August 2016

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing PSR-PDS

Vicinity Map

04-SON-101, PM 21.4

August 2016

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing PSR-PDS

04-SON-101, PM 21.4

Table of Contents
1.

INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................. 1

2.

BACKGROUND ................................................................................................................. 2

3.

PURPOSE AND NEED ...................................................................................................... 3

4.

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT ................................... 5

5.

DEFICIENCIES.................................................................................................................. 6

6.

CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION ............................................................ 8

7.

ALTERNATIVES ............................................................................................................. 10
A. Alternatives Determined Not Viable ....................................................................... 11
B.

Viable Alternatives .................................................................................................... 13

C. Nonstandard Design Features .................................................................................. 15
8.

RIGHT OF WAY .............................................................................................................. 17
A. Utilities........................................................................................................................ 18
B. Railroad ...................................................................................................................... 18

9.

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT .............................................................................. 18

10. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION/DOCUMENTATION .............................. 19
11. FUNDING .......................................................................................................................... 20
A. Capital Outlay Project Estimate .............................................................................. 20
B. Capital Outlay Support Estimate ............................................................................ 20
12. SCHEDULE ...................................................................................................................... 21
13. RISKS ................................................................................................................................ 21
14. FHWA COORDINATION............................................................................................... 21
15. DISTRICT CONTACTS .................................................................................................. 22
16. PROJECT REVIEWS ...................................................................................................... 22
17. ATTACHMENTS ............................................................................................................. 22

August 2016

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing PSR-PDS

04-SON-101, PM 21.4

1. INTRODUCTION
U.S. 101 has been a major transportation asset to the City of Santa Rosa since the
construction of the freeway in the late 1950s. However, because the freeway bisects the City,
U.S. 101 limits east/west travel options, particularly for cyclists and pedestrians in the area
north of College Avenue near the Santa Rosa Junior College (SRJC) and Santa Rosa High
School (SRHS) campuses. No exclusive bicycle/pedestrian crossings of U.S. 101 are located
in this area and the two available roadway crossings, one at College Avenue and one at
Steele Lane, present challenges to cyclists and pedestrians. The crossings are spaced one
mile apart, have high traffic volumes, and have multiple intersections with freeway ramps
and major north-south streets. These conditions along Steele Lane and College Avenue are
uninviting for pedestrians and cyclists and discourage those who wish to walk or bicycle
from using the existing U.S. 101/Steele Lane and U.S. 101/College Avenue interchanges.
This project proposes providing a less challenging and more inviting crossing of U.S. 101
that improves ped/bike connectivity across and within the area between U.S. 101/Steele
Lane and U.S. 101/College Avenue interchanges; is sensitive to the local context; and
encourages a mode shift away from motorized travel. Two build alternatives consisting
of a Class I shared-use bikeway to the south of the U.S. 101/Steele Lane interchange
are proposed. Total construction costs for the build alternatives range from $11.7 M to
$15.6 M, including right of way items, and capital outlay support costs (for PA&ED, PS&E
and construction management) range from $3.3 M to $4.3 M. Anticipated sources of
funding include federal, state, and local funds.
Project Limits

04-SON-101, PM 21.4

Number of Alternatives

2 Build Alternatives, 1 No-Build Alternative

Current Capital Outlay Support
Estimate for PA&ED

$750,000 to $1 M

Current Capital Outlay
Construction Cost Range

$10.4 M to $13.1 M

Current Capital Outlay Rightof-Way Cost Range

$1.3 M to $2.5 M

Funding Source

Federal, State, and Local

Type of Facility

Class I shared-use bikeway

Number of Structures

1

Anticipated Environmental
Determination or Document

CEQA - Initial Study or Focused Initial Study
with proposed Negative Declaration (ND) or
Mitigated ND
NEPA - Categorical Exclusion

Legal Description

Route 101 Bicycle Overcrossing in Santa Rosa

Project Development Category

4B
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This Project Study Report – Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) document
identifies the project scope, schedule, and support costs necessary to complete the needed
studies and work during the next Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED)
phase. A Project Report will serve as project approval of the “preferred” alternative and
program construction and right of way capital costs. The California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) is providing oversight and Independent Quality Assurance (IQA)
for the project, and it is anticipated that Caltrans would be the lead agency for required
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) environmental approvals. It is anticipated all design work will be performed
with non-Caltrans staff, with Caltrans providing only Independent Quality Assurance
(IQA). The PA&ED phase is scheduled to be completed by March 2018, and the anticipated
funding year for construction is 2019. This project has an initial Project Development
Category 4B because it will not require a California Transportation Commission (CTC)
Route adoption or access control freeway agreement, and is a new alignment that will
require right of way. See Attachment A for conceptual geometric layout plans and typical
cross sections.
2. BACKGROUND
The proposed project is located in the northern portion of the City of Santa Rosa, 0.3
miles south of the U.S. 101/Steele Lane interchange. The existing U.S. 101/Steele Lane and
U.S. 101/College Avenue interchanges are the only existing ped/bike crossings of U.S. 101
for an approximately 2.5-mile stretch between Bicentennial Way to the north and 3rd
Street to the south in the City of Santa Rosa.
U.S. 101 is a north-south freeway on the Federal-Aid National Highway System, and within
the project limits U.S. 101 is a 6-lane facility with 12-foot-wide travel lanes and auxiliary
lanes in both directions. The outside northbound shoulder is 10-foot-wide, however in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed crossing alignment, the northbound shoulder is reduced to
3.5 feet (with a 6.2-foot concrete barrier) for a sign structure. This sign structure would need
to be relocated as part of the project. The inside southbound and northbound shoulders are
9.5 feet and 10 feet wide, respectively. The outside southbound shoulder is 8.3 feet wide. The
posted speed limit on this segment of U.S. 101 is 65 mph.
U.S. 101 is elevated at both the U.S. 101/Steele Lane interchange to the north of the proposed
project and at the College Avenue interchange to the south. The Bicentennial Way
interchange, 1.1 miles to the north of the proposed project, and the SR 12 interchange, 1.8
miles to the south, are the nearest interchanges with elevated crossing structures. Both of
these elevated crossing structures have supports within the center median of U.S. 101. The
width of the state right of way at the proposed project location is 160 feet.
In the 1990s, local bicyclists identified the need for improved access across U.S. 101 in the
vicinity of Steele Lane as increased traffic resulting from industrial and residential
development in northern Santa Rosa made cycling along Steele Lane increasingly dangerous.
The proposed project has been identified as a high priority project in the Santa Rosa
Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan since 1994. In 2010, the City completed a Feasibility Study
2
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that identified existing deficiencies, needs of the bicycle and pedestrian community, and
goals and objectives for improving the connection across U.S. 101. The study evaluated
multiple potential crossing locations and alignments between the U.S. 101/College Avenue
interchange and the U.S. 101/Steele Lane interchange. During the study, the location of a
new Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) station was established at Guerneville Road.
The North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan (2012) identifies this overcrossing as a
priority. Because connections between the SMART station and the proposed crossing of U.S.
101 were considered very important by the local community, the locally-preferred location
for the proposed U.S. 101 crossing (dubbed “Community Connector” by local advocacy
groups) was identified as at Edwards Avenue on the west side of U.S. 101 and Elliott Avenue
on the east side of U.S. 101.
In 2011 and 2012, the City received grant funding through the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s (MTC) Regional Measure 2 and Sonoma County’s Measure M to complete
the Project Initiation Document (PID) phase of the Caltrans project development process
for a pedestrian/bicycle overcrossing. The City of Santa Rosa is both the sponsor and
proponent of the project, and is committed to see that this project is constructed. In
February 2013, the City and Caltrans entered into cooperative agreement 04-2351 to
complete a PSR-PDS for this project. The basis for the purpose and need of the project
was derived from the City’s 2010 feasibility study, and was further refined through a series
of Project Development Team (PDT) meetings with Caltrans from 2013 through 2015.
3. PURPOSE AND NEED
Need:
The Needs of the project are:


Need better bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in the northern half of the City of Santa
Rosa between the residential/commercial areas west of U.S. 101 and the academic,
residential, commercial, and recreation areas east of U.S. 101. U.S. 101 creates a barrier
between the existing and proposed bikeways on both sides of the freeway. Steele
Lane and College Avenue are approximately one mile apart and provide the only
crossings of U.S. 101 for approximately 3 miles. This distance exceeds the comfortable
range for pedestrians and many cyclists.



Need to reduce pedestrian/vehicle conflict points. Pedestrians and bicyclists attempting to
travel east-west on Steele Lane or College Avenue across U.S. 101 are presented with
multiple vehicle conflict points and challenging maneuvers. Low-speed pedestrians and
bicyclists crossing at the interchange ramps experience potential for high-speed conflicts
with vehicles.



Need to provide more opportunities for alternative modes of travel in the City of Santa
Rosa. The existing infrastructure is primarily designed to support motorized vehicular
travel, resulting in traffic congestion and parking shortages in the area, despite the
addition of a 1,100 space parking garage on the SRJC campus. Bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, such as Class I shared-use bikeways, would allow people to change their mode
of travel from motorized vehicles to other self-propelled modes.
3
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Need to provide connectivity to/from proposed alternative transportation facilities and
residential development. A new SMART rail transit station is planned for the west side of
U.S. 101 at Guerneville Road. This station is projected to serve approximately 600
boarding passengers each day.1 Of those 600, approximately 35 percent (210 passengers)
are projected to arrive at the station by means other than an automobile.2 A number of
alternative transportation improvements have been recently completed or are slated for
the project area including:
•

the Jennings Bike Boulevard;

•

the SMART rail station;

•

pedestrian-oriented improvements on Mendocino Avenue;

•

bicycle and pedestrian improvements on the SRJC campus;

•

a new bicycle and pedestrian at-grade crossing of the SMART railroad tracks at
Jennings Avenue;

•

existing Class II bike lanes on Dutton Avenue; and

•

a multi-use pathway along the proposed SMART rail route.

In addition, the City anticipates an increase in walking and bicycling due to a new
medium/high-density residential development currently under construction on Jennings
Avenue just east of Range Avenue. Recent housing developments in the project area are
reserved for low-income and elderly residents, populations that rely more heavily on
alternative transportation modes.
Purpose:
The Purpose of the project is to do the following:
 Offer a safer and more enjoyable alternative for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing U.S.
101 in the vicinity of SRJC compared to existing roadway crossings.
 Provide a continuous path to improve pedestrian and bicycle east-west connectivity
across U.S. 101 in the northern half of the City of Santa Rosa and connect the existing
and proposed bikeway and pedestrian networks.
 Provide an alternative travel route for non-motorized travelers (including pedestrians,
bicycles, and persons with disabilities) to increase travel mode flexibility and encourage
a mode shift away from motorized vehicle travel, enabling pedestrians and bicyclists
to take longer trips and better support the needs of low-mobility groups. Specifically, the
project would provide more direct connections for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing
U.S. 101 to important destinations east and west of the freeway including SMART
1

Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit, 2010. Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit Guerneville Road Rail Station (SCH
#2002112033) Addendum to 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report. Available online at:
http://www2.sonomamarintrain.org/userfiles/file/Addendum%20to%20FEIR%20(Guerneville%20Addendum%2012
06%20FINAL%20COMPLETE.pdf (Accessed July 29, 2015).
2
This percentage is based on the Travel Demand Forecasting Report (Parsons Brinkerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.
2005) prepared for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (SMART, 2005).
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stations, the SRJC campus, Santa Rosa High School, the Jennings Avenue east-west
bicycle boulevard, Coddingtown Mall, the SMART bicycle/pedestrian trail pathway, and
housing developments along Range Avenue.
4. TRAFFIC ENGINEERING PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT
The Traffic Engineering Performance Assessment (TEPA) was prepared using available
traffic data obtained from:
•
•
•
•
•

Traffic Monitoring Study – City of Santa Rosa
California Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), 2014
Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) Pedestrian and Bicycle Counts at
key locations
W-Trans traffic volume database
Caltrans Traffic Data Branch, 2013 and 2014

Average daily ramp volumes obtained from Caltrans counts in 2013 are shown below in
Table 1.
TABLE 1: PROJECT RAMP AUTOMOBILE VOLUMES
Post Mile

Intersection

2013 Average Daily Traffic

020.619
NB off to College Ave
11,100
020.630
SB on from College Ave
12,800
020.903
NB on from College Ave
7,200
020.949
SB off to College Ave
7,800
021.558
SB on from Steele Lane
13,900
021.593
NB off to Steele Lane
13,900
021.929
NB on from Steele Lane
7,800
021.955
SB off to Steele Lane
8,500
Source: Caltrans Traffic Data Branch, 2013 http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/docs/2014-ramp-vol-district04.pdf

Traffic volumes along Steele Lane interchange are high, creating a challenging environment
to walk and bike. Since this is a bicycle/pedestrian improvement project, collisions involving
bicycles and pedestrians are of primary interest. A ten-year period has been assessed: 2005
through 2015. Collision data for the ramp intersections was accessed from California
SWITRS, and collision data for five adjacent non-ramp intersections was provided by City
for the same ten-year period. A summary of collision data can be found in Table 2.
TABLE 2: COLLISIONS IN THE PROJECT STUDY AREA
Location
NB off to College Ave
SB on from College Ave
NB on from College Ave
SB off to College Ave
SB on from Steele Lane
NB off to Steele Lane
NB on from Steele Lane
SB off to Steele Lane
RAMP SUBTOTAL
College Ave at US101

Number of
collisions
54
29
38
35
51
56
20
49
332
44

Injuries
19
6
13
11
12
20
8
17
106
13

Collisions involving
bicycles
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
1
3
0

Collisions involving
pedestrians
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
2
0
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Steele Lane at US101
42
15
1
Edwards Avenue/Range Avenue
12
7
1
Elliott Avenue/Illinois Avenue
0
0
0
Elliott Avenue/Mendocino Avenue
26
15
3
NON-RAMP SUBTOTAL
124
50
5
Source: City of Santa Rosa; California Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), 2014.

