasibly be built while 
maintaining the smallest footprint. 
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Comment from Martha A. Rau 
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Response to comment from Martha A. Rau   

Thank you for your acknowledgement and support of the project. 
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Comment from Brad Rose 
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Response to comment from Brad Rose  

By law, Caltrans is authorized to acquire only real estate that is necessary for the 
construction of highway projects. Without an acquisition of real estate, we cannot offer 
compensation for loss of business goodwill. Because no portion of your property is 
expected to be acquired for the project, Caltrans would not be able to compensate you for 
loss of business income. 

After construction of the project, if you feel that your property and business have suffered 
a loss in value as a result of the project’s construction, you may wish to file a claim with 
the State for this damage. Claim information, along with a link to the claim form are 
available on line at this address: 

http://www.vcgcb.ca.gov/claims/howtofile.aspx 

If you do not have a computer available with access to the internet, please use the 
following contact information to obtain the claim form. 

Mail: 
California Victim Compensation and Government Claims Board 
P.O. Box 3035 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3035 
 

Telephone:  1-800-955-0045 
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Comment from Dale I. Scoggin 
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Response to comment from Dale I. Scoggin  

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative. 
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Comment from Peggy Scoggin 

 
Response to comment from Peggy Scoggin  

Thank you for your comment.  Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative. 
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Comment from Helen and Ed Shaw 
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Response to comment from Helen and Ed Shaw   

Pedestrian facilities (sidewalks and bike lanes) within the proposed project limits will be 
considered during the design stage of the project. Consideration of pedestrian walkways 
(sidewalks) is proposed on the local facilities (undercrossings/overcrossings) and at 
interchange locations. Bike lanes would be considered for the proposed frontage road.  
Locations of these pedestrian facilities would be finalized during the design stage. 
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Comment from Bill Theyskens (comment card) 
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Response to comment from Bill Theyskens (comment card)   

1. As the project moves forward to the design stage, the Caltrans design group will 
be putting together detailed Stage Construction plans. Additionally, the project 
team is currently working on splitting the bigger project into smaller, more 
fundable phases. The current strategy calls for the U.S. Route 101/State Route 
156 interchange to be in the last stage.  The first phase would be to construct the 
four lanes south of the existing State Route 156 alignment. The existing State 
Route 156 would remain open for traffic during the first phase.   

2. The Route 156 West Corridor project would be needed with or without the 
construction of the Prunedale Bypass. The Prunedale Bypass would have 
provided only congestion and safety improvements for U.S. Route 101. At this 
time, there are no long-term plans to build the Prunedale Bypass. 

3. Berta Canyon Road would no longer connect to U.S. Route 101 or to the proposed 
State Route 156. Berta Canyon Road would make a “T” intersection with the 
proposed Berta Canyon extension. Residents may access State Route 156 and 
U.S. Route 101 by using the new Berta Canyon Road extension that would tee 
into Vierra Canyon Road and connect to a new section of San Miguel Canyon 
Road. This new section of San Miguel Canyon Road would access State Route 
156 and U.S. Route 101 to the north or the south of Vierra Canyon Road. 
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Comment from Bill Theyskens (email, 4 pages) 
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Response to comment from Bill Theyskens (email, 4 pages)   

1. Alternatives 11 and 12 were the result of numerous U.S. Route 101/State Route 
156 interchange configurations that were evaluated during the course of years of 
environmental study. The main focus of the design team, after receiving early 
public input, was to keep the footprint of the U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 
interchange as small as possible. The resulting design as shown in the draft 
environmental document was the best design that could feasibly be built while 
maintaining the smallest footprint. 

One of the benefits of the proposed interchange configuration is that interregional 
traffic would be separated from local traffic. Traffic going southbound on U.S. 
Route 101 and heading to the Monterey Peninsula on State Route 156 would use a 
large new sweeping off-ramp to head west. Traffic heading east along State Route 
156 and desiring to go north on U.S. Route 101 would use a new flyover 
structure. This “south to west” and “east to north” traffic flow is the main path 
tourists would use going from the Bay Area to the Monterey Peninsula and back. 
Local traffic, on the other hand, would be able to use a new interchange for easy 
entry and exit of U.S. Route 101 in both the northbound and southbound 
directions. Interregional traffic would have separate lanes to quickly transition 
from U.S. Route 101 to State Route 156 or from State Route 156 to U.S. Route 
101, while local traffic could use the separate interchange without mixing with the 
interregional traffic. 