0
0
0
1
1

In total, over the ten-year period, there were three collisions involving bicycles and two
collisions involving pedestrians at the ramp intersections. At the non-ramp intersections,
there were five collisions involving bicycles and one involving pedestrians. These
intersections are located in and around the area identified by the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan as having high incidences of bicycle and pedestrian collisions, as well as along
corridors that include major origins and destinations such as transit centers, Santa Rosa
Junior College, Santa Rosa High School, and the Coddingtown Mall.
Based on the results of the TEPA, the next step would be to prepare a Traffic Forecasting and
Traffic Operations Analysis Report for the PA&ED phase. New vehicle and bicycle turning
movement counts, as well as pedestrian counts, would need to be conducted at the study
intersections. Due to the pedestrian/bicycle nature of the project and the fact that it is not a
vehicle capacity-increasing or operational improvement project, a cumulative year study will
not be required during the PA&ED phase, which was confirmed at the February 24, 2016
Caltrans PDT meeting.
A level of service analysis should be undertaken at the study intersections to determine if the
construction of the project would require any operational modifications at the study
intersections and, if so, if it would result in any operational impacts that may require
mitigation. The completed North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan should be considered
in this analysis.
5. DEFICIENCIES
Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity:
College Avenue and Steele Lane have been identified as a challenging corridor in the 2010
Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, and enhancing ped/bike connectivity is
identified as a priority in the Santa Rosa General Plan 2035. According to the 2007 Santa
Rosa Station Area Specific Plan, the 2010 Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan,
and community feedback, U.S. 101 creates a major barrier for pedestrians and bicyclists by
bisecting the City and limiting access between the east and west sides.
Within the northern area of the City of Santa Rosa, Steele Lane and College Avenue serve as
primary U.S. 101 crossings for pedestrians and bicyclists. To the west of U.S. 101 are
commercial areas (including the Coddingtown Mall), the Northside Transfer Center (transit
facility), the future SMART station, and several residential areas. To the east of U.S. 101 are
additional residential areas, as well as primary commercial corridors and academic campuses.
Existing conditions along Steele Lane and College Avenue make it challenging for
pedestrians and bicyclists to cross U.S. 101. With a lack of barriers, the existing sidewalks
offer little separation between pedestrians and adjacent high-speed traffic. Visibility of
6
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approaching vehicles is also limited for pedestrians attempting to cross at the on-ramp
crosswalks because of the position of the crosswalks relative to approaching vehicles.
Meanwhile, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan states that “Steele Lane and College
Avenue have been reported as extremely intimidating to even serious cyclists,” and includes
community feedback that reflects the difficulty of using the corridors.
As noted in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, “the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Board has recommended a pedestrian and bicycle bridge overcrossing in this area [between
Steele Lane and College Avenue] as the number one priority on both the pedestrian and
bicycle top priority list.” As a connectivity project, the proposed project would provide a
vital connection to the existing pedestrian sidewalks and bikeway networks on both sides of
U.S. 101. See Attachment G for the Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Map.
Safety:
Current vehicle speeds, volumes, lane configurations, sight distances, minimal bicycle
accommodation, and accident rates at the U.S. 101/Steele Lane and College Avenue
interchanges create challenging conditions for peds/bikes, as indicated by vehicle volumes
and accident rates in the preceding TEPA discussion (Section 4).
In Santa Rosa, 5 percent of collisions are pedestrian or bicyclist related, and the Master Plan
states that the Steele Lane corridors, between Marlow Road and Meyers Drive, and College
Avenue, between 4th Street and Fulton Road, are two of the top ten most frequent bicycle
collision segments between the years of 2002 and 2006. Both of these corridors include the
U.S. 101 undercrossings. Similarly, the same Master Plan states that the College Avenue
corridor, between U.S. 101 and 4th Street, is in one of the top ten pedestrian collision
locations.
By constructing a dedicated Class I shared-use bikeway over U.S. 101, the proposed project
would provide a safe travel route free of vehicular conflicts for both pedestrians and
bicyclists between the Steele Lane and College Avenue interchanges.
Mode shift:
There are a number of residential areas, shopping centers, employment centers, academic
campuses and recreation areas less than 1.5 miles from each other on both sides of the
Edwards/Elliott corridor. The Coddingtown Mall, Whole Foods Center, and future SMART
station and SMART right of way multi-use trail on the west side of U.S. 101 are one mile or
less from the Lincoln Manor and Monroe residential neighborhoods on the east side of U.S.
101. The SRJC, Sonoma County Administration, and Mendocino commercial corridor are
less than one mile from Alta Vista and Junior College residential neighborhoods on the west
side of U.S. 101. Typically, destinations less than 3 miles from residential areas are attractive
for bicycle trips, while destinations 1.5 miles or less attract pedestrian trips.
The build alternatives would support the needs of both ped/bike recreational users and
commuters by providing a safe and efficient connection, free of interchange ramp vehicle
conflict points, between the east and west sides of U.S. 101. Non-motorized modes of travel,
such as walking and bicycling, are healthy, efficient, low-cost, and available to nearly
7
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everyone. These forms of travel reduce transportation-related environmental impacts, such as
vehicle emissions and noise, while also helping to reduce traffic congestion. Public input at
previous community meetings held by the City of Santa Rosa demonstrated that this
proposed project is consistent with community goals.
6. CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION
Federal
The Federal government has increasingly recognized the importance of multimodal travel by
issuing policies and authorizing funding for more ped/bike projects over the past two decades
in a series of transportation bills. The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) adopted the
first national transportation policy to increase bicycling, and encourage planners and
engineers to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle needs in designing transportation facilities
for urban and suburban areas. The goal was to double the percentage of total trips made by
walking and bicycling in the United States from 8 percent to 16 percent of all travel trips
while simultaneously reducing the number of pedestrians or bicyclists killed or injured in
traffic crashes by 10 percent.
In 2010, DOT reinforced this commitment in a policy statement to incorporate safe and
convenient walking and bicycling facilities into transportation projects. Every transportation
agency, including DOT, has the responsibility to improve conditions and opportunities for
walking and bicycling, and to integrate walking and bicycling into their transportation
systems. The Purpose and Need of this project is fully compatible with the goals of the DOT.
State
The 2010 Complete Streets Implementation Plan put Caltrans Deputy Directive 64-R1
“Complete Streets – Integrating the Transportation System” into action. A Complete Street is
a transportation facility that is planned, designed, operated, and maintained to provide safe
mobility for all users. All transportation improvements (new and retrofit) are viewed as
opportunities to improve safety, mobility, and access for all travelers, including transit users,
bicyclists, and pedestrians. This project’s Purpose and Need is consistent with the goals of
Complete Streets in that it will reduce pedestrian and bicycle conflicts with motor vehicles
within the interchange areas, and improve pedestrian and bicycle east-west connectivity
across U.S. 101.
Regional
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Plan Bay Area Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy is the Bay Area’s 25-year guide to
transportation investments and land use strategy. California’s Sustainable Communities and
Climate Protection Act (SB 375) requires that each of the state’s 18 Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPO, MTC is the MPO for the San Francisco Bay Area) develop a longrange plan to reduce per-capita greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks. The
Sustainable Communities Strategy promotes transportation projects and land development
that is walkable and bikable and close to mass transit, jobs, schools, shopping, parks,
recreation, and other amenities. By improving ped/bike connectivity and encouraging a mode
shift to active forms of transit, the Purpose and Need of this proposed project is consistent
8
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with the goals of Plan Bay Area.
The MTC 2009 Regional Bicycle Plan (RBP) identifies regional bikeway connections in the
San Francisco Bay Area, and strategies to fill gaps in the regional bikeway network. The
RBP’s principle goal is “to ensure that bicycling is a safe, convenient, and practical means of
transportation and healthy recreation throughout the Bay Area to reduce traffic congestion
and risk of climate change; and to increase opportunities for physical activity to improve
public health.” This goal is consistent with the Purpose and Need of this project.
The Sonoma County Traffic Relief Act (Measure M) was passed by voters in November
2004 to provide multi-modal transportation improvements throughout the county. The Act
provides ¼ cent sales tax to be used to maintain local streets, fix potholes, accelerate the
widening of U.S. 101 for High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, improve local street
operations, restore and enhance transit services, support the development of passenger rail
service, and build safe bicycle and pedestrian routes. Measure M provided funding for
continued analysis of this project for the PID in 2011-2012. In 2012 the City of Santa Rosa
also received grant funding from MTC through Regional Measure 2 (RM2) under the
Regional Traffic Relief Plan to complete the PID phase for this proposed project.
The County of Sonoma has two county-wide plans that are consistent with the Purpose and
Need of the proposed project. The Principal Goal of the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan (created in 2008 with a 2014 Update) is: To develop and maintain a
comprehensive countywide bicycle and pedestrian transportation systems, which includes
projects, programs, and policies that work together to provide safe and efficient
transportation opportunities for bicyclists and pedestrians. Meanwhile, two of the four core
goals of the 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan for Sonoma County include: relieve
congestion and reduce emissions.
Local
The Purpose and Need draws upon the goals identified in the City of Santa Rosa’s 2010
Feasibility Study for this proposed project. Goals for the study were sourced from the City’s
previous planning documents and input from the community, and include:


Entice more people to choose transit, biking, and walking by creating a facility with the
following characteristics:
o Safe - providing a safer crossing alternative than College Avenue and Steele Lane
underpasses.
o Comfort and Capacity - the design should aim for a high quality user experience
for all types of users. It should accommodate the disparate needs of bikes and
pedestrians, and individuals with disabilities, and expected increases in demand.
o Facilitates Use of Transit - alternatives which make direct connections to existing
and future transit should be given greater weight than alternatives which make
more indirect connections to transit.

The City of Santa Rosa General Plan 2035, adopted in 2009, addresses issues related to land
use and growth. The General Plan includes the following goals supporting the Purpose and
9
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Need of the proposed project:






Ensure new development and streetscape projects provide pedestrian and bicycle
circulation improvements.
Develop an attractive, safe, and extensive network for pedestrian and bicyclist
movements.
Provide multimodal connections throughout the SMART station area.
Develop a safe, convenient, and continuous network of pedestrian sidewalks and
pathways that link neighborhoods with schools, parks, shopping areas, and employment
centers.
Develop a citywide system of designated bikeways that serves both experienced and
casual bicyclists, and which maximizes bicycle use for commuting, recreation, and local
transport.

The General Plan recognizes the City of Santa Rosa’s 2010 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master
Plan as the document outlining more specific policies and guidance for implementation of
bike/ped facilities. The Master Plan is consistent with the General Plan and supplements its
policies and goals for a pedestrian- and bike-friendly city. It guides the future development of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the City, with the goal of creating convenient pedestrian
and bicycle access that will promote bicycling and walking as viable, attractive, nonpolluting forms of transportation. The Master Plan specifically identifies creating a new
connection between the west and east sides of U.S. 101 as a priority. The Master Plan
includes the following goals supporting the Purpose and Need:



Develop a safe, convenient, and continuous network of pedestrian sidewalks and
pathways that link neighborhoods with schools, parks, shopping areas, and employment
centers.
Provide related facilities necessary for walking and bicycling to assume a significant role
in the transportation system.

Most recently, the City of Santa Rosa adopted the North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific
Plan in 2012 to support future SMART rail transit by “improving pedestrian, bicycle, auto
and transit connections, increasing residential density, promoting economic development and
enhancing aesthetics and quality of life.” The Specific Plan includes the area located
approximately 1.5 miles surrounding the proposed SMART station on Guerneville Road,
which includes the location of this proposed project. The Specific Plan specifically sites a
“pedestrian/bicycle bridge connection over U.S. 101 to provide a critical link from the station
and project area to the high school and junior college” as a priority project. Further, the
preferred alternative was selected because of its proximity to the future SMART station.
7. ALTERNATIVES
Alternatives will continue to be defined based on input from the community during the
PA&ED phase in order to incorporate Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) that integrate and
balance community, aesthetic, multimodal, and environmental values with transportation
safety, maintenance, and performance goals. Based on the previous 2010 Feasibility Study
10
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and PDT meetings since then, two build alternatives (Alternatives 1A and 1B) are proposed
in addition to a No Build Alternative. The viability and effectiveness in meeting the Purpose
and Need of the project for these alternatives is discussed below. A brief discussion of
alternatives considered but determined not viable from the 2010 study is also included for
reference.
The boundary of the project study area is 300 feet north and south of Edwards and Elliott
Avenues, Range Avenue on the west, and Mendocino Avenue on the east. For the purposes
of Caltrans involvement, this report will only focus on the Edwards/Elliott corridor area as
the project study area.
A. Alternatives Determined Not Viable
The Santa Rosa Highway 101 Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Feasibility Study prepared for
the City of Santa Rosa in 2010 evaluated a total of eleven build alternatives at three
alternative locations. These locations and alternatives are as follows:
Alternative Location 2: Two alternatives were considered at the central project location of
Jennings Avenue. Both of these alternatives would provide good connections to the existing
Jennings Avenue bike route on the west side of U.S. 101 and to main SRJC east-west routes
on the east side of U.S. 101.
One of these alternatives (identified as C-1 in the Feasibility Study) would run north along
Cleveland Avenue on the west side of U.S. 101 and cross over U.S. 101 near the Edwards
Avenue/Cleveland Avenue intersection. This alternative would then extend south along
Armory Drive and connect to an existing roadway within private parcel at the corner of
Armory Drive and Elliott Avenue. This alternative would reduce the width of both frontage
roads, require a design exception for the proposed ramps, and result in safety concerns at
proposed crosswalks.
On the west side of U.S. 101, the other alternative (identified as D-1 in the Feasibility Study)
would wrap around an existing parking lot associated with commercial development at
Jennings Avenue/Cleveland Avenue. This alternative would then extend over Cleveland
Avenue and U.S. 101 between the commercial development and the building located at 1901
Cleveland Avenue to touch down to the south of a building located at 1900 Armory Drive.
Concerns associated with this alignment include the introduction of bicycle traffic on
Scholars Way, tight turns near the bottom of the ramps, and impacts on the driveway and
parking lot on the west side of U.S. 101.
Ultimately, all of the alignment alternatives at Alternative Location 2 were determined to be
non-viable due to challenges in safely routing bicycle traffic through the narrow pathways on
the private parcel on the east side of U.S. 101 and accommodating a ramp structure and safe
touchdown area on the west side of U.S. 101. Moreover, when the proposed location of the
SMART Station was moved northward to Guerneville Street, the City determined that
Alternative Location 2 would only marginally satisfy a key aspect of the Purpose and Need
of the project, which is to provide a clear connection to the future station.

11

August 2016

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing PSR-PDS

04-SON-101, PM 21.4

Alternative Location 3: Two alternatives were considered at the southernmost project
location, Bear Cub Way. For both alternatives (identified as F-1 and G-1) the eastern
touchdown area would be immediately to the south of Bear Cub Way where the roadway
shifts slightly southward. From that point, the alignments would follow existing sidewalks
and an existing Class III bikeway along Bear Cub Way. Alternative F-1 curves slightly
northward over U.S. 101 with the western touchdown area behind the residential buildings on
Cleveland Avenue. Alternative G-1 takes a straight path over U.S. 101 with the western
touchdown area to the south of Foley Street.
Both of the alternatives at this location would have directly connected to the location
originally proposed for the SMART Station, however when the station location was moved to
Guerneville Street, the City determined that all alternatives at Alternative Location 3 are nonviable because they would not satisfy a key aspect of the Purpose and Need of the project,
which is to provide a clear connection to the station.
Alternative Location 1 at Elliott Avenue and Edwards Avenue is the preferred alternative
location because it provides direct connections between commercial areas on the west and a
college campus and residential areas on the east. This location also provides a direct
connection to the future SMART corridor along existing bike and pedestrian-friendly streets.
Seven alternatives were considered at this location and the following six alternatives were
eliminated:
On the eastern side, Alternative A-1 begins at the Elliott Avenue/Illinois Avenue intersection
and curves north along Armory Drive before heading west over U.S. 101 and landing in the
middle of the parking lot to the north of the commercial parcel located at the intersection of
Edwards Avenue and Cleveland Avenue. This alternative was considered non-viable because
it results in major visual impacts to the private parcel at the northern corner of Armory
Drive/Elliott Avenue, and these impacts were unacceptable to the property owner. Further,
this alternative would not only require acquisition of the private parcel at the intersection of
Illinois Avenue/Elliott Avenue, but also significant impacts to the property at 1919 Illinois
Avenue. The touchdown area on the west side, as well as new right of way to connect to the
public street system, would require substantial right of way acquisition.
Alternative B-1 proposed an alignment with a touchdown area on the east at the intersection
of Illinois and Elliott Avenues with a crossing of U.S. 101 just north of the Cleveland
Avenue/Edwards Avenue intersection and a west approach on the north side of Edwards
Avenue. Alternative B-1 was determined to be non-viable because the alignment would cross
an area now occupied by a new building at the north corner of Cleveland Avenue and
Edwards Avenue, however a revised version of this alternative was deemed viable and is
further discussed in the next section.
Alternative B-2 has a similar eastern touchdown location as B-1 but on the western side the
approach cuts north through the middle of a commercial parcel at 1975 Cleveland Avenue to
land at the same touchdown area as A-1. This alternative was developed when the property
owner of this parcel was interested in incorporating the bridge approach into their
development plans. When this property owner’s plans changed, this alternative was
12
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determined to be non-viable. This alternative would also have the same right of way
acquisition limitations on the west side as Alternative A-1.
Alternative B-6 proposed a straight bridge connecting the southern corner of the Armory
Drive/Elliott Avenue intersection on the east with the northern corner of the Cleveland
Avenue Edwards Avenue intersection on the west. Access to the bridge structure on both
sides would be provided by elevators. Alternative B-6 was eliminated as non-viable because
the location of the west side elevator is now occupied by a new building.
Alternative B-7 directly connects Elliott Avenue to Edwards Avenue with the ramps and
touchdown areas on both sides of U.S. 101 occurring within the City right of way of Elliott
Avenue and Edwards Avenue. On the eastern side, ramping begins on Elliott Avenue just to
the east of the Illinois Avenue intersection. On the western side, ramping begins at the
Raccoon Lane/Edwards Avenue intersection. The Build Alternative is a variation of this
alignment, as well as Alternative B-1, however, this alternative eliminated the possibility of
retaining left turns onto Illinois Avenue from Elliott Avenue. It also prevents left turns onto
Edwards Avenue from the private properties along Edwards Avenue. These limitations
presented safety and functionality concerns and the alternative was eliminated because of
these concerns.
Alternatives B-8A and B-8B cut through the large private parcel at the southern corner of
Armory Drive and Elliott Avenue, and was therefore eliminated for the same reasons as
Alternative B-2.
B. Viable Alternatives
Alternatives 1A and 1B are both considered viable Build Alternatives. Both Build
Alternatives would construct a bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing over U.S. 101 in alignment
with Elliott and Edwards Avenue. Both build alternatives would require additional right of
way. With both build alternatives, Elliott Avenue would be relocated approximately 103 feet
to the north of its current alignment at Armory Drive and 54 feet to the north of where it
intersects Illinois Avenue. Utility relocation may be necessary; this will be determined during
the PA&ED phase of the project. See Attachment A for layouts and typical cross sections of
these Alternatives.
No-Build:
The No-Build Alternative assumes no project improvements would be constructed, and
therefore peds/bikes would continue to use Steele Lane and College Avenue to cross under
U.S. 101 for the foreseeable future. This alternative would not improve ped/bike connectivity
in the SRJC/Coddingtown/SMART station area, would continue to allow challenging
crossing conditions for peds/bikes at the interchange ramps to persist, and would not
encourage a mode shift away from motorized forms of transportation. The No-Build
Alternative provides a basis of comparison, but does not meet the established Purpose and
Need of the project.
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Build Alternatives:
With Alternative B-1 from the 2010 Feasibility Study, a Class I shared-use bikeway would
be constructed over U.S. 101 along the Edwards/Elliott corridor. This alternative scored the
highest of all the alternatives primarily because it is located nearest to the proposed SMART
station and connects to the primary pedestrian zone of the SRJC campus. This alternative is
considered viable because it satisfies the project’s Purpose and Need by providing a
continuous pedestrian/bicycle path across U.S. 101 that improves connectivity, eliminates
vehicle ramp conflicts for pedestrians and bicyclists, and encourages a mode shift away from
motorized travel by providing a safe, convenient, and low-stress pedestrian/bicycle link
across U.S. 101 and between multiple destinations.
As stated above, Alternative B-1 was determined to be non-viable because the alignment
would cross an area now occupied by a new building at the north corner of Cleveland
Avenue and Edwards Avenue. This alternative has been modified and replaced with two new
similar alternatives, Alternatives 1A and 1B, which are detailed below:
Alternative 1A: This alternative proposes a 16-foot, 6-inch-wide (Out-to-Out), 14-foot, 6inch-wide (Clear), Class I shared-use pedestrian/bicycle bridge at the Edwards/Elliott
corridor that spans over U.S. 101. The Class I path includes a 5-foot-wide walking lane and
an 8-foot-wide bike path with possible mode separation in the form of a very gently inclined
angled curb between the walking lane and bike path. For the safety of cyclists, provision for a
1-foot “shy distance” area is proposed along the edge of the bike path adjacent to the railing.
See typical cross section in Attachment A.
On the west side of U.S. 101, the path/overcrossing would follow the northern edge of
Edwards Avenue and touch down next to a loading and driveway entrance for a large retail
store. The bridge would extend east over the Cleveland Avenue frontage road, U.S. 101, and
Armory Drive, and then continue northward along Armory Drive before descending in a
meandering fashion along the Elliott Avenue right of way to connect at the south side of
Elliott Avenue at Illinois Avenue. This entire alignment would provide a Class I path
compliant with current ADA design standards, and would provide standard vertical clearance
over U.S. 101 and the interchange ramps. Per HDM 208.10(2), where the structure crosses
over U.S. 101, a Type 7 railing or equivalent should be used to reduce the risk of objects
being dropped or thrown on the roadway below.
Alternative 1B: This alternative has the same Class I, shared-use, ADA-compliant path
design and follows the same alignment as Alternative 1A with the exception of the eastern
ramp and touch down area. The Alternative 1B alignment avoids potential impacts to
possible heritage trees on the parcel immediately to the south of Elliott Avenue.
Because both alternatives are similar, they require the same right of way acquisitions. Both
Alternative 1A and 1B require acquisition of an entire parcel, approximately 6,550 square
feet at 815 Elliott Avenue and 8,525 square feet of another parcel at 2032 Armory Drive,
both to the north of Elliott Avenue. On the west side, both alternatives require right of way
acquisition of approximately 6,750 square feet of the parcel at 1975 Cleveland Avenue.
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Construction of the proposed viable build alternatives would consist of site preparation
including necessary excavation/grading, construction of bridge columns and spans, and
placement of falsework for the bridge or any prefabricated bridge sections. The project would
likely require dewatering for bridge column foundation work due to existing shallow
groundwater conditions. Standard stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be
implemented during project construction to eliminate water pollution (such as excessive
erosion or sedimentation) during and after construction activities.
The project would require temporary night time closures of U.S. 101 and the interchange
ramps for placement of overhead falsework, or temporary supports, and to install k-rail
concrete barriers necessary to provide the working zones for construction and placement of
the columns and falsework. Equipment staging would likely be located in the SRJC parking
lot along Armory Drive approximately 200 feet south of Elliott Avenue.
It is anticipated that the City would have responsibility for maintenance of this ped/bike
facility across U.S. 101. The estimated capital outlay support cost to support only the
PA&ED phase (engineering, environmental, and right of way studies) for this project is
approximately $750,000 to $1,000,000. The amount estimated for capital outlay support for
the PA&ED phase does not include IQA by Caltrans, which will be funded by Caltrans for
work done within the existing or proposed future state highway system right of way.
C. Nonstandard Design Features
Both Alternative 1A and 1B propose including vertical mode separation in the form of a
gently inclined angled curb (or vertical taper) between the raised pedestrian pathway and the
bike pathway, similar to the Berkeley I-80 overcrossing. The proposed geometrics for
vertical mode separation between the pedestrian and bike pathways for this project are
provided in Attachment A. Vertical mode separation would be discontinued at the landing
areas. The best method of mode separation for this project, including methods without a
vertical separation, will be further explored during the PA&ED phase.
If vertical mode separation is included, the pedestrian pathway will have a similar
configuration as a sidewalk with a curb. Caltrans HDM Index 105.2 states that the minimum
width of a sidewalk with a contiguous curb should be 6 feet, and 5 feet when separated by a
planting strip. Given, however, that the pedestrian pathway is part of a Class I shared-use
bikeway and is not actually a sidewalk, it is considered appropriate for the pedestrian
pathway width to be 5 feet. The 5-foot walking lane proposed for this project meets ADA
requirements.
To provide additional visual edge delineation and improve safety for cyclists, a 4-inch white
stripe 1 foot from the railing only along the bicycle pathway’s outer railing is proposed for
this project (see Attachment A for striping plan).
Design exception fact sheets will be submitted to Caltrans during the PA&ED phase. An
encroachment exception will be secured during the PA&ED phase. Nonstandard design
features outside of the State right of way will be reviewed by the City of Santa Rosa with
reference to the design guidelines developed specifically for this project as part of the project
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feasibility study. See Attachment A for details regarding Nonstandard Design Features,
including the below Mandatory Exceptions.
Mandatory Exceptions:
M1) Bicycle Path Design Speed – HDM Index 1003.1(10)
Per HDM Table 1003.1, for a Bike Path with Mopeds Prohibited, the required minimum
design speed is 20 mph, however this design speed is not achievable throughout the project.
For a 20 mph design speed, the minimum radius of curvature of the traveled way is 90 feet,
however to minimize right of way acquisition requirements, both build alternatives have
multiple curves along the proposed path alignment with radii less than 90 feet. Within the
State right of way, Alternative 1A has three curves with a design speed below the minimum,
at 12 mph, 14 mph, and 19 mph. Similarly, Alternative 1B has one curve within the State
right of way with a design speed of 11 mph. These design exceptions are unavoidable due to
the geometric constraints of the urban context. In a Caltrans PDT meeting on February 24,
2016, Sergio Ruiz agreed to work closely with the City of Santa Rosa and the project team to
make the curves and landing areas as safe as possible – such as by widening the traveled way
at tight curves – to create conditions acceptable to Caltrans.
M2) Bicycle Stopping Sight Distance – HDM Index 1003.1(11)
Based on HDM Section 1003.1(11), the minimum sight stopping distance for a design speed
of 20 mph is 125 feet. The proposed ramps are expected to have a 42-inch high guardrail
along their entire length, and the bridge over the State right of way will have a taller fence.
Because of the curving design of the ramps, which is required to minimize right of way
acquisition, these railings and fences will obstruct user views in various segments of the
traveled way thus reducing sight stopping distance to less than 125 feet. Within the State
right of way, Alternative 1A has three curves with a sight stopping distance below the
minimum at 87 feet, 120 feet, and 73 feet. Similarly, Alternative 1B has one curve within the
State right of way with a sight stopping distance of 67 feet. These design exceptions are
unavoidable due to the geometric constraints of the urban context.
Innovative fencing and railing design could mitigate the impacts of minimized sight stopping
distance. To maximize sight stopping distances, railings should be located as far outside the
traveled way as practicable, and railing designs that lean or curve away from the deck and
allow for maximum visual openness will be considered during PA&ED. Other
accommodations, such as widening the traveled way at curves, will also be considered.
M3) Shoulder Width – HDM Index 302.1
Per HDM Table 302.1, the minimum continuous usable width of a paved shoulder on
highways with six or more lanes, for both left and right shoulders, shall be 10 feet. The
outside northbound shoulder of U.S. 101 in the project areas currently has a reduced shoulder
width (3.5 feet) to accommodate a 6.2-foot-wide concrete barrier, which is supporting an
overhead sign structure. The proposed overcrossing will require that one of its supports be
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located in approximately the same location as the existing sign structure. As a result, the
proposed project will require that there continue to be a reduced shoulder width in the project
area. The placement of the overhead sign, which may include either moving the overhead
sign structure southward as discussed in a Caltrans PDT meeting on January 29, 2015, or
hanging the sign on the overcrossing structure as discussed on February 24, 2016, will be
considered and evaluated in the PA&ED phase.

Alternative

1A, 1B

1A, 1B

1A, 1B

Design Standards Risk Assessment
Design Standard from
Probability of
Justification for Probability
Highway Design
Design Exception
Rating
Manual
Approval
The City of Santa Rosa will work
closely with Caltrans to modify
Index 1003.1(10)
Medium
the curves and landing areas to
create acceptable design speed
conditions.
Despite the geometric constraints,
design accommodations will be
made, such as a wider path at the
Index 1003.1(11)
Medium
curves, or enhanced visual
openness of the railings, to
mitigate minimized sight
stopping distance.
The U.S. 101 shoulder is
currently 3.5 feet. The proposed
Table 302.1
High
project will require that this
design exception be maintained.

8. RIGHT OF WAY
Both Build Alternatives 1A and 1B will construct improvements within existing State right
of way, the City of Santa Rosa right of way, as well as requiring private right of way
acquisition. On the west side of U.S. 101, both build alternatives will require the
reconfiguration of Edwards Avenue to reduce traffic lane widths from 12 feet to 11 feet,
relocation of a bus stop, and the elimination of approximately 19 parallel curbside parking
spaces to accommodate the approach ramping for the project and new Class II bike lanes
along both sides of Edwards Avenue. On the west side of U.S. 101 both build alternatives
will also require acquisition of approximately 6,750 square feet of private property to
accommodate the approach ramping structure. The City has coordinated closely with the
developer of this parcel to limit impacts. Primary impacts on planned uses by the proposed
project would be reconfiguration of subsurface utilities, and conversion of a bio swale to a
subsurface water retention system; no impacts are expected to the parking lot layout or
pedestrian circulation patterns, and only minimal visual impacts affecting visibility of
commercial signage are anticipated.
On the east side of U.S. 101 both build alternatives will require the reconfiguration of Elliott
Avenue to accommodate the approach ramping for the project, and new Class I pathway
along the south side of Elliott Avenue. For both build alternatives, right of way acquisition is
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required to accommodate the reconfiguration of Elliott Avenue’s street and sidewalks, as
well as the private parking lots. Both alternatives will alter the alignment of Elliott Avenue so
that it is shifted approximately 103 feet north at the intersection with Armory Drive. This
realignment will require reconfiguration of the parking lots both to the north of Elliott
Avenue and south of Elliott Avenue. For Alternative 1A, the ramping structure is located
entirely within the existing City right of way, but is very close to existing trees that are
expected to be considered protected heritage trees. Alternative 1B avoids potential impacts
on trees, but locates part of the permanent ramp structure outside of existing City right of
way.
The City will lead all right of way activities and will continue to work actively with the
affected property owners on both the east and west sides of U.S. 101 as part of the right of
way phase and public outreach process. Right of Way Data Sheets will be prepared during
the PA&ED phase. A Right of Way Conceptual Cost Estimate Component scoping tool sheet
is included as Attachment E.
A. Utilities
Within State right of way, there is an existing utility corridor crossing U.S. 101 along an
extension of the Elliott Avenue axis consisting of an underground water line, sewer line, gas
line (PG&E) and above ground electrical (PG&E)/telecommunication (AT&T) utilities.
Above and below ground utilities also exist along both Edwards and Elliott Avenues. While
carrying utilities on the proposed bridge is an alternative that will be studied during the
PA&ED phase, both build alternatives attempt to avoid relocation of utilities within the State
right of way. However, if the required clearance from the proposed structure to the overhead
PG&E electrical lines cannot be accommodated, relocating the lines in the State right of way
will be necessary. In any case, both build alternatives will require relocation of utilities
outside the State right of way. The existing PG&E electric facilities are distribution-only
lines and, since they are not transmission lines, no additional environmental requirements
will be triggered for the anticipated relocation of the electric lines and poles within the
project scope. Formal utility coordination procedures will begin during the PA&ED phase.
B. Railroad
There are no active rail lines within project limits, therefore railroad involvement or
agreement are not anticipated.
9. STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT
The public meetings held by the City in 2009 and 2010 helped in the selection of a locally
preferred alternative alignment at the Edwards/Elliott corridor. This result is summarized in
the 2010 feasibility study. The City received Measure M and RM2 funding in 2011 and 2012
to begin the PID phase for the proposed project.
The PDT was formed in 2013, and consists of staff from the City of Santa Rosa, Caltrans,
and consultants. During a design focus meeting in January 2015, the PDT discussed and
refined the project Purpose and Need, and it was agreed the PSR-PDS could proceed with the
locally preferred alternative (Class I shared-use bicycle and pedestrian structure along the
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Edwards/Elliott corridor) identified in the 2010 Feasibility Study. At another design focus
meeting in February 2015, the PDT agreed that the alternative should be divided into two
separate alternatives, one that locates a permanent ramping structure inside the City right of
way but may involve impacts on existing trees, and one that avoids potential environmental
impacts on existing trees. Alternatives will continue to be defined based on input from the
community during the PA&ED phase in order to incorporate Context Sensitive Solutions.
10. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION/DOCUMENTATION
The project would likely have minimal impact on the environment, and is anticipated to be
eligible for a Categorical Exclusion (23CFR771.117[c][3], Construction of bicycle and
pedestrian lanes, paths, and facilities) under NEPA. Compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) could be achieved through use of the North Santa Rosa
Station Area Specific Plan (NSRSASP) Environmental Impact Report certified on September
18, 2012; as necessary, additional project-specific environmental analysis will tier from the
NSRSASP EIR. An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration would likely be needed to
supplement the previous environmental analysis. The key environmental issues that would
need to be addressed for this project are air quality and noise, biological resources, cultural
resources, aesthetics/visual resources, water quality and stormwater runoff, and community
impacts. The PA&ED for the project will require the following reports/studies:










Community Impact Assessment
Visual Impact Assessment
Noise Study Report (NSR)
Air Quality Analysis
Cultural Resources Professionally Qualified Staff (PQS) Review
Geotechnical Analysis
Water Quality Assessment
Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessment (ISA)
Natural Environment Study – Minimal Impact (NES-MI)

Additionally, the following may be required pending the findings of the NES-MI, ISA, NSR,
and Cultural Resources PQS Review:







Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) and Historic Properties Survey Report (HPSR)
Extended Phase I (XPI) Presence/Absence Testing for Cultural Resources
Historic Resources Evaluation Report to determine eligibility of historic resources within
the APE
Preliminary Site Investigation
Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR)
Heritage Tree Delineation

The project’s permit needs would be formalized during the PA&ED phase. The project
would be required to comply with the requirements of the Statewide Construction General
Permit (CGP) and the multiple separate storm sewer system (MS4) National Pollutant
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Discharge Elimination (NPDES) Permit which covers the City of Santa Rosa, County of
Sonoma, Sonoma County Water Agency and all of the other cities that drain to the Russian
River. The estimated timeline for obtaining these permits would be 12-18 months and the
cost would be approximately $20,000-25,000 for permit application support, assuming all
necessary biological investigations and consultation was completed as part of the PA&ED
phase.
The project’s mitigation needs would be determined as the impacts and impact areas are
better defined. The project would likely need to mitigate for tree removal in accordance with
City of Santa Rosa policies. Acquisition would be required for the project, potentially
resulting in the relocation/displacement of one residence. If potentially historic resources
may be affected by the project, they would need to be evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in
the National Register and the evaluations documented in a Historical Resources Evaluation
Report (HRER). If the cultural resources investigation results in the discovery of previously
unknown archaeological artifacts, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer
would be required.
11. FUNDING
A. Capital Outlay Project Estimate
The estimated capital outlay project cost for the build alternatives is approximately $11.7 M
to $15.6 M in 2015 dollars, which includes $1.8 M to $3.0 M for roadway items, $8.5 M to
$10.0 M for structures, $95,000 for environmental mitigation, and $1.3 M to $2.5 M for right
of way, which covers a range of aesthetic, maintenance, budget, and functional trade-offs.
The Capital Outlay Project Estimate is included as Attachment B, and the Right of Way
Conceptual Cost Estimate Component is included as Attachment E. Anticipated sources of
funding include federal, state, and local funds.
Capital Outlay Project Estimate Summary (in 2015 dollars)
Range of Estimate
Construction
Right of way
Build
$10.4M to $13.1M $1.3 to $2.5M
Alternatives