2. The Route 156 West Corridor project would be needed with or without 
construction of the Prunedale Bypass, which would have provided congestion and 
safety improvements only for U.S. Route 101. Further, for at least a decade, 
Caltrans and many agencies from Monterey County studied the feasibility of 
providing a bypass for U.S. Route 101 around Prunedale. The conclusion of that 
ongoing study found that it was too expensive and have greater environmental 
impacts. Using the funding that was available, Caltrans and the Transportation 
Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) developed the Prunedale Improvement 
Project (PIP) to address safety and operational improvements along U.S. Route 
101. The PIP is now under construction and is slated for completion by 2015. 
There are no long-term plans to build the Prunedale Bypass. 

3. The wording has been changed in the final document to reflect the fact that Berta 
Canyon Road would not connect directly to the new interchange. Please see page 
81 in the final environmental document. 
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4. A final Geotechnical Report would be completed before construction to identify 
areas of shallow groundwater. Planned grading for any cut and fill slopes should 
not be deep enough to encounter an established groundwater table/aquifer. Draw-
down of the identified perched water table should not be significant based on the 
typical construction tasks. Also, native and drought-tolerant species would be 
planted to help reduce water needs from the project. 
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Comment from Donald Thomas and others (letter, 2 pages)   
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Response to comment from Donald Thomas and others (letter)  

1. Based on the final relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, the McDonald’s, 
Country Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Small businesses that 
would require full acquisition and reestablishment include a rock and landscaping 
service, an auto repair and sales center, a used tire retailer, a pre-fabricated 
structure with show lot and sales facility, and a multiple-unit storage facility. 
More in-depth design work in the next phase could eliminate certain businesses 
from being affected. Until the design details are finalized, we cannot say exactly 
who would be affected at this time. The environmental document stated 35 
businesses would be affected. This number also may include a number of 
individual storage units and some of the same businesses that were affected by the 
Prunedale Improvement Project.  

Regarding the Chevron Station, Caltrans is authorized to acquire only real estate 
that is necessary for the construction of highway projects. Without an acquisition 
of real estate, Caltrans cannot offer compensation for loss of business goodwill. 
Because no portion of the Chevron property at this time is expected to be acquired 
for the project, Caltrans would not be able to compensate for loss of business 
income. 

2. Even though the smallest feasible footprint is being proposed, there are 
unavoidable impacts to both homes and businesses. It should likewise be noted 
that the continued increase in congestion on State Route 156 is also a threat to the 
well-being of local businesses. It is possible that customers avoid traveling to 
local businesses, particularly on weekends, to avoid the ever-increasing 
congestion. The task is to find the right balance between affecting homes and 
businesses and relieving congestion and improving safety. 

In terms of helping to relocate affected businesses, Caltrans has a standard 
procedure for the purchase of businesses. This includes relocation assistance. 
Also, the new frontage road that would be built between Berta Canyon Road and 
San Miguel Canyon Road should open up additional land and access that could be 
used to relocate businesses and allow for some new businesses.   

The parking area of the Safeway shopping center would be affected by 
construction of the project. The Safeway supermarket along with the other shops 
should be functional during construction and after construction is completed. At 
this time, no plans would affect the Safeway in such a way that would cause the 



Comments and Responses 

Route 156 West Corridor    175 

Safeway to be relocated.  However, to construct the new frontage road from Berta 
Canyon Road to San Miguel Canyon Road, retaining wall structures would be 
necessary to save most of the shopping center, including the Safeway. Therefore, 
there would be impacts to businesses in that shopping center due to construction 
activities. 

Alternatives 11 and 12 were the result of numerous U.S. Route 101/State Route 
156 interchange configurations that were studied during the course of years of 
environmental study. The main focus of the design team, after receiving early 
public input, was to keep the footprint of the U.S. Route 101/State Route 156 
interchange as small as possible. The resulting design as shown in the draft 
environmental document was the best design that could feasibly be built while 
maintaining the smallest footprint. 

3. If a business property is subject to relocation, Caltrans would provide relocation 
advisory assistance to any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization 
displaced as a result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real property for public use. A 
displaced business, farm or non-profit organization is entitled to reimbursement 
for actual reasonable expenses incurred in searching for a replacement property. 
Displaced businesses, farms and non-profit organizations may be eligible for a 
payment for the actual direct loss of tangible personal property incurred as a result 
of the move or discontinuance of the operation. All displacees would be offered 
relocation advisory assistance for the purpose of finding a replacement property. 
The new frontage road that would be built between Berta Canyon Road and San 
Miguel Canyon Road could potentially open up additional land and access that 
could be used to relocate businesses and allow for some new businesses.   