STIP Funds
Other Funds (Local, Federal)
Construction Right of way Construction Right of way
TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

The level of detail available to develop these capital outlay project estimates is only accurate
to within the above ranges and is useful for long-range planning purposes only. The capital
outlay project estimates should not be used to program or commit State-programmed capital
outlay funds.
B. Capital Outlay Support Estimate
The estimated capital outlay support cost for the build alternatives needed to support only the
PA&ED phase for this project is approximately $750,000 to $1 M. An additional $300,000 is
estimated for Caltrans IQA during the PA&ED phase.
A cooperative agreement will be executed between Caltrans and the City prior to the start of
the PA&ED phase. Separate future cooperative agreements for the PS&E, Right of Way, and
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Construction phases of the project will be prepared before those phases begin. It is
anticipated that the project will require a new maintenance agreement between Caltrans and
the City for the ped/bike structure through the interchange.
12. SCHEDULE
Project Milestones
PROGRAM PROJECT
BEGIN ENVIRONMENTAL
PA&ED

M015
M020
M200

Scheduled Delivery Date
09/2016
10/2016
03/2018

The anticipated funding year for construction is 2019. This schedule assumes the viable
alternative will not require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) under CEQA or
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under NEPA. If additional compliance or permitting
is required, this has the potential to delay the project up to one year. It is assumed utility
relocations will be required, and that the preferred alternative will generally have the support
of the community based on City planning documents and public outreach.
13. RISKS
There are potential delays to project implementation since the project is currently not fully
funded. Since the PSR-PDS does not provide conceptual approval of alternatives, there is a
risk that non-approvable nonstandard features may be discovered in the next phase of
PA&ED, which could potentially slow the project development process. There are risks
associated with environmental issues for the project as well, including the possibility of
uncovering prehistoric and/or historic cultural materials on the project site during
construction, or identifying significant trees affected by the project, both of which could
delay the project schedule.
A Risk Register has been prepared for this project to assist the project team in identifying,
analyzing, and managing potentially negative impacts on the schedule, cost, scope and
quality of this project. The Risk Register is included as Attachment F.
14. FHWA COORDINATION
This project is considered to be a delegated project in accordance with the current
Stewardship and Oversight Agreement signed between Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and Caltrans on May 28th, 2015.
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15. DISTRICT CONTACTS
Senior Transportation Engineer– Advance
Planning
Caltrans Project Manager
Caltrans HQ Project Delivery
Coordinator
Caltrans Environmental Unit Supervisor
Caltrans Pedestrian and Bicycle Coordinator
City Project Manager
Consultant Project Manager
Consultant Project Engineer

Mimy Hew

(510) 286-5578

Lilian Acorda
Robert F. Effinger

(510) 286-4927
(916) 704-4384

Kathy Boltz
Sergio Ruiz
Chris Catbagan
Steven Grover
Steven Grover

(510) 622-8706
(510) 622-5773
(707) 543-4521
(510) 549-9258
(510) 549-9258

16. PROJECT REVIEWS
This PSR-PDS has been reviewed by the following Caltrans, City of Santa Rosa, and
consultant staff.
District Maintenance:
District Traffic Safety Engineer:
HQ Design Coordinator:
Caltrans Project Manager:
City Project Manager:
Consultant Project Manager:

Kim Le
Phillippe Van
Robert F. Effinger
Lilian Acorda
Chris Catbagan
Steven Grover

Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:
Date:

12/03/2015
12/03/2015
06/02/2016
12/03/2015
04/08/2016
08/16/2016

17. ATTACHMENTS
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Conceptual Geometric Layout Plans and Typical Cross Sections
Capital Outlay Project Estimate
Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR)
Transportation Planning Scoping Information Sheet
Right of Way Conceptual Cost Estimate Component
Risk Register
Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Map
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CAPITAL OUTLAY PROJECT ESTIMATE

Project Study Report – Project Development Support
Capital Outlay Project Estimate
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August 2016

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Santa Rosa/101 Bicycle/Pedestrian Overcrossing
Limits: On U.S. Route 101 between Steele Lane Interchange and College Avenue
Interchange

Proposed Improvement (Scope): Bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing structure across the
U.S. 101 freeway.

Alternate(s): Alternatives 1A and 1B.
SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE*
TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS
TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS
TOTAL ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION ITEMS
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS
TOTAL RIGHT-OF-WAY ITEMS
TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS

$1.8 M to $3.0 M
$8.5 M to $10.0 M
$95,000
$10.4 M to $13.1 M
$1.3 M to $2.5 M
$11.7 M to $15.6 M

I.

ROADWAY ITEMS
Average Cost per Lane Mile
Total Cost

Number of Lane Miles
X

Total Cost
=

Explanation: The project is a pedestrian/bicycle overcrossing structure project,
therefore, the average cost per lane mile calculation does not apply. The following is
a description of the items included within the Roadway Conceptual Cost Estimate.
Contact Steven Grover at (510) 549-9258 if further information is required.







Civil/Roadway Improvements
Drainage (10% of Civil Costs)
Traffic Handling (5% of Civil Costs)
Landscaping (15% of Civil Costs)
Public Art (1% of Civil Costs)
o Subtotal Roadway Costs
25% Contingency
o Total Roadway Costs

$1.100 M
$0.110 M
$0.055 M
$0.165 M
$0.011 M
$1.441 M
$0.360 M
$1.801 M

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS*

II.

$1.8 M to $3.0 M

STRUCTURES ITEMS
Structure
Bridge Name
Total Cost for Structure

Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing
$8.5 M to $10.0 M

Explanation: Structure costs will vary depending on the Alternative selected and the
type of structure selected. The pedestrian/bicycle structure cost is broken out into
three separate segments.





Approach on Retaining Walls (470’L x 16.5W x $250 per SF)
Aerial Approach (455’L x 16.5’W x $350 per SF)
Main Span (170’L x 16.5’W x $800 per SF)
o Subtotal of 3 Segments
25% Contingency
o Total Structure Costs

$1.939 M
$2.628 M
$2.244 M
$6.811 M
$1.703 M
$8.514 M

Contact Steven Grover at (510) 549-9258 if further information is required.
TOTAL STRUCTURE ITEMS*

$8.5 M to $10.0 M

III.

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION
A. Temporary Water Pollution Control

$90,000

B. Nest Monitoring

$5,000

Explanation: The project would likely require dewatering for bridge column
foundation work due to existing shallow groundwater conditions. Standard
stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) would need to be implemented
during project construction to eliminate water pollution (such as excessive erosion or
sedimentation) during and after construction activities. Additionally, there will likely
be a need to monitor nests during construction of the project. Contact Shanna Guiler
at (510) 426-1532 if further information is required.
TOTAL ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION ITEMS*

IV.

$95,000

RIGHT-OF-WAY ITEMS
Escalated Value
A. Acquisition, including excess lands,
damages to remainder(s) and Goodwill

$0.5 M to $1.2 M

B. Utility Relocation (City or Utility Owner share)

$0.8 M to $1.3 M

Anticipated Date of Right-of-Way Certification
(Date to which values are escalated)

May 2019

Explanation: Right of way acquisitions anticipated to support the project goals
include a partial acquisition of a commercial property along Edwards Avenue (narrow
strip of land adjacent to the sidewalk) on the west side of U.S. 101. On the east side
of the freeway, it is anticipated that three properties will require acquisition. This will
include a full acquisition of a residential property on the north side of Elliott Avenue.
Partial acquisitions will be required at the northeast and southeast corners of the
Elliott Avenue and Armory Drive intersection.
Utility impacts anticipated include the relocation of joint PG&E/AT&T poles and
their respective overhead lines. In addition, there will likely be a need to relocate
approximately 400 feet of water lines and 400 feet of sewer lines combined from both
sides of the freeway to accommodate the new bridge alignment/foundations. There
will likely be a need to relocate approximately 100 feet of a PG&E natural gas main
line and modifications to three associated gas lateral lines along Elliott Avenue to
accommodate the proposed retaining walls of the east approach to the overcrossing.
Contact Steven Grover at (510) 426-1532 if further information is required.
TOTAL RIGHT-OF-WAY ITEMS*

$1.3 M to $2.5 M

*Cost estimates are presented in Year 2015 dollars and are for long-range planning purposes only.

ATTACHMENT C
PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS REPORT
(PEAR)

PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS REPORT

1. Project Information
District
County
Route
PM
04
SON
101
21.4
Project Title: U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing
Project Manager
Phone #
Chris Catbagan
(707) 543-4521
Project Engineer
Phone #
Steven Grover, Registered Civil Engineer
(510) 549-9258
Environmental Office Chief/Manager
Phone #
Kathryn Boltz, Senior Environmental Planner
(510) 622-8706
PEAR Preparer
Phone #
Shanna Guiler, AICP, LSA Associates, Inc.
(510) 426-1532

EA
EA 04-2G340

2. Project Description

Background
U.S. 101 has been a major transportation asset to the City of Santa Rosa since the
construction of the freeway in the late 1950s. However, because the freeway bisects the
City, U.S. 101 limits east/west travel options, particularly for cyclists and pedestrians in
the area north of College Avenue near the Santa Rosa Junior College (SRJC) and Santa
Rosa High School (SRHS) campuses. No exclusive bicycle/pedestrian crossings of U.S.
101 are located in this area and the two available roadway crossings, one at College
Avenue and one at Steele Lane, present challenges to cyclists and pedestrians because the
crossings are spaced one mile apart, have high traffic volumes, and have multiple
intersections with freeway ramps and major north-south streets.
On the east side of U.S. 101, SRJC is the second largest employer in the City of Santa
Rosa. Because the majority of staff and students arrive by automobile, SRJC generates
high volumes of traffic. Despite the construction in 2007 of a large parking garage on the
SRJC campus, the streets near SRJC continue to experience traffic congestion and
insufficient parking. Recent plans project that this area is expected to draw increasing
numbers of pedestrians and cyclists, and specific infrastructure improvements have been
proposed to accommodate them.
On the west side of U.S. 101 between College Avenue and Steele Lane, various
development trends combine to increase the need for local roadway improvements and
for safe alternatives for east-west bicycle and pedestrian travel across U.S. 101. These
include the addition of between 500 and 1,000 housing units within 1/4-mile of U.S. 101,
an east-west bicycle boulevard at Jennings Avenue, increasing pedestrian-oriented retail
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at the Coddington Mall, a north-south bicycle/pedestrian pathway along the SonomaMarin Area Rail Transit (SMART) line, and a SMART rail station at Guerneville Road.

Purpose and Need
Project Need. The needs of the project are:


Need better bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in the northern half of the City of
Santa Rosa between the residential/commercial areas west of U.S. 101 and the
academic, residential, commercial and recreation areas east of U.S. 101. U.S. 101
creates a barrier between the existing and proposed bikeways on both sides of the
freeway. Steele Lane and College Avenue are approximately one mile apart and
provide the only crossings of U.S. 101 for approximately three miles. This distance
exceeds the comfortable range for pedestrians and many cyclists.



Need to reduce pedestrian/vehicle conflict points. Pedestrians and bicyclists
attempting to travel east-west on Steele Lane or College Avenue across U.S. 101 are
presented with multiple vehicle conflict points and challenging maneuvers. Lowspeed pedestrians and bicyclists crossing at the interchange ramps experience
potential for high-speed conflicts with vehicles.



Need to provide more opportunities for alternative modes of travel in the City of
Santa Rosa. The existing infrastructure is primarily designed to support motorized
vehicular travel, resulting in traffic congestion and parking shortages in the area,
despite the addition of a 1,100 space parking garage on the Santa Rosa Junior College
(SRJC) campus. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities, such as Class I shared-use
bikeways, would allow people to change their mode of travel from motorized vehicles
to other self-propelled modes.



Need to provide connectivity to/from proposed alternative transportation facilities and
residential development. A new SMART rail transit station is planned for the west
side of U.S. 101 at Guerneville Road. This station is projected to serve approximately
600 boarding passengers each day.1 Of those 600, approximately 35 percent (210
passengers)2 are projected to arrive at the station by means other than an automobile.
A number of alternative transportation improvements have been recently completed
or are slated for the project area including:
•

the Jennings Bike Boulevard;

•

the SMART rail station;

•

pedestrian-oriented improvements on Mendocino Avenue;

•

bicycle and pedestrian improvements on the SRJC campus;

1

Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit, 2010. Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit Guerneville Road Rail Station
(SCH #2002112033) Addendum to 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report. Available online at:
http://www2.sonomamarintrain.org/userfiles/file/Addendum%20to%20FEIR%20(Guerneville%20Addendu
m%201206%20FINAL%20COMPLETE.pdf (Accessed July 29, 2015).
2
This percentage is based on the Travel Demand Forecasting Report (Parsons Brinkerhoff Quade and
Douglas, Inc. 2005) prepared for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (SMART, 2005).
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•

a new bicycle and pedestrian at-grade crossing of the SMART railroad tracks at
Jennings Avenue;

•

existing Class II bike lanes on Dutton Avenue; and

•

a multi-use pathway along the proposed SMART rail route.

In addition, the City anticipates an increase in walking and bicycling due to a new
medium/high-density residential development currently under construction on
Jennings Avenue just east of Range Avenue. Recent housing developments in the
project area are reserved for low-income and elderly residents, populations that rely
more heavily on alternative transportation modes.
Project Purpose. The purpose of the project is to do the following:
•

Offer a safer and more enjoyable alternative for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing
U.S. 101 in the vicinity of SRJC compared to existing roadway crossings.

•

Provide a continuous path to improve pedestrian and bicycle east-west connectivity
across U.S. 101 in the northern half of the City of Santa Rosa and connect the
existing and proposed bikeway and pedestrian networks.

•

Provide an alternative travel route for non-motorized travelers (including
pedestrians, bicycles, and persons with disabilities) to increase travel mode flexibility
and encourage a mode shift away from motorized vehicle travel, enabling
pedestrians and bicyclists to take longer trips and better support the needs of lowmobility groups. Specifically, the project would provide more direct connections for
bicyclists and pedestrians crossing U.S. 101 to important destinations east and west of
the freeway including SMART stations, the SRJC campus, Santa Rosa High School,
the Jennings Ave east-west Bicycle Boulevard, Coddingtown Mall, the SMART
bicycle/pedestrian trail pathway, and housing developments along Range Avenue.

Description of Work
The proposed project would construct a Class I shared-use bikeway over U.S. 101. Two
viable build alternatives, in addition to the No Build Alternative, are considered in this
Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR). The two viable build alternatives
considered in this report would both consist of a 16-foot, 6-inch-wide Class I shared-use
pedestrian/bicycle bridge over U.S. 101 along the Edwards/Elliott corridor between the
existing Steele Lane and College Avenue crossings. Under both build alternatives, Elliott
Avenue would be relocated approximately 103 feet north of its current alignment at
Armory Drive and 54 feet to the north where it intersects Illinois Avenue. The proposed
overcrossing would be ADA-compliant.
Viable build alternatives would consist of site preparation including necessary
excavation/grading, construction of columns and spans, and placement of falsework for
the overcrossing or any prefabricated overcrossing sections. The project would likely
require dewatering for column foundation work due to existing shallow groundwater
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conditions.3 Standard stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be
implemented during project construction to eliminate water pollution (such as excessive
erosion or sedimentation) during and after construction activities.
The project would require temporary night-time closures of U.S. 101 and adjacent
frontage roads for placement of the prefabricated overcrossing structure. The location of
equipment and overcrossing structure staging would likely be the SRJC parking lot
located along Armory Drive approximately 200 feet south of Elliott Avenue.
It is anticipated that the City would have responsibility for maintenance of the bike/ped
facility across U.S. 101. The estimated capital outlay support cost to support only the
PA&ED phase (engineering, environmental and right of way studies) for this project is
approximately $750,000 to $1,000,000.

Alternatives
Alternatives will continue to be defined based on input from the community during the
Project Approval and Environmental Documentation (PA&ED) phase in order to
incorporate Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) that integrate and balance community,
aesthetic, multimodal, and environmental values with transportation safety, maintenance,
and performance goals. Based on the previous 2010 Feasibility Study and Planning
Development Team (PDT) meetings since then, two build alternatives (Alternatives 1A
and 1B) are proposed in addition to a No Build Alternative. The viability and
effectiveness in meeting the Purpose and Need of the project for these alternatives is
discussed below.
The boundary of the project study area is 300 feet north and south of Edwards and Elliott
Avenues, Range Avenue on the west, and Mendocino Avenue on the east. For the
purposes of Caltrans involvement, this report will only focus on the Edwards / Elliott
corridor area as the project study area.
Alternatives Considered but Determined Not Viable
The Santa Rosa Highway 101 Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge Feasibility Study final
report prepared for the City of Santa Rosa in 2010 evaluated a total of eleven build
alternatives at three alternative locations. A discussion of alternatives considered but
determined not viable from the 2010 study is provided in Section 7.A of the PSR/PDS.
Viable Alternatives
Two Build Alternatives, in addition to the No Build Alternative, are being evaluated
during the Project Initiation Document (PID) phase. Both Build Alternatives would
construct a Class I shared-use overcrossing over U.S. 101 in alignment with Elliott and
Edwards Avenue. Both build alternatives would require additional right of way. Under
both build alternatives, Elliott Avenue would be relocated approximately 103 feet north
3

Kleinfelder, 2009. Preliminary Geologic/Geotechnical Feasibility Study, Highway 101 Pedestrian
Overcrossing, Santa Rosa, California. 27 May.
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of its current alignment at Armory Drive and 54 feet to the north where it intersects
Illinois Avenue. Utility relocation may be necessary and will be determined during the
Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase of this project. See
Figures 3 and 4 for layouts and typical sections of these alternatives.
1. No Build Alternative
The No-Build alternative assumes no project improvements would be constructed, no
new pedestrian/bicycle facilities would be provided and Elliott Avenue would remain in
place. Pedestrians and bicyclists would continue to use Steele Lane and College Avenue
to cross U.S. 101 for the foreseeable future. This alternative would not improve
pedestrian/bicycle connectivity in the SRJC/Coddingtown/SMART station area, would
continue to allow challenging crossing conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists at the
interchange ramps to persist, and would not encourage a mode shift away from motorized
forms of transportation. The No Build Alternative provides a basis of comparison, but
does not meet the established Purpose and Need of the project.
2. Build Alternatives
Under Alternative B-1 from the 2010 feasibility study, a Class I shared-use bikeway
would be constructed over U.S. 101 along the Edwards/Elliott corridor. This alternative
scored the highest of all the alternatives primarily because it is located nearest to the
proposed SMART station and connects to the primary pedestrian zone of the SRJC
campus. This alternative is considered viable because it satisfies the project’s Purpose
and Need by providing a continuous pedestrian/bicycle path across U.S. 101 that
improves connectivity, eliminates vehicle ramp conflicts for pedestrians and bicyclists,
and encourages a mode shift away from motorized travel by providing a safe, convenient
and low-stress pedestrian/bicycle link across U.S. 101 and between multiple destinations.
After further study however, Alternative B-1 was determined to be non-viable because
the alignment would cross an area now occupied by a new building at the north corner of
Cleveland Avenue and Edwards Avenue. Alternative B-1 has been modified and replaced
with two new similar alternatives (Alternatives 1A and 1B), which are detailed below.
Because both alternatives are similar, they would require the same right of way
acquisitions. Both Alternative 1A and 1B require acquisition of approximately of
approximately 6,550 square feet of one parcel and 8,525 square feet of another parcel
both to the north of Elliott Avenue. On the west side, both alternatives require right of
way acquisition of approximately 6,750 square feet. Right of way acquisition for the
Build Alternatives is described further below and shown in Figure 5.
Build Alternative 1A
Build Alternative 1A would construct a 16-foot, 6-inch-wide Class I shared-use
pedestrian/bicycle bridge spanning U.S. 101 at the Edwards/Elliott corridor. The Class I
path would include a 5-foot wide walking lane and an 8-foot wide bike path with possible
mode separation in the form of a very gently inclined angled curb between the walking
lane and bike path. For the safety of cyclists, provision for a 1-foot “shy distance” area is
proposed along the edge of the bike path adjacent to the railing. On the west side of U.S.
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101, the overcrossing would follow the northern edge of Edwards Avenue and touch
down next to a loading and driveway entrance for a large retail store. The overcrossing
would extend east over the Cleveland Avenue frontage road, U.S. 101, and Armory Drive
frontage road, and then continue northward along Armory Drive before descending to the
Elliott Avenue right-of-way and connecting to the south side of Elliott Avenue at Illinois
Avenue. This entire alignment would provide a Class I shared-use bikeway compliant
with ADA design standards, and would provide standard vertical clearance over U.S. 101
and the interchange ramps.
Build Alternative 1B
Build Alternative 1B would have the same Class I, shared-use, ADA-compliant path
design and would follow almost the same alignment as Alternative 1A with the exception
of the eastern ramp and touch down area. The Alternative 1B alignment would avoid
potential impacts to possible heritage trees on the parcel immediately to the south of
Elliott Avenue by shifting the eastern ramp and touch down area further north. Compared
to Alternative 1A, the overcrossing would veer slightly southeast and extend over the
Cleveland Avenue frontage road and U.S. 101 along a straight alignment.

Right of Way
Both Build Alternatives 1A and 1B would construct improvements within existing State
right of way, the City of Santa Rosa right of way, as well as requiring private right of way
acquisition.
On the west side of U.S. 101, both build alternatives would require the reconfiguration of
Edwards Avenue to reduce traffic lane widths from 12 feet to 11 feet, relocation of a bus
stop, and the elimination of approximately 19 parallel curbside parking spaces to
accommodate the approach ramp for the overcrossing and new Class 2 bike lanes along
both sides of Edwards Avenue. On the west side of U.S. 101 both build alternatives
would also require acquisition of approximately 6,750 square feet of private property to
accommodate the approach ramp. The City has coordinated closely with the developer of
this parcel to limit right of way impacts. The proposed project would require
reconfiguration of existing subsurface utilities, and conversion of an existing bioswale to
a subsurface water retention system. No impacts to the existing parking lot layout or
pedestrian circulation patterns, and only minimal visual impacts affecting visibility of
commercial signage are anticipated.
On the east side of U.S. 101, both build alternatives would require the reconfiguration of
Elliott Avenue to accommodate the approach ramp for the overcrossing, and new Class 2
bike lanes along both sides of Elliott Avenue. For both build alternatives, right of way
acquisition would be required to accommodate the reconfiguration of Elliott Avenue
(including street and sidewalks) and private parking lots along Elliott Avenue (see Figure
5):


Approximately 1,340 square feet of right of way would be acquired west of the
SJRC Graphics Services building at the south corner of Elliott Avenue and
Armory Drive;
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Approximately 8,525 square feet of right of way would be acquired from the
SRJC Police Station property on the north corner of Elliott Avenue and Armory
Drive; and
Approximately 6,550 square feet of right of way would be acquired from a private
property owner at the 815 Elliott Avenue.

The right of way acquisition at 815 Elliott Avenue would encompass the entire parcel and
would require the demolition of the existing single-family residence.
The realignment of Elliot Avenue would require reconfiguration of the parking lots both
to the north of Elliott Avenue and south of Elliott Avenue. The parking area along
Armory Drive, west of the SRJC Public Relations building would not be affected;
however, the visual character and vertical clearance of these parking spaces would be
altered due to the presence of the overcrossing structure overhead. The parking area north
of the Public Relations Building along Elliott Avenue would be completely reconfigured,
resulting in a gain of eight parking spaces. The parking area west of the SRJC Graphics
Services building would be reconfigured and the entrance moved from the west to the
east end; however, the total number of spaces would remain the same. Parking on the
south side of the Pedroncelli Center would be reconfigured and angled parking would be
provided along the realigned Elliott Avenue; the total number of parking spaces would be
unchanged.
For Build Alternative 1A, the proposed overcrossing ramp would be located entirely
within existing City right of way, but would be very close to existing trees that are
expected to be considered protected heritage trees under the City of Santa Rosa Tree
Ordinance. Build Alternative 1B would avoid potential impacts to these trees, but would
locate part of the overcrossing ramp structure outside of existing City right of way (but
within future City right of way if right of way acquisition is successful).
The City would lead all right of way acquisition activities and will continue to work
actively with the affected property owners on both the east and west sides of U.S. 101, as
part of the right of way phase and public outreach process.

Utilities
Within State right of way, there is an existing utility corridor crossing U.S. 101 along an
extension of the Elliott Avenue axis consisting of an underground water line, sewer line,
and above ground electrical/telecommunication utilities. Above and below ground
utilities also exist along both Edwards and Elliott Avenues. The potential for carrying
utilities on the proposed overcrossing will be studied during the PA&ED phase.
However, both build alternatives attempt to avoid relocation of utilities within the State
right of way. However, if the required clearance from the proposed structure to the
overhead PG&E electrical lines cannot be accommodated, relocating the lines in the State
right of way will be necessary. Both build alternatives would require relocation of
utilities outside the State right of way. Formal utility coordination procedures would be
conducted during the PA&ED phase.
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3. Anticipated Environmental Approval
CEQA
Environmental Determination
Statutory Exemption
Categorical Exemption
Environmental Document
Initial Study or Focused Initial
Study with proposed Negative
Declaration (ND) or Mitigated ND

NEPA

Categorical Exclusion
Routine Environmental Assessment
with proposed Finding of No
Significant Impact

Complex Environmental
Assessment with proposed Finding
of No Significant Impact
Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Impact Statement
CEQA Lead Agency (if determined):
California Department of
Transportation
Estimated length of time (months) to obtain
18
environmental approval:
Estimated person hours to complete identified tasks:

1,000

4. Special Environmental Considerations
The proposed project is located in a highly urbanized area and is not expected to require
unusual, exceptional, or extended environmental processes. Vegetation in the project area
is limited to ornamental plantings including both native and non-native tree species
and/or ruderal vegetation. No special-status species are expected to occur due to the
urban setting and the Build Alternatives would not affect wetlands or other waters
potentially subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control
Board, and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife jurisdiction. Therefore,
complex processes such as certification under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(CWA), Lake and Stream Alteration Agreement, or consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act would not be required.
5. Anticipated Environmental Commitments
The anticipated environmental commitments for each resource area are described below:
Land Use: The Build Alternatives would not require a General Plan Amendment and
would be consistent with existing and future land uses in the project area. By improving
multi-modal transportation in the area, the Build Alternatives would promote community
integrity and increase pedestrian/bicycle access across U.S. 101. Both of the Build
Alternatives would require right of way acquisition to accommodate the proposed shareduse path and relocation of Elliott Avenue, including demolition of one single-family
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residence and displacement of the existing homeowner. Impacts associated with right of
way acquisition will be discussed as part of the Community Impact Assessment (see
below). Land use compatibility will be addressed in the environmental documents to be
prepared during the PA&ED phase. No Section 4(f) resources are located in the project
area and the project would not constitute a “use” of any Section 4(f) resources. No
additional studies will be required.
Growth: The proposed project is not anticipated to be growth inducing. No additional
studies will be required.
Farmlands/Timberlands: No farmlands or timberlands are located in the project area.
No additional studies will be required.
Community Impacts: A Community Impact Assessment should be prepared to assess
right-of-way acquisition and parking impacts associated with implementation of the Build
Alternatives. In the long term, the Build Alternatives would promote community integrity
and increase access across U.S. 101.
Estimated time to complete: 2 months
Estimated Cost: $7,500
Visual and Aesthetics: Although the proposed project would be built within the existing
interchange area, noticeable visual changes to the environment would result from
construction of a new pedestrian overcrossing of U.S. 101. A Visual Impact Assessment
(VIA) will be completed for the project. Landscaping is proposed at the touchdown areas
on both sides of the project alignment. In addition, some re-landscaping may be required
along the ramp on the western side of the project alignment.
Estimated time to complete: 3 months
Estimated Cost: $16,000
Cultural Resources: Preparation of an Area of Potential Effects (APE) Map,
Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) and a Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) will
be required. The HPSR is the cover document for the ASR. In addition, an Historic
Resource Evaluation Report (HRER) would be required to determine the eligibility of
historic resources within the APE that might be affected by the proposed project.
Estimated time to complete: 4 months
Estimated Cost: $25,000
Hydrology and Floodplain: A technical hydrology/storm drain analysis will be required
to determine the effect of the proposed project on existing storm drainage.
Estimated time to complete: 2 months
Estimated Cost: $5,000
Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff: This project would comply with the Caltrans
Statewide National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permit (NPDES No.
CAS000003) and the Construction General Permit (NPDES No. CAS000002). Best
Management Practices (BMPs) would be incorporated into this project to reduce the
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discharge of pollutants during and after construction. Storm water generated from the site
would be drained to the City’s storm sewer system which discharges to the Santa Rosa
River. A Water Quality Assessment Report will be prepared to characterize the project’s
contribution to water quality concerns.
Estimated time to complete: 3 months
Estimated Cost: $5,000
Geology, Soils, Seismic and Topography: A site-specific, detailed foundation
investigation and report will be required.
Estimated time to complete: 4 months
Estimated Cost: $50,000
Paleontology: A Paleontological Identification Report (PIR) shall be prepared.
Estimated time to complete: 3 months (assumes no Paleontological Evaluation Report
[PER])
Estimated Cost: $6,000 (assumes no PER)
Hazardous Waste/Materials: An Initial Site Assessment will be prepared for the
proposed project. If potential soil contamination is identified a Preliminary Site
Investigation (PSI) may be required prior to the start of construction.
Estimated time to complete: 3 months
Estimated Cost: $7,900
Air Quality: An air quality analysis will be prepared to determine the project’s
compliance with the Regional Transportation Plan and to address ozone, CO, PM10 and
PM2.5, and construction impacts. As part of the conformity process, the air quality
analysis will demonstrate that the project would not cause or contribute to any new
localized CO or PM10 violations or increase the frequency or severity of any existing CO
or PM10 violations.
Estimated time to complete: 5 months
Estimated Cost: $ 12,000
Noise and Vibration: A Noise Study Report (NSR) will be required to address potential
noise impacts. If within the NSR abatement is determined to be feasible, a Noise
Abatement Decision Report (NADR) would also be required.
Estimated time to complete: 3 months
Estimated NSR Cost: $ 17,000
Estimated NADR Cost: $ 7,000
Energy and Climate Change: Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from project
construction will be analyzed in the environmental documents to be prepared during the
PA&ED phase. No additional studies are required.
Biological Environment: A Natural Environmental Study - MI will be required to
document minimal project effects on biological resources. Vegetation trimming or
removal could result in impacts to nesting birds protected under the Federal Migratory
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Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code. If vegetation removal is
scheduled between February 1 and August 31, a qualified biologist will conduct a nest
survey of the area where vegetation is to be removed no more than 3 days prior to the
scheduled removal. If an active nest is found, a suitable buffer will be established around
the nest site and a qualified biologist will monitor the nest at periodic intervals until the
young have fledged or it has been determined that the nest has failed. Nest monitoring
periods can range from several weeks to months depending on the species. After the
monitoring biologist has determined that the nest site is inactive, clearing of vegetation
and/or other construction activity can commence in the former buffer area. No additional
permits or agency coordination are required.
Estimated time to complete: 4 months
Estimated Cost: $12,000
Cumulative Impacts: Any project related cumulative impacts resulting from the
proposed project, combined with other projects in the vicinity, will be evaluated in the
Initial Study. No additional permits or agency coordination are required.
Context Sensitive Solutions: Development of context sensitive solutions will be
undertaken in conjunction with the PA&ED process. No additional permits or agency
coordination are required.
6. Permits and Approvals
Permits for the project would be defined during the PA&ED phase. The project will
utilize the Caltrans’ National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
during construction. The NPDES permit includes measures that would be implemented
by the project to reduce or avoid runoff that would affect local storm water quality.
Additionally, the project would be required to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) to be covered
under the State NPDES Construction General Permit for discharges of stormwater
associated with construction activity, which would require preparation and adoption of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP).
The project would not result in a discharge of fill into water of the United States or the
State since no such waters are located within or adjacent to the project area. The entire
study area is developed and graded and drains to underground municipal stormwater
drainage piping. No other authorizations from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or the
Regional Water Quality Control Board are required for this project.
7. Level of Effort: Risks and Assumptions
Risk management is the systematic process of identifying and planning for issues that,
were they to occur, could have a positive or negative effect on the project objectives,
including the timeline and/or budget for project implementation. Initial phases of project
development include developing and regularly reviewing a risk management matrix
prepared for the project. This PEAR is designed to provide an evaluation of the level of
technical study and environmental documentation that would be required for the project.
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Assumptions:


Scope of proposed project as defined in current build alternatives.



The community would be generally supportive of the need for the project, but would
like to be actively involved in the environmental/planning process.



No federally listed species or jurisdictional wetlands are expected to be present. No
compensatory mitigation for biological resources would be required.



An ASR would be completed. If excavation extends below fill, an Extended Phase I
(XPI) presence/absence study may be required to identify buried archaeological
resources. If no cultural resources are identified as part of the XPI evaluation, the
Section 106 process would require approximately 6 months to complete.



Phase II cultural resources evaluation testing would not be required.



Hazardous waste impacts can be mitigated through compliance with local, State, and
federal regulations. No other hazardous waste issues will be identified.



A Visual Impact Assessment would be prepared to evaluate potential impacts to
sensitive viewers within the project viewshed.



No permanent air quality impacts would occur.



Noise abatement may be required dependent on the results of the Noise Study Report
(NSR) and potential subsequent Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR).