4. Property already owned by the state is being accounted for in the cost estimate 
mentioned in the draft environmental document. Only newly acquired right-of-
way is included in the cost estimate. Caltrans understands your concern about 
acquiring the least amount of agricultural land; therefore, ideas for Alternative 11 
(the preferred alternative) are being considered to reduce the amount of 
agricultural acquisition. Existing State Route 156 would be converted into a 
frontage road, and Monterey County would be responsible for maintenance on the 
road. Keep in mind, only residential traffic from the neighboring residential 
communities (local traffic) would be on this road. Therefore, the life expectancy 
of this road would increase greatly. Your comment that you prefer Alternative 12 
has been noted for the record. 
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Comment from Vee Thomas 
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Response to comment from Vee Thomas   

At this time, the number of businesses affected by the project is only an estimate for 
purposes of producing the environmental document and project report. Based on the final 
relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, the McDonald’s, Country Restaurant and 
Valero would be full acquisitions. Small businesses that would require full acquisition 
and reestablishment include a rock and landscaping service, an auto repair and sales 
center, a used tire retailer, a pre-fabricated structure with show lot and sales facility, and a 
multiple-unit storage facility. More in-depth design work in the next phase may result in 
fewer businesses being affected. Until the design details are finalized, we cannot say 
exactly who would be affected at this time. The environmental document stated 35 
businesses could be affected. This sum also includes a number of storage units, which are 
each counted by right-of-way as individual businesses. Some of these same businesses 
(including storage units) may also be by the Prunedale Improvement Project. 

More in-depth design work in the next phase could eliminate certain businesses from 
being affected 
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Comment from William and Martha Wiggins (email, 2 pages) 
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Response to comment from William and Martha Wiggins   

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative. 
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Comment from Prunedale Property Owners and/or Citizens Affected by 

This Project (letter, 4 pages) 
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Response to comment from Prunedale Property Owners and/or Concerned 

Citizens Affected by This Project (letter, 4 pages) 

 

1.  Based on the final relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, the 
McDonald’s, Country Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Small 
businesses that would require full acquisition and reestablishment include a 
rock and landscaping service, an auto repair and sales center, a used tire 
retailer, a pre-fabricated structure with show lot and sales facility, and a 
multiple-unit storage facility. More in-depth design work in the next phase 
could eliminate certain businesses from being affected. The environmental 
document stated 35 businesses would be affected. If a business property is 
subject to relocation, Caltrans would provide relocation advisory assistance to 
any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization displaced as a result of 
Caltrans’ acquisition of real property for public use.  This number also may 
include a number of individual storage units and some of the same businesses 
that were affected by the Prunedale Improvement Project. 

Replacement resources, except the McDonald’s and Valero gas station, should 
be adequate for each business affected by the project. The McDonald’s would 
be able to acquire land and rebuild but would not likely be within a shopping 
center like its current location. The Valero gas station would be able to 
relocate within the community but would not have the direct access to U.S. 
Route 101 and State Route 156 that it currently has. 

Even though the smallest feasible footprint is being proposed, there are 
unavoidable impacts to both homes and businesses. Note that the continued 
increase in congestion on State Route 156 is also a threat to the well-being of 
local businesses; customers could avoid traveling to local businesses, 
particularly on weekends, to avoid the ever-increasing congestion. The task is 
to find the right balance between affecting homes and businesses and relieving 
congestion and improving safety. 

2.   Alternatives 11 and 12 were the result of numerous U.S. Route 101/State 
Route 156 interchange configurations that were studied during the course of 
years of environmental study. The main focus of the design team, after 
receiving early public input, was to keep the footprint of the U.S. Route 101/ 
State Route 156 interchange as small as possible. The resulting design as 
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shown in the draft environmental document was the best design that could 
feasibly be built while maintaining the smallest footprint. 