Preliminary investigation indicates that overall, the project would have minimal
impact on the environment. The project appears eligible for a Categorical Exclusion
(23 CFR 771.117[c][3], Construction of Bicycle and Pedestrian Lanes, Paths, and
Facilities) under NEPA. Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) could be achieved through use of the North Santa Rosa Station Area Specific
Plan (NSRSASP) Environmental Impact Report certified on September 18, 2012; as
necessary, additional project-specific environmental analysis will tier from the
NSRSASP EIR. An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration would likely be
needed to supplement the previous environmental analysis.

Risks:
A risk is an uncertain event or condition that, if it occurs, has a positive or negative
impact on at least one project objective: scope, cost or schedule. The following table
defines the potential impact of a risk on the project objectives.
Evaluation of the Impact of a Risk on Project Objectives
Low
Moderate
Delay < 3 months
Delay of 3 months
Time
Cost
Scope

< 5% Cost Increase
Changes in project limits
or features with <5% cost
increase
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5-10% Cost Increase
Changes in project limits
or features with 5-10%
cost increase

High
Delay greater than 3
months
> 20% Cost Increase
Sponsor does not agree
that scope meets the
purpose and need
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Based on the project’s assumptions, the following risks were identified:


Moderate Probability/Moderate Impact: Due to public interest in the project,
additional time for public involvement and outreach may be needed, which would
delay the project schedule (up to 3 months). This risk could be mitigated by
conducting early and continuous outreach with potentially affected community
members and stakeholders.



Moderate Probability/High Impact: Design plans change to include activities not
currently identified would increase project costs and schedule delay for cultural
resources, traffic, air quality, etc. Low Probability/High Impact: If resources are
identified as a result of XPI testing, Phase II evaluation will be required, resulting in
increased project costs and additional schedule delay (up to 4 months).



Low Probability/High Impact: If cultural resources are determined eligible, a Finding
of Effect (FOE) will be required. If impacts are adverse a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) and Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) would address
mitigation requirements. As a result of multi-agency participation, this portion of the
process can take an additional 6 months or longer. If the State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) disagrees with cultural resources effects findings and requires
extended MOA consultation, then increased project costs and additional schedule
delay (at least 6 months) would occur. Cultural Resources are also protected under
Section 4(f).



Low Probability/High Impact: Significant Native American controversy would
increase costs and delay schedule 6 months or longer.



Low Probability/High Impact: If unforeseen issues of hazardous waste, air quality,
noise or traffic impacts are encountered, then increased project costs, schedule delay
(6 months or longer) would occur.



Low Probability/Low Impact: Potential cumulative impacts from multiple projects
increase the significance of environmental impacts.

It is not known at this time if all potential impacts, particularly impacts to the human
environment, could be mitigated to a less than significant level. If impacts are determined
to be significant even after application of mitigation, the level of environmental
documentation may need to be evaluated. This determination should be made during the
PA&ED phase once technical studies have been completed.
8. PEAR Technical Summaries
8.1 Land Use: Land uses in the immediate vicinity of the project site are highly
urbanized. The project area includes a variety of light industrial uses, academic
campuses, government buildings, a large shopping mall, single family residential
uses, undeveloped/vacant land, apartment block developments, a business park, and
commercial development comprising a wide variety of business types. The land
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uses on the east side of U.S. 101 are predominantly public facilities (e.g., Santa
Rosa Junior College, Santa Rosa High School) and residential uses. The land uses
on the west side of U.S. 101 consist primarily of commercial (e.g., Coddingtown
Mall) and light industrial development and residential uses. The Guerneville
SMART station will be located on Guernville Road west of U.S. 101.
The City of Santa Rose General Plan4 designates land uses on the east side of U.S.
101 as institutional, low and medium density residential, high density residential
and commercial. Land use designations on the west side of U.S. 101 include
commercial, light industry, low and medium density residential, high density
residential, business park, and park.
The proposed project would construct a Class I shared-use bikeway over U.S. 101
in the vicinity of these existing land uses. Implementation of the project would not
require a General Plan Amendment (GPA), and would thus be consistent with
existing and future land uses in the project area. The evaluation of land use
compatibility would be addressed in the environmental documents prepared during
the PA&ED phase. No separate technical report would be required.
The proposed project would require right of way acquisition to accommodate the
proposed overcrossing and the relocation of Elliott Avenue to the north. Right of
way acquisition would comprise partial and full acquisition of several parcels both
west and east of U.S. 101 and would result in the demolition of an existing singlefamily residence and displacement of the homeowner. Impacts associated with right
of way acquisition would be addressed as part of the Community Impact
Assessment, described below.
The City of Santa Rosa has developed a comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian
Master Plan5, to guide city staff and the development community in building a
multi-modal transportation system that is pedestrian and bicycle “friendly” and
encourages residents to use these modes of transportation. The City strives for a
modal shift from driving the single occupancy vehicle to more walking and
bicycling as a “normal part of life.” The proposed project would improve bicycle
and pedestrian access in this area of Santa Rosa and would be consistent with the
most recent Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. On either side of the proposed
overcrossing, both Jennings Avenue and Bear Cub Way are identified as proposed
bicycle routes in the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. In addition, the
Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Board has recommended a pedestrian and bicycle
overcrossing between Steele Lane and College Avenue as the number one priority
4

City of Santa Rosa, 2009. Santa Rosa General Plan 2035. 9 November. Available online at:
http://ci.santarosa.ca.us/departments/cityadmin/adv_planning_policy/general_plan/Pages/General%20Plan%202020%20
-%20Current%20Plan.aspx (Accessed July 15, 2015).
5
City of Santa Rosa, 2010. Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 2010. September. Available
online: http://www.ci.santarosa.ca.us/departments/transit/bicycle_pedestrian/BPmasterplan/Pages/default.aspx (Accessed July 15,
2015).
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in both the pedestrian and bicycle top priority list. The federal government has also
established a goal of increasing non-motorized transportation to at least 15 percent
of all trips and reducing the number of non-motorized travelers killed or injured in
traffic collisions by at least 10 percent. The proposed project is consistent with both
goals. It is not anticipated that the proposed project would conflict with any state,
regional, and/or local plans.
The proposed project is located within the City of Santa Rosa. No Section 4(f)
resources are located in the project area and the project would not constitute a “use”
of any Section 4(f) resources. However, Section 4(f) also applies to cultural
resources. See Section 8.6 below for a discussion of cultural resources in the project
area.
8.2 Growth: The project site is located in an urban setting, adjacent to Santa Rosa
Junior College in central Santa Rosa. Future growth in the area is constrained and
the project would not add vehicle capacity that would indirectly spur employment
or residential growth in the area. The proposed pedestrian/bicycle overcrossing
would provide improved access and accommodate pedestrian/bicycle traffic
between areas east and west of U.S. 101. The proposed overcrossing would serve
existing and future growth within the City of Santa Rosa and at SRJC and would
not result in direct or indirect growth impacts. The project would not result in the
conversion of adjacent land uses or provide access to areas previously inaccessible
or improve access in ways that would foster local development beyond that which is
already planned. No additional studies are required.
8.3 Farmlands/Timberlands: The project site is not used or designated as farmlands.
According to the Sonoma County Important Farmland Map, 6 the majority of land in
the City of Santa Rosa, including the project site, is designated as Urban and BuiltUp Land. Furthermore, the project site and surrounding area is not used or classified
as “Timberlands” per Public Resources Code §4526. Therefore, the project would
not result in the conversion of farmlands/timberlands or other impacts to
agricultural or forest lands. No additional studies are required.
8.4 Community Impacts: Implementation of the proposed project would require the
acquisition of right-of-way and would affect the parking lots for businesses west of
U.S. 101 and parcels along Elliott Avenue and Armory Drive on the east side of
U.S. 101. The project has the potential to relocate utilities within the project area.
According to the U.S. Census, the project site is located in Sonoma County Census
Tracts 1521 and 1530.01. In Census Tract 1521, 23 percent of the population
consists of minority individuals and in Census Tract 1530.01, 19 percent of the
population consists of minority individuals, compared with 23 percent in the City of

6

California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, 2010. Sonoma County
Important Farmland 2008. September. Available online at:
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2008/son08.pdf (Accessed July 15, 2015).
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Santa Rosa and 20 percent in Sonoma County overall.7 Additionally, 4.9 percent of
families in Census Tract 1521 and 17.7 percent of families in Census Tract 1530.01
live in poverty compared with 7.4 percent in the City of Santa Rosa and 9.2 percent
in Sonoma County overall. Although project construction would be temporary, it
would take place over a period of months, could be disruptive to the local area, and
could result in negative economic impacts as a result of lost business and/or
increased travel times. The proposed project could impact minority and low-income
populations with regards to temporary noise, dust, traffic congestion/detours
impacts and changes to community character and visual quality due to installation
of the overcrossing over U.S. 101 and construction activities. However, since all
highway users (not just minority and low-income populations) would be subjected
to traffic congestion and detours during construction and all neighboring uses would
experience temporary noise and dust impacts during construction, these impacts
would be comparable for all affected populations in proximity to the project and
would not be appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude in a particular area or
for a particular group. The project is not expected to cause disproportionately high
and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations; however the potential
effects on minority or low-income populations will be looked at more closely in the
Community Impact Assessment (CIA) to be prepared during PA&ED. In the long
term, the proposed project would promote community integrity and increase access
across U.S. 101 for bicyclists and pedestrians, including minority and low-income
communities.
As described above, both of the build alternatives would require right of way
acquisition along the project alignment (see Figure 5 Right of Way Acquisition).
Right of way acquisition would consist of a sliver of land adjacent to the existing
Edwards Avenue right of way, totaling approximately 6,750 square feet; a portion
of the parking area (approximately 1,340 square feet) adjacent to the SJRC Public
Relations building at the south corner of Elliott Avenue and Armory Drive; and a
portion of the parking area (approximately 8,525 square feet) south of the
Pedroncelli Center building at the north corner of Elliott Avenue and Armory Drive.
In addition, right of way acquisition would include a private parcel at 815 Elliott
Avenue. Acquisition of this parcel would result in demolition of the existing single
family residence and require relocation of the homeowner.
State and federal constitutions recognize the need for public agencies to purchase
private property for public use, and provide appropriate safeguards to accomplish
this purpose. State and federal contributions and the federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act, as amended, authorize the
purchase of private property for public use and assure full protection for the rights
of each citizen.

7

U.S. Census Bureau. 2009-2013 5-Year American Community Survey. Available online at:
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_13_5YR_B02001&
prodType=table (Accessed July 15, 2015).
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Existing utilities are located within the project area. These utilities may need to be
relocated or may be impacted due to construction of the proposed project.
Discharge from the project would enter the City’s storm drain system, thus
requiring applicable discharge permits and coordination.
A CIA should be prepared to address potential community impacts, including rightof-way acquisitions, land use changes, environmental justice and relocation of the
resident current living at 815 Elliott Avenue. As proposed, the project is not
expected to disproportionately affect low-income or minority populations. The CIA
should also address temporary construction-period impacts on the local community.
The findings of the CIA would be incorporated into the environmental document.
8.5 Visual/Aesthetics: The project study area consists of urban development features,
such as industrial, commercial, residential, and educational buildings, and existing
transportation visual elements, such as roadways, freeway and existing
overcrossings of U.S. 101. U.S. 101 within the project area is not a designated
scenic highway nor is it eligible for future designation.8
The proposed project would construct a Class I shared-use bikeway over U.S. 101.
The City has not yet determined the aesthetic design of the overcrossing, but has
indicated a preference for a signature-style structure that has more visual elements
than a standard box girder or slab structure. Views from nearby residences,
businesses, and educational facilities, and for travelers on area roadways would be
altered by the proposed project. Landscaping/trees both east and west of U.S. 101
would be removed or relocated. As part of the proposed project, landscaping would
be installed at the touchdown areas on both sides of the project alignment in close
coordination with the parcel owners. In addition, some re-landscaping may be
required along the ramp on the western side of the project alignment. Views from
the proposed overcrossing would primarily be of U.S. 101, the surrounding land
uses (e.g., commercial, light industrial, educational) and the residential areas near
the highway. Construction activities would also result in temporary visual effects
(e.g., construction equipment, signage, dust, etc.) within the project area. However,
these effects would be temporary and generally short in duration.
Although the project vicinity is highly urbanized, the project would alter existing
views in the area by introducing a new structure, the proposed overcrossing, into the
viewshed that does not currently exist. The City has committed to an exciting and
inviting overcrossing design that is a point of civic pride for the community. The
City has conducted, and will continue to conduct, community meetings to determine
the final design of the overcrossing. A Questionnaire to Determine Visual Impact
Assessment (VIA) Level was completed to determine the appropriate level of visual
analysis for the proposed project. The resulting score was 17, which concludes
noticeable visual changes to the environment are proposed and an abbreviated
Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) is appropriate. However, because the project
8

State of California, 2015. California Scenic Highway Program website. Available online at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/scenic_hwy.htm (Accessed July 15, 2015).
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would introduce a new pedestrian bridge where none existed before and may be a
significant visual impact, a full VIA should be prepared. The VIA would be
completed during the PA&ED phase.
8.6 Cultural Resources: The project site is located in an area considered by Caltrans
District 4 geoarchaeological study as sensitive for subsurface archaeological
cultural resources due to the presence of Holocene (11,800 B.P. to present) age
alluvial sediments. A cultural resources screening was conducted for the project site
in May 2015. The screening included a records search, interested parties
consultation, and two windshield surveys of the study area. Two architectural
resources that may be 50 years old or older were identified in the study area: (1) a
former Arby’s restaurant at 2034 Cleveland Avenue on the west side of Interstate
101, and (2) a mid-century house at 815 Elliott Avenue on the east side of Interstate
101. No additional historic/prehistoric resources were identified in the project area.
This PEAR cultural resources section addresses requirements of Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, as administered through the 2014 First
Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration,
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State Historic
Preservation Officer, and California Department of Transportation Regarding
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it
Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California
(Caltrans PA).
One previously recorded prehistoric archaeological cultural resource—P-49000134—was identified approximately 1,000 feet southeast of the study area. P-49000134 consists of “black greasy soil, charcoal, 5 arrowheads, one spear head,
crude mortar, pestle.” In addition, the following built environment cultural
resources were identified in the vicinity of the study area: (1) The Ridgway Historic
District, a locally listed Preservation District consisting of early 20th-century
houses situated approximately 600 feet south of the study area, and (2) the Santa
Rosa National Guard Armory, situated directly east of the study area.
An Area of Potential Effects (APE) Map, Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR),
and Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) must be prepared for the project. The
HPSR is the cover document for the ASR.
If the ASR identifies high archaeological sensitivity in the APE, an Extended Phase
I (XPI) archaeological presence/absence study may be required by Caltrans. If the
XPI study identifies an archaeological cultural resource in the APE, a Phase II
evaluation study may be required. If the Phase II evaluation identifies a National
Register-eligible resource, a Phase III data recovery study may be required.
If the Arby’s restaurant building, the house at 815 Elliott Avenue, or the Santa Rosa
National Guard Armory are included in an Architectural APE, they would need to
be evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in the National Register and the evaluations
documented in a Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER). The Ridgway
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Historic District appears to be too far from the study area to be affected by the
project. If, however, the final design is such that the district would be affected, the
district would need to be evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in the National
Register and the evaluation documented in the HRER.
If a National Register-eligible cultural resource is identified in the APE, a Findings
of Effect (FOE) may be required to identify any adverse effects that might occur. If
adverse effects are identified, preparation of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
may be required to document agency agreement regarding the approach that would
be taken to minimize the adverse effects. Preparation of a Historic Property
Treatment Plan (HPTP) may be required to detail the approach proposed in the
MOA.
Assembly Bill 52 Consultation. State of California Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52),
which went into effect on January 1, 2015, requires that, prior to release of a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact
Report for a project, a lead agency must provide tribes that are traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project the opportunity to
consult with the agency regarding information or concerns they might have
regarding Tribal Cultural Resources that could potentially be affected by the
project. If Caltrans is the Lead Agency for the California Environmental Quality
Act, then Caltrans will be responsible for complying with these requirements. AB
52 consultation may be completed in tandem with consultation requirements under
the Caltrans PA.
8.7 Hydrology and Floodplain: The project site is located within the Santa Rosa Plain
groundwater subbasin, which contains numerous complex and discontinuous waterbearing formations. These conditions result in a number of partially separated
groundwater bodies of differing characteristics.9 Geotechnical investigations
conducted in the project area10 encountered groundwater between 5 and 11 feet
below ground surface. Recorded measurements of California Department of Water
Resources monitoring wells within the Santa Rosa plain indicate fluctuating
groundwater levels between 20 and 50 feet below ground surface. Shallow perched
groundwater (within 5 feet of the surface) should be anticipated within the study
area. A dewatering plan would be required and appropriate permits or waste
discharge requirements would be obtained from the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Site access and staging areas would need to be
included in any water quality analysis.
According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Index (Map Number 06097CIND0A) for Sonoma
County, the project site is located on Panel 06097C0728E. This panel was not
9