        One of the benefits of the proposed interchange configuration is that 
interregional traffic would be separated from local traffic. Traffic going 
southbound on U.S. Route 101 and heading to the Monterey Peninsula on 
State Route 156 would use a large new sweeping off-ramp to head west. 
Traffic heading east along State Route 156 and desiring to go north on U.S. 
Route 101 would use a new flyover structure. This “south to west” and “east 
to north” traffic flow is the main path tourists use going from the Bay Area to 
the Monterey Peninsula and back. Local traffic, on the other hand, would be 
able to use a new interchange to enter and exit U.S. Route 101 in both the 
northbound and southbound directions. In summary, interregional traffic 
would have separate lanes to quickly go from U.S. Route 101 to State Route 
156 or from State Route 156 to U.S. Route 101, while local traffic could use 
the separate interchange without mixing with the interregional traffic. 

 3.  To comply with the requirements of the Farmland Protection Policy Act, 
Caltrans submitted a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form (AD-1006) to 
the local Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) in 2007 because 
farmland acreage next to State Route 156 would be converted to 
transportation use. The Natural Resources Conservation Service defines 
prime farmland as land that has the best combination of physical and 
chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed and 
other agricultural crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides 
and labor and without intolerable soil erosion. Prime farmland is 
characterized as having dependable water supply, favorable temperature and 
growing season, acceptable soil acidity, soil alkalinity, sodium and salt 
content and few to no rocks. The Natural Resources Conservation Service 
defines unique farmland as land that is not classified as prime farmland. 
Unique farmland is used for production of high value food and fiber crops 
such as citrus, tree nuts, olives, fruits and vegetables. Statewide and local 
important farmland is determined by the state or county government agency 
and represents land used for production of food, feed, fiber, forage or oilseed 
crops. Based on the criteria mentioned, the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service in Salinas determined that no prime farmland is within the project 
limits for the Route 156 West Corridor project.  
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An important part of the agricultural industry in Monterey County is the 
ability to transport the produce harvested from the fields to market. When 
long-haul trucks carrying that produce get caught in severe congestion, the 
agricultural businesses that rely on the timely delivery of their products are 
adversely impacted. For this project, improved transportation of agricultural 
products is the benefit of impacts to the land. 

  4. The reason an overcrossing was proposed for Messick Road has to do with 
removing the existing at-grade Messick Road and U.S. Route 101 intersection. 
In general, it is preferable if there are no at-grade intersections close to the 
ending of a freeway or expressway on-ramp as is the case for the northbound 
on-ramp from the San Miguel Road Interchange. Traffic accelerating along 
the on-ramp to merge with northbound traffic would be concentrating on U.S. 
Route 101 traffic over their left shoulder. Traffic coming out of the Messick 
Road intersection, from the right, could potentially surprise the driver of an 
accelerating vehicle.  

  5. When developing large projects like the Route 156 West Corridor project, 
Caltrans staff works closely with Monterey County and the Transportation 
Agency for Monterey County to make sure the limited funding is spent in the 
wisest and most frugal manner. Even with large projects, due to limited funds, 
it is not possible to fix every transportation deficiency on either the state or 
county systems. This project does, however, provide significant improvements 
to local traffic circulation by providing a new county frontage road that would 
run parallel to the new State Route 156 lanes. 

 6. The new interchanges and overpasses at Crazy Horse Canyon Road, Blackie 
Road, San Juan Road and Espinosa Road will be completed prior to the start 
of this project. 

 
 7.  All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply 

with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by 
then-President Bill Clinton on February 11, 1994. This 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. Caltrans researched the demographics of 
minority and low-income populations within the project area. The percentage 
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of minorities in any affected census block within the project area is so small 
that it is unlikely that a disproportionate impact would be made to any of 
these minority groups. Based on the level of impacts, no disproportionately 
high or adverse human health and environmental effects would result from 
the proposed project.   

However, the relocation/removal of businesses would affect the community. 
If a business property is subject to relocation, Caltrans would provide 
relocation advisory assistance to any person, business, farm, or non-profit 
organization displaced as a result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real property for 
public use. All displacees would be offered relocation advisory assistance for 
the purpose of locating a replacement property. All reasonable attempts 
would be made to assist these businesses in finding replacement property 
within the community. Note that more in-depth design work in the next phase 
could eliminate certain businesses from being affected. Until design details 
are finalized, we cannot say exactly who would be affected at this time. 

  8.  The project would not divide the community. Under Alternative 11, the 
existing State Route 156 would become a frontage road connecting to the 
Prunedale North and Prunedale South roads. This would improve access for 
residents to local services and facilities on U.S. Route 101 and to 
employment centers in Salinas, Prunedale and Castroville. This would also 
improve travel to the Monterey Peninsula, without potentially dangerous at-
grade crossings from residential properties on the north side of State Route 
156. The proposed overcrossing at Messick Road would allow for access to 
residential properties on the south side U.S. Route 101. The proposed 
interchange at Castroville Boulevard would allow access to Salinas through 
the Blackie Road connection. Berta Canyon Road would make a “T” 
intersection with the proposed Berta Canyon Extension. These residents 
could access State Route 156 and U.S. Route 101 by using a new Berta 
Canyon road extension that tees into Vierra Canyon Road and connects to a 
new section of San Miguel Canyon Road. This new section of San Miguel 
Canyon Road would access State Route 156 and U.S. Route 101 to the north 
or the south of Vierra Canyon Road. By improving circulation, safety and 
access, these changes would be considered beneficial to residents next to 
State Route 156.  
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Court Reporter Transcript (50 pages) 
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Response to transcript comment from Dorothy Lawson 

1. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative for the project. Thank you for 
your comment. 

Response to transcript comment from Joanne Reiter  

2. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative for the project. Thank you for 
your comment. 

Response to transcript comment from Toyoko Mayer 

3. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative for the project. Thank you for 
your comment. 

Response to transcript comment from Jeanne Bentle 

4. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative for the project. Thank you for 
your comment. 

Response to transcript comment from Jack Bentle  

5. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative for the project. Thank you for 
your comment.   

Response to transcript comment from Hazel Tompkins   

6. The proposed project would add four lanes south of the existing State Route 156.  
Construction of this new alignment would divert interregional traffic away from the 
residential communities next to State Route 156 and U.S. Route 101. Residents and 
communities next to State Route 156 and U.S. Route 101 would be provided a more 
direct travel route via the frontage road (the existing State Route 156) to shopping, 
services and jobs in Prunedale and Castroville. Tourist traffic to the Monterey 
Peninsula would use the new four-lane freeway south of the existing State Route 156. 

Rising project costs are frustrating to everyone including the government agencies in 
charge of getting the projects out to construction. For many years, it seemed like the 
project costs for 156 just kept going up. However, the upside of the poor economy over 
the last few years is that the cost of this project has gone down significantly. As of 
April 2012, the cost estimate for building Alternative 11 has dropped from $450 million 
to about $250 million. This lower estimate is still beyond what the Transportation 
Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) can currently afford.  Many funding avenues are 
being considered for this project. Caltrans, and the Transportation Agency of Monterey 
County have developed a phased approach to delivering this project. Due to funding 
constraints, the project will be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of 
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Castroville Boulevard (PM R1.8) and tie back into existing State Route 156 at 
Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81). Phase 2 will be constructed at a later date when 
funds become available. The first phase would convert the existing State Route 156 
from a two-lane highway to a four-lane freeway on a new alignment with a 46-foot-
wide median. At the east end of the project, the proposed four lanes would transition 
back to the existing (U.S. Route 101/State Route 156) separation; to the west, they 
would transition back to the existing alignment. The existing State Route 156 into a 
frontage road. At the west end, the frontage road would tie into the proposed realigned 
Castroville Boulevard, and at the east end, it would connect to the existing Prunedale 
North Road.  An interchange would be built at Castroville Boulevard and State Route 
156 at the new alignment. A bridge would be built at Moro Coho Slough. Construction 
includes drainage improvements, utility relocation, soundwall installation and 
landscape planting. The escalated cost for alternative 11 is $176,602,000, which 
includes the right of way cost of $60,221,000. The escalated cost of the project is found 
by determining the present value of a project and then applying an inflation factor that 
will determine the project cost at the time the actual expenditures are estimated to 
occur. 

Plans, Specifications and Estimates and Right of Way funding for Phase 1 of 
Alternative 11 has been approved in the 2012 State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP).   

Response to transcript comment from Martha Rau   

7. Alternative 11 was selected as the preferred alternative for the project. Thank you for 
your comment. 

Response to transcript comment from Art McLaughlin 

8. The upside of the poor economy over the last few years is that the cost of this project 
has gone down significantly. As of April 2012, the cost estimate for building 
Alternative 11 dropped. The escalated cost for alternative 11 is $176,602,000, which 
includes right of way cost of $60,221,000.  The escalated cost of the project is found by 
determining the present value of a project and then applying an inflation factor that will 
determine the project cost at the time the actual expenditures are estimated to occur.   