California Department of Water Resources, 1982. Evaluation of Groundwater Resources, Sonoma
County, Volume 2, Santa Rosa Plain, Bulletin 118-4.
10
Kleinfelder, 2009. Preliminary Geologic/Geotechnical Feasibility Study, Highway 101 Pedestrian
Overcrossing, Santa Rosa, California. 27 May.
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printed, as no special flood hazard areas were identified in its coverage area. The
project site is outside of a tsunami inundation area and is not located in an area
prone to mudslides or seiche; therefore, no further review of these hazards will be
required.
The project site primarily consists of developed urban areas, including existing
roadway features, commercial and educational development, as well as some
undeveloped grassland areas. The project site is essentially flat but has been graded
to maintain positive flow to infrastructure drainage facilities. Runoff flows to the
City’s storm drainage system through existing ditches and sub-surface drain pipes,
discharging to the Santa Rosa River. The project’s effect from implementing the
build alternatives on local drainage should be evaluated. A technical
hydrologic/storm drainage analysis would be conducted by the project engineer to
estimate additional runoff, and to define a strategy/design concept for
accommodating additional stormwater.
8.8 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff: The project would need to be evaluated
for potential water quality impacts associated with construction and operation of the
proposed overcrossing during the PA&ED phase.
According to the Stormwater Data Report prepared for the proposed project, the
total disturbed soil area (DSA) for both of the build alternatives is estimated to be
1.27 acres. The total post-construction net impervious area for both of the build
alternatives is estimated to decrease by 0.02 acre.
The design and construction of the proposed project must adhere to the
requirements set forth in the Construction General Permit (CGP), which was
adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in 2009, the
Caltrans Statewide National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit, the Caltrans Storm Water Management Plan, the Caltrans Project Planning
and Design Guide, the Construction Site Best Management Practices (BMPs)
Manual, and the Caltrans Standard Specifications. A NPDES permit was issued by
the RWQCB – North Coast Region in 2016 to the City of Santa Rosa, the County of
Sonoma, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and all of the other cities that
discharge into the Russian River, who jointly operate the area’s Municipal Separate
Storm Water Sewer System (MS4). The project would have to comply with the
City’s MS4 permit.
The project is located in the Santa Rosa Hydrologic Sub-area, which is within the
Middle Russian River Hydrologic Area of the Russian River Hydrologic Unit. The
storm drainage from the project area travels through the City storm drain pipe
system before flowing through an outfall into Steele Creek west of the project site.
Steele Creek then flows to Piner Creek, which eventually ties into Santa Rosa
Creek. Santa Rosa Creek flows to Laguna de Santa Rosa, and then into the Russian
River.
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Santa Rosa Creek is listed on the North Coast RWQCB’s 303(d) list for several
pollutants, all of which have required Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).
Identified pollutants include: indicator bacteria, sedimentation/siltation, and water
temperature. Potential impacts include erosion and sedimentation, and accidental
spills of hazardous materials and other pollutants. Design plans need to ensure no
direct discharge of pollutants into any water body. The construction contractor has
the responsibility to implement all measures necessary to eliminate potential
impacts (as stated in Caltrans’ Standard Specification 7-1.01G).
On the west side of U.S. 101, an existing treatment BMP, in the form of a bioswale, would be temporarily and potentially permanently impacted by project
construction. This BMP would be replaced to meet existing treatment needs as well
as treatment needs associated with the proposed project. Proposed improvements
would result in a net decrease in permanent impervious area of 0.02 acre. The
project will incorporate permanent BMPs to keep the post-construction flow equal
to or less than the pre-construction flow. The design and calculations related to the
BMPs measures and mitigation methods will be produced in the PA/ED phase of
the project. The project is expected to conform to the existing drainage system.
The Office of Water Quality shall be consulted throughout the planning and design
phases, rather than only immediately prior to construction, to identify temporary
and permanent BMPs necessary to minimize or prevent impacts to existing water
quality due to the proposed project. These BMPs fall into four categories, i.e., (I)
Permanent Design Pollution Prevention BMPs, (II) Temporary Construction Site
BMPs, (III) Permanent Treatment BMPs, and (IV), if needed, maintenance BMPs.
Design Pollution Prevention BMPs are permanent measures to improve storm water
quality by reducing erosion, to stabilize disturbed soil areas, and to maximize
vegetated surfaces. Erosion control measures will be provided on all disturbed
areas. Temporary Construction Site BMPs will be applied during construction
activities to control sedimentation, erosion and the discharge or other pollutants
throughout construction.
Because the proposed project would disturb more than one acre of soil, the
following would be required:
1. A Notice of Intent (NOI) would be submitted to State Water Resource Control
Board and North Coast RWQCB through Storm Water Multiple Application
and Report Tracking System or SMARTS prior to construction commencement.
The engineering features of the project, duration, location of construction,
description of project, estimated number of affected acres, risk level, SWPPP
and contractor’s information will be included and attached as well as other
detail project information.
2. A Notice of Termination (NOT) must be submitted to the North Coast RWQCB
also through SMARTS system upon completion of the construction and
stabilization of the site. A project would be considered complete when the
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criteria for final stabilization in the Construction General Permit are met and
documented.
3. All areas of ground disturbance would be revegetated with plant material suited
to the specific climatic and soil conditions of the project area. These areas
would then be mulched to stabilize the soils for erosion control and minimize
discharges of sediment into stormwater runoff.
4. Graded areas should have a gradient of no greater than 4:1. Areas with final
slopes greater than 4:1 must be approved by the District landscape architect.
A Water Quality Assessment Report would be prepared to characterize the project’s
contribution to water quality concerns. No additional permits, including Section 404
(USACE), Section 401 (RWQCB), and Section 1602 (CDFG) would be required.
8.9 Geology, Soils, Seismic and Topography: The project site is located within the
seismically active North Bay/North Coast region of California and is subject to
seismically induced ground shaking from nearby and distant faults. The site is
underlain by Holocene age fan deposits with moderate susceptibility to liquefaction.
The site is located on an effectively flat plain and the potential for landslide and
slope instability is low. Therefore, no further analysis of landslide hazards will be
required.
A Preliminary Geologic/Geotechnical Feasibility Study11 has been prepared for the
proposed project to provide findings and conclusions regarding the current geologic
conditions in the project area, and to discuss anticipated foundation elements that
may be required given these conditions. The study concludes that due to
compressible, expansive and potentially liquefiable soils extending to depths
exceeding 10 feet and shallow groundwater, the preferred foundation system is
likely to consist of some type of deep foundation, such as driven piles. A detailed,
site-specific geotechnical investigation would be required to provide specific
information on pile capacities and/or alternative foundation designs.
8.10 Paleontology: Based on an examination of geologic maps of the study area, the
project is underlain by Quaternary Alluvium. According to the PSR-PDS, the upper
several feet of this unit is likely disturbed by urban and rural activity associated
with the development of the area. Below this upper disturbed layer are native
sediments composed of silty clay and clay with some discontinuous lenses of
gravel. Fossils have been recovered during excavations for housing developments,
roads and other construction activities in the Santa Rosa area as well as throughout
California within Quaternary Alluvial sediments that are older than 10,000 years
before the present. Although the project is in the early planning stages it is likely
that the project will entail ground disturbance that extends below the upper layers of
sediment that have been disturbed and these deeper layers may have the potential to
11

Ibid.
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contain significant paleontological resources depending on the proposed excavation
techniques as well as the age of the sediments that are encountered.
At a minimum a Paleontological Identification Report (PIR) needs to be prepared. If
there is a potential to encounter paleontological resources, then a Paleontological
Evaluation Report (PER) should be prepared to evaluate the significance of any
potential fossils that might be present as well as to make recommendations to
mitigate impacts to those fossil resources, if needed.
8.11 Hazardous Waste/Materials: A preliminary records search conducted in February
2016 revealed no hazardous waste sites of concern within the project site. The State
Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) Geotracker website12 identifies six
sites within the project area – three Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST)
sites and three Cleanup Program sites – located within 1,000 feet of the project site.
All of these sites are designated “closed.” A closed site indicates that regulatory
requirements for response actions, such as site assessment and remediation, have
either been completed or were not necessary and therefore potential migration of
residual contaminants in groundwater or soil beneath the project corridor (if any)
does not likely pose a risk to human health and the environment. According to the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor website,13
there are no listed hazardous sites within 1,000 feet of the project site. Therefore,
the proposed project is unlikely to encounter contaminated soil as a result.
When the segment of U.S. 101 just north of the project site was evaluated in the
Highway 101 HOV Lane Widening Project: Steele Lane to Windsor River Road
Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report14 no properties were
identified that exhibited obvious signs of hazardous wastes or waste releases. The
potential for aerially deposited lead was noted and soil sampling was recommended.
An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) will be completed during the PA&ED phase. If the
results of previous sampling for aerially deposited lead are not available, this should
be evaluated during the ISA investigation.
8.12

Air Quality: The project is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (Basin). Air
quality in the Bay Area is regulated by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD), which is primarily responsible for ensuring that the federal and state ambient
air quality standards are maintained.

12

State Water Resources Control Board, 2016. Geotracker website. Available online at:
http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/ (Accessed February 17, 2016)
13
Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2007. Envirostor website. Available online at:
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/ (Accessed February 17, 2016)
14
State of California Department of Transportation and Sonoma County Transportation Authority, 2007.
Highway 101 HOV Lane Widening Project: Steele Lane to Windsor River Road Environmental
Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report. October. Available online at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/documents/101sonwide_eafeir/ (Accessed February 29, 2016).
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The proposed project would be a Class I shared-use pedestrian and bicycle path
over U.S. 101 south of the Steele Lane interchange and Class II facilities on
Edwards Avenue to Range Avenue, and on Elliott Avenue to Mendocino Avenue.
The project would allow for safe and unimpeded pedestrian and bicyclist access to
existing facilities on both sides of U.S. 101 by separating pedestrian and bicycle
traffic from the high vehicular volumes at the Steele Lane and College Avenue
interchanges. Since the Project spans Caltrans’ right-of-way, U.S. 101, the project
must be consistent with Caltrans’ project development procedures.
The proposed project may result in short-term construction air quality impacts.
Therefore, the potential short-term air quality impacts shall be assessed in
accordance with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD)
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) regulations for the San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin (Basin).
As the proposed project would not alter U.S. 101 or generate any on-road vehicle
trips, the proposed project improvements are exempt from local and regional
emissions analysis. This project is exempt from the regional conformity analyses
per 40 CFR 93.127. However, it is subject to the project-level conformity
requirement because it involves horizontal alignment change of a roadway. An air
quality technical study will be required.
8.12 Noise and Vibration: The proposed project would construct a Class I shared-use
pedestrian and bicycle path over U.S. 101 south of the Steele Lane interchange and
Class II facilities on Edwards Avenue to Range Avenue, and on Elliott Avenue to
Mendocino Avenue. The proposed project would allow for safe and unimpeded
pedestrian and bicyclist access to existing facilities on both sides of U.S. 101 by
separating pedestrian and bicycle traffic from the high vehicular volumes at the
Steele Lane and College Avenue interchanges. Due to the construction of the
overcrossing, the project will require Elliott Avenue to be relocated approximately
103 feet north of its current alignment at Armory Drive and 54 feet to the north
where it intersects Illinois Avenue. Since the project causes a substantial horizontal
alteration, which occurs when the distance between the noise source and closest
receptor decreases by more than half, it triggers a Type I analysis.
The receptors under Activity Categories B through E within the project area would
possibly approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for Alternatives
1A and 1B (Build Alternatives). However, receptors under Activity Categories B
through E are not likely to experience a substantial noise increase of 12 decibels
(dB) or more over their corresponding existing noise level under Alternatives 1A
and 1B (Build Alternatives). A detailed Noise Study Report (NSR) and, if potential
noise barriers are found to be feasible, a Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR)
consistent with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (Caltrans 2011) will be
required because the proposed project is considered a Type 1 project, as defined in
23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 772. The NSR and the NADR will be
conducted to determine the potential noise impacts and any abatement measures.
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8.13 Energy and Climate Change: The proposed project improvements under the Build
Alternatives may result in short-term construction impacts to climate change. To
address impacts to climate change from the construction of the proposed project, a
climate change analysis consistent with the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District’s (BAAQMD) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) regulations
would be prepared.
As the proposed project would not alter U.S. 101 or generate any on-road vehicle
trips, the proposed project would not result in any long-term greenhouse gas
emissions or climate change impacts.
8.14 Biological Environment: Preliminary investigations included a review of the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 15 for special-status plant and
animal occurrences within the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Santa
Rosa quadrangle and a reconnaissance-level biological survey on August 5, 2015.
The CNDDB and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)16 identify five federally
and/or State-listed species and 18 other special-status species in the project vicinity
(i.e., Santa Rosa quad) (Table A). None of these or other special-status species were
observed during the survey and none are expected to occur due to the urban setting
and lack of suitable habitat.
Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) inquiry17 conducted for the
project area, listed 15 species of migratory birds that could be affected by the
project. Of these 15 species, only the Nuttall's woodpecker and the oak titmouse
would likely occur in the project area. Both these species are associated with oaks
and are known to occupy urban areas in Santa Rosa with an over story of large
oaks.
The proposed project is located in a heavily urbanized area where vegetation is
limited to ornamental plantings or ruderal vegetation. Most of the adjacent lands are
also developed, including the campus of Santa Rosa Junior College. Though coast
live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) and valley oaks (Q. lobata), both native tree species,
are present along streets in the project area, no natural plant communities are
present. Project construction may require tree trimming and/or removal; however,
the extent of tree trimming and/or removal is not known at this time. Two species of
native trees occur in the project area, coast live oak and valley oak. Any tree
trimming and/or removal would need to comply with the City of Santa Rosa Tree
15

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2015. California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB), Commercial Version dated August 6, 2015. Biogeographic Data Branch, California Department
of Fish and Wildlife, Sacramento.
16
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2015. Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur
in or May be Affected by Projects in the Santa Rosa USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles. Sacramento Fish &
Wildlife Office, Sacramento, CA. http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es_species/Lists/es_species_listsform.cfm
17
USFWS, 2016. IPac Trust Resource Report, U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing. 3
March. http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/WGXIN-7KOCZ-CHZLK-765MY-N2FJGM
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Ordinance, which requires a permit for the removal, relocation, or alteration of any
tree, including any heritage, protected or street tree situated in the City.18
No wetlands, drainages, culverts, or other features potentially subject to U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act, Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under the Porter-Cologne Regional Water
Quality Control Act, or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife under the
California Fish and Game Code were observed during the biological reconnaissance
survey. The entire project area is urbanized.
The proposed project could affect native birds protected under the federal Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) potentially
nesting in native and/or ornamental vegetation in the project area. Avoidance
measures will include removing vegetation during the non-nesting season (August
31 to January 31) or conducting preconstruction surveys for nesting birds during the
nesting season (February 1 to August 31). If the survey indicates the presence of
nesting birds, an appropriately sized buffer will be placed around the nest in which
no work would be allowed until the young have successfully fledged or the nest has
otherwise become inactive. A biologist will determine the size of the nest buffer
based on the nesting species and its sensitivity to disturbance. Buffers for most
nesting birds very from 25-50 feet depending on the species. Raptors often require
larger buffers (e.g., up to 500 feet); however, it is unlikely that any raptors would be
nesting in or adjacent to the project area due to the urban setting.
Plants.As noted above, non-native ornamental trees are the dominent vegetation in
the project area and examples include deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara), Chinese
juniper (Juniperus chinensis), hackberry (Celtis sp.), camphor tree (Cinnamomum
camphora), silk oak (Grevillea robusta), sweetgum (Liquidamber styraciflua),
southern magnolia (Magnolia grandiflora), and white mulberry (Morus alba);
native species include coast live oak and valley oak.
Wildlife. Due to the urban setting and lack of suitable habitat, the proposed project
is not likely to affect any federally or State listed species or other special-status
species. A Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impacts) should be prepared to
document this conclusion.
Invasive Pest Plant Species. Executive Order 13112 requires that any federal action
may not cause or promote the spread or introduction of invasive species. The
proposed project will use machinery capable of transporting invasive plant species
on and off the project site. To avoid spreading invasive plant species, all
earthmoving and seeding equipment will be thoroughly washed before entering the
site and prior to leaving. No additional permits or agency coordination is required.