It is recognized by Caltrans and TAMC staff that it is difficult for residents of Oak Hills 
to easily access State Route 156, especially on weekends. One of the major benefits of 
this project, once built, is that the existing State Route 156 lanes would become a 
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frontage road. Traffic volumes on the “new” frontage road would be much less than is 
currently experienced. This should make accessing your property much quicker and safer. 

Response to transcript comment from Mary Tsie  

9. Hard copies and CDs of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment were available at the public hearing. A request for a copy of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment could be done by filling out a 
comment card at the public hearing. The public notice that appeared in local 
newspapers before circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment and letters were sent to property owners in the 
project area. These listed four locations where documents were available for review, 
and also included a point of contact for project information. A phone number and email 
address were included for David Silberberger, the project manager of the Route 156 
West Corridor project.  

The public circulation period was for 45 days, June 20, 2009 to August 17, 2009. 
Comments could be sent anytime during that period.  

This Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment is not the same report 
used for the Measure C program. This Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment is for the Route 156 West Corridor project. 

 

Response to transcript comment from Ed Mitchell 

10. Your comment concerning Berta Canyon Road has been noted. The wording in the 
final environmental document has been changed to reflect the fact that Berta Canyon 
Road would not connect directly into the new interchange.  Please see page 81 of the 
final environmental document. 

Directional splits and traffic volumes were considered when designing the new 
frontage road between Berta Canyon Road and Vierra Canyon Road. Therefore, there 
should be no backup onto the freeway from the northbound off-ramp. 

Also, once drivers exit on the northbound off-ramp from U.S. Route 101 to the signal 
at the intersection of the ramp and State Route 156, they may immediately cross back 
over U.S. Route 101 to head westbound on State Route 156. There would be no need 
to head north on the new frontage road to Vierra Canyon Road to get to the other side 
for the flyover. 
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Response to transcript comment from Joanne Reiter 

11. The project cost includes the acquisition and relocation of land, businesses and homes, 
and relocation assistance. 

Response to transcript comment from Bee Thomas and Dell Matt  

12. and 13. At this time, the number of businesses affected by the project is only an 
estimate for purposes of producing the environmental document and project report. 
Based on the final relocation impact report prepared by Caltrans, McDonald’s, Country 
Restaurant and Valero would be full acquisitions. Small businesses that would require 
full acquisition and reestablishment include a rock and landscaping service, an auto 
repair and sales center, a used tire retailer, a pre-fabricated structure with show lot and 
sales facility, and a multiple-unit storage facility. More in-depth design work in the next 
phase could eliminate certain businesses from being affected. Until the design details 
are finalized, we cannot say exactly who would be affected at this time.  

Most of the businesses that would potentially be affected are in the U.S. Route 
101/State Route 156 interchange area. Due to funding constraints, the project will be 
constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will start just west of Castroville Boulevard (PM 
R1.8) and tie back into existing State Route 156 at Prunedale North Road (PM T4.81). 
Phase 2 will be constructed at a later date when funds become available and will 
include the McDonald’s, Country Restaurant, Valero and other businesses. It is unclear, 
then, when any of the businesses would be affected. 

If a business property is subject to relocation, Caltrans would provide relocation 
advisory assistance to a person, business, farm, or non-profit organization displaced as 
a result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real propertys for public use. A displaced business, 
farm and non-profit organization could qualify for reimbursement of expenses 
incurred in searching for a replacement property. All displacees would be offered 
relocation advisory assistance for the purpose of locating a replacement property. 

 

Response to transcript comment from Jeanne Bindel   

14. This project does not address small, interim improvements along State Route 156. Your 
inquiry will be forwarded to the appropriate staff within Caltrans for analysis.  Once 
this project is built, the existing State Route 156 lanes would become a frontage road. 
Traffic volumes on the “new” frontage road would be much less than is currently 
experienced. This should make accessing your property much quicker and safer. 
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Response to transcript comment from Andrew Reiter  

15. The roadway (lanes and shoulders) are too narrow to allow a median barrier on the 
existing State Route 156 between Prunedale and Castroville. Although this idea was 
considered at one time, the cost of widening the road to handle the median barrier was 
not considered cost-effective. The funding was determined better spent on the larger 
solution. 

 

 

 