18

City of Santa Rosa, 2015. City of Santa Rosa Municipal Code. December.
http://qcode.us/codes/santarosa/
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Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters. As previously noted, no wetland or water
features potentially subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife are
present on or adjacent to the project site.
A Natural Environmental Study-Minimal Impacts (NES-MI) would be prepared to
assess the potential impacts to biological resources associated with the proposed
project.
8.16 Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative impacts occur as a result of the combined action
of multiple projects. Even when an individual project does not have major impacts,
in combination with other related projects, these cumulative effects may be
considerable. The cumulative study area is largely built-out or planned for future
development projects. The environmental document will include a list of such
potential and approved projects that will be considered in the cumulative analysis.
The proposed project would provide a Class I shared-use bikeway over U.S. 101.
As a result, the long-term project improvements are not expected to contribute to
cumulative effects. The proposed project would not generate new traffic and would
improve pedestrian/bicycle operations in the area. Any project-related cumulative
impacts resulting from the proposed project, combined with other projects in the
vicinity, would be evaluated in the environmental document.
8.15 Context Sensitive Solutions: Caltrans uses Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) as
the approach to plan, design, construct, maintain, and operate its transportation
system. CSS uses innovative and inclusive approaches that integrate and balance
community, aesthetic, historic, and environmental values with transportation safety,
maintenance, and performance goals and is reached through a collaborative
interdisciplinary approach involving all stakeholders. In order to ensure the CSS is
fully integrated into the project development process, careful, imaginative, and
early planning is required along with continuous community involvement.
As proposed, the overcrossing is a Context Sensitive Solution. The City of Santa
Rosa has conducted an extensive public outreach process to develop a project
design that meets the community’s needs and the City’s commitment to provide a
safe and attractive pedestrian and bicycle facility across U.S. 101. During the
subsequent environmental phases of the project, appropriate opportunities for public
involvement will be provided including public review of the draft environmental
document and opportunities for public meetings. The City of Santa Rosa may
provide additional opportunities for public involvement during the environmental
review process.
9. Summary Statement for PSR or PSR-PDS
Based on past experience with similar actions and information provided by reviewers to
date, the Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) anticipates the
environmental document needed for this project is a Categorical Exclusion under NEPA
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and an Initial Study leading to a Mitigated Negative Declaration for CEQA. This
document level has been selected based on the minimal environmental constraints present
in the project study area and the low potential for the project (including all the
alternatives) to cause significant environmental impacts. The project is located in an
urban area, which has largely been developed with industrial, commercial, educational,
and residential uses. Key environmental issues to be addressed include water quality and
stormwater runoff, aesthetics/visual resources, air quality and noise, cultural resources,
biological resources (e.g., nesting birds), and community impacts. Potential constraints
are limited to seasonal work restrictions to avoid potential biological impacts.
Caltrans would serve as the NEPA lead agency under its assumption of responsibility
pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327. Caltrans would also serve as the lead agency under CEQA.
The environmental technical reports and CE/MND would take approximately 18 months
to prepare and process for final certification/approval, including time for substantive
review by environmental division staff with Caltrans. Any changes in scope will require
further project review and reassessment of the level of environmental documentation.
10. Disclaimer
This Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) provides information to
support programming of the proposed project. It is not an environmental determination
document. Preliminary analysis, determinations, and estimates of mitigation costs are
based on the project description provided in the PSR-PDS. The estimates and
conclusions in the PEAR are approximate and are based on cursory analyses of probable
effects. A reevaluation of the PEAR will be needed for changes in project scope or
alternatives, or in environmental laws, regulations, or guidelines.
11. List of Preparers
Cultural Resources specialist
Neal Kaptain
Biologist
Eric Lichtwardt
Community Impacts specialist
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Neal Kaptain
Water Quality specialist
Shanna Guiler, AICP
Hydrology and Floodplain specialist
Shanna Guiler, AICP
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Attachment A: PEAR Environmental Studies Checklist
Rev. 11/08

Environmental Studies for PA&ED Checklist
Not
anticipated

Memo
to file

Report
required

Risk*
L M H

Land Use
Growth
Farmlands/Timberlands
Community Impacts
Community Character and Cohesion
Relocations
Environmental Justice
Utilities/Emergency Services
Visual/Aesthetics
Cultural Resources:
Archaeological Survey Report
Historic Resources Evaluation Report
Historic Property Survey Report
Historic Resource Compliance Report
Section 106 / PRC 5024 & 5024.5
Native American Coordination
Finding of Effect
Data Recovery Plan
Memorandum of Agreement
Other: Section 4f
Hydrology and Floodplain
Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff

L
L
L
M
M
M
M
M
M
L
L
M
M
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L

Geology, Soils, Seismic and
Topography
Paleontology
PER
PMP
Hazardous Waste/Materials:
ISA (Additional)
PSI
Other:
Air Quality

L

Noise and Vibration

M

Energy and Climate Change
Biological Environment
Natural Environment Study
Section 7:
Formal
Informal
No effect
Section 10
USFWS Consultation

L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L
L
L
M

Comments

Prepare CIA
Part of CIA
Part of CIA
Part of CIA
Part of CIA
Abbreviated VIA

Further study required
Further study required
Further study required
Further study required
Further study required
Further study required
Further study required
Water Quality
Assessment Report

PIR

Further study required
Prepare an Air Quality
Analysis
Prepare NSR and
NADR, if needed.

Prepare NES-MI

Environmental Studies for PA&ED Checklist
Not
anticipated

NMFS Consultation
Species of Concern (CNPS, USFS,
BLM, S, F)
Wetlands & Other Waters/Delineation
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis
Invasive Species
Wild & Scenic River Consistency
Coastal Management Plan
HMMP
DFG Consistency Determination
2081
Other:
Cumulative Impacts
Context Sensitive Solutions
Section 4(f) Evaluation
Permits:
401 Certification Coordination
404 Permit Coordination, IP, NWP, or
LOP
1602 Agreement Coordination
Local Coastal Development Permit
Coordination
State Coastal Development Permit
Coordination
NPDES Coordination
US Coast Guard (Section 10)

TRPA
BCDC

Memo
to file

Report
required

Risk*
L M H

L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
L

Comments

ATTACHMENT B - Resources by WBS Code
Project ID:
EA:
Description:

04-2G340

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing

WBS Task Activity Code

Division
Chief

Office
Chief

Senior

Generalist

Biology

Cultural

Haz
Waste

SocioEconomic

Storm
Water

Geo/
Paleo

ECL

Noise/Air Sup Svcs Design

Hydraulics Landscape Planning

Right of
Way

Surveys

Total

Assigned Unit
Project Management
100.10 – Project Management - PA&ED
100.15 – Project Management - PS&E
100.20 – Project Management - Construction
100.25 – Project Management - Right of Way
Total Project Management

-

Perform Preliminary Engineering Studies and Draft Project Report
160.05 – Updated Project Information
160.10 – Engineering Studies
160.15 – Draft Project Report
160.30 – Environmental Study Request
160.40 – NEPA Assignment
Total Perform Prelim Eng Studies & Draft PR
-

4
4
4
4
16

2
2

24
24
24
24
96

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

4

4

2

2

2

2

2

2

8
8
4
24

4
8

2

2

2

2

2

2

40

30

40

40

30

40

Perform Environmental Studies and Prepare Draft Environmental Document - Task Management Activities
165.05 – Env Scoping of Alternatives
4
20
40
4
8
50
165.10 – General Env Studies
165.15 – Biological Studies
4
8
80
4
8
165.20 – Cultural Resource Studies
12
24
100
165.25 – Draft Env Document
4
20
165.30 – NEPA Assignment
Total Perform Env Studies & Prepare DED
32
88
190
80

Prepare and Approve Project Report and Final Environmental Document
180.05 – Final Project Report
180.10 – Final Env Document
180.15 – Completed Env Document
180.20 – NEPA Assignment
Total Prep and Approve PR & FED
Prepare Base Maps and Plan Sheets for PS&E Development
185.05 – Updated Project Information
185.15 – Preliminary Design
Total Prep Base Maps & Plan Sheets
-

-

8
20
40
68

-

16
60

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

22
8
8
10
48

-

64
260
92
192
136
24
768

-

-

-

60
32
48
6
146

-

37
114
48
20
219

-

-

2

-

2

-

-

50

-

-

8

30

8

30

-

-

180

180

Obtain Permits, Licenses, Agreements and Certifications (PLACs) and Route Adoptions during PA&ED Component - Task Management Activities
170.05 – Reqired PLACs
170.10 – PLACs
170.15 – Railroad Agreements
170.20 – Freeway Agreements
170.25 – Agreement for Material Sites
170.30 – Executed Maintenance Agreements
170.40 – Route Adoptions
170.45 – MOU from TERO
170.55 – NEPA Assignment
Obtain PLACS & Rte Adoptions during PA&ED
Circulate Draft Environmental Document and Select Preferred Project Alternative - Task Management Activities
175.05 – DED Circulation
40
20
175.10 – Public Hearing
8
24
16
32
175.15 – Public Comment Responses & Corr
175.20 – Project Preferred Alternative
6
175.25 – NEPA Assignment
64
82
Total Circ DED & Select Preferred Proj Alt

-

28
28
28
28
112

-

4
4

-

-

-

-

4
4

5

5
5

8

5

10

-

-

-

-

-

-

50

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

8

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

8

8
20
96

-

8

-

8

-

-

-
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-

-

-

8

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

8

-

-

-

-

-

Project ID:
EA:
Description:

04-2G340

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing

WBS Task Activity Code

Division
Chief

Office
Chief

Senior

Generalist

Biology

Cultural

Haz
Waste

SocioEconomic

Storm
Water

Geo/
Paleo

ECL

Noise/Air Sup Svcs Design

Hydraulics Landscape Planning

Right of
Way

Surveys

Total

Assigned Unit
Right of Way Property Management and Excess Land
195.40 – Property Management
195.45 – Excess Land
Total RW Property Mgmt and Excess Land
Utility Relocation
200.15 – Approved Utility Relocation Plan
200.20 – Utility Relocation Package
Total Utility Coordination

-

-

-

-

-

8
8
16

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

8
8
16

Obtain Permits, Licenses, Agreements, and Certifications (PLACs) during PS&E Component - Task Management Activities
205.05 – PLACs Determination
205.10 – PLACs
205.15 – Railroad Agreements
205.25 – Agreement for Material Sites
205.30 – Executed Maintenance Agreements
205.45 – MOU from TERO
205.55 – NEPA Delegation
Total Permits & Agreements during PS&E
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Obtain Right of Way Interests for Project Right of Way Certification
225.75 – Right of Way Clearance
Total Obtain RW Interests for Proj RW Cert
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

20
20

-

24
24
4
52

Prepare Draft PS&E
230.05 – Draft Roadway Plans
230.10 – Draft Highway Planting Plans
230.30 – Draft Drainage Plans
230.35 – Draft Specifications
230.60 – Updated Project Info for PS&E Pkg
230.90 – NEPA Assignment
230.99 – Other Draft PS&E Products
Total Prepare Draft PS&E

-

20
20

-

-

-

24
24
4

-

-

52

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Mitigate Environmental Impacts and Clean-up Hazardous Waste - Task Management Actitivities
235.05 – Environmental Mitigation
235.10 – Detailed Site Investigation for HW
235.15 – HW Management Plan
235.20 – HW PS&E
235.25 – HW Clean-up
235.30 – Haz Substances Disclosure Doc
235.35 – Long Term Mitigation Monitoring
235.40 – Updated Env Commitments Record
235.45 – NEPA Assignment
Total Mit Env Impacts & Clean-up HW
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Post Right of Way Certification Work
245.75 – Right of Way Clearance
Total Post RW Clearance Work

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Circulate, Review and Prepare Final District PS&E Package
255.05 – Circ. & Rev. Draft Dist PS&E Package
255.10 – Updated PS&E Package
255.15 – Environmental Reevaluation
255.20 – Final District PS&E Package
255.40 – Resident Engineer's Pending File
255.45 – NEPA Assignment
Total Circ, Rev and Prepare Final Dist PS&E Pkg
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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-
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-
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Project ID:
EA:
Description:

04-2G340

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing

WBS Task Activity Code

Division
Chief

Office
Chief

Senior

Generalist

Biology

Cultural

-

-

-

Haz
Waste

SocioEconomic

Storm
Water

Geo/
Paleo

ECL

Noise/Air Sup Svcs Design

Hydraulics Landscape Planning

Right of
Way

Surveys

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Total

Assigned Unit
Contract Bid Documents "Ready to List"
260.75 - Env Cert at RTL
Total Contract Bid Documents "RTL"

-

Construction Engineering and General Contract Administration
270.15 – Construction Stakes
270.33 – Construction Inspection
270.66 – Technical Support
Total Const Engineering & Gen Contract Admin.
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Administration of Permits, Licenses, Agreements and Certifications (PLACs) and Environmental Stewardship
280.10 – PLAC Compliance
280.40 – PLAC Violations
280.50 – Other Environmental Compliance
280.60 – Other Environmental Violations
280.70 – Updated ECR
280.75 – Environmental Reevaluation
280.80 – Updated PLACs
Total Admin of PLACs and Env Stewardship
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Change Order Administration
285.05 – Change Order Process
285.10 – Functional Support
Total Change Order Administration

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Disputes and Claims
290.40 – Potential Claim Record
Total Disputes and Claims

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Accept Contract/Prepare Final Construction Estimate and Final Report
295.35 – Certificate of Environmental Compliance
295.40 – Long Term Env Mit/Mont after CCA
Total Accept Contract
Total Project Hours

-

50

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

428

376

90

190

50

37

52

2

-

60

-

-

8

38

-

-

-

1,381
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Attachment C: Schedule

2016

Oct

Dec

2017

Apr

Jun

Aug

Oct

Dec

2018

Apr

2018

Perform Environmental Technical Studies and Prepare DED & FED
Cultural Studies
Other Technical
Studies
Caltrans Review & Approval of Studies
CEQA IS/MND
NEPA Categorical Exclusion

10/3/2016 - 2/1/2017
10/3/2016 - 1/3/2017
2/8/2017 - 5/29/2017
5/29/2017 - 2/2/2018
2/5/2018 - 3/30/2018

Attachment D: PEAR Environmental Commitments Cost
Estimate
Standard PSR Only
(Prepare a separate form for each viable alternative described in the Project Study Report)
PART 1 PROJECT INFORMATION
District-County-Route-Post Mile
EA:
04-SON-101-20.2/22.2
04-2G340
Project Description:
U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing
Form completed by (Name/District Office):
Shanna Guiler, AICP/LSA
Project Manager:
Phone Number:
Chris Catbagan
(707) 543-4521

rev. 11/08

Date: May 2, 2016
PART 2 PERMITS AND AGREEMENTS

Fish and Game 1602 Agreement
Coastal Development Permit
State Lands Agreement
Section 401 Water Quality Certification
Section 404 Permit – Nationwide (U.S. Army
Corps)
Section 404 Permit – Individual (U.S. Army
Corps)
Section 10 Navigable Waters Permit (U.S. Army
Corps)
Section 9 Permit (U.S. Coast Guard)
Other: NPDES
Total (enter zeros if no cost)

Permits and Agreements
($$)
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
$1,200
$1,200

PART 3. ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS FOR PERMANENT IMPACTS
To complete the following information:
o Report costs in $1,000s.
o Include all costs to complete the commitment:
 O.K. to break down by phase: Design, ROW, Construction, and/or provide
Sub-Total.
 Capital outlay and staff support. Refer to Estimated Resources by WBS
Code. For example, if you estimated 80 hours for biological monitoring
(WBS 235.35 Long Term Mitigation Monitoring), convert those hours to a
dollar amount for this entry. For current conversion rates from PY to
dollars, see the Project Manager.
 Cost of right of way or easements.
 If compensatory mitigation is anticipated (for wetlands, for example), insert
a range for purchasing credits in a mitigation bank.
 Long-term monitoring and reporting
 Any follow-up maintenance
 Use current costs; the Project Manager will add an appropriate escalation
factor.
 This is an estimating tool, so a range is not only acceptable, but advisable.
Environmental Commitments
Alternatives 1A and 1B
Estimated Cost in $1,000’s
Phases
Design ROW
Constructio
n
0
0
0

0

0

0

165

165

Archaeological
resources

0

0

0

0

Biological
resources

5

0

0

5

Historical resources

0

0

0

0

Scenic resources

0

0

0

0

Wetland/riparian

0

0

0

0

Noise abatement or
mitigation
Special landscaping

Notes
Sub-Total
No noise impacts
anticipated.
Landscaping would
be provided on both
sides of the
alignment.
No impacts to
archaeological
resources
anticipated.
Preconstruction
survey/monitoring
for bird species, if
needed.
No historical
resources impacts
anticipated.
No scenic resource
impacts anticipated.
No wetlands
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Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge
Santa Rosa, Sonoma County, California
SOURCE: Steven Grover & Associates 2016

P:\SGA1301\g\Figure 3_Build Alternative 1A.cdr (5/3/2016)

Build Alternative 1A

TYPICAL\ SECTION

0

200

400
Feet

N

PROFILE\ 1B\ -\ "P"\

FIGURE 4

Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge
Santa Rosa, Sonoma County, California
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ATTACHMENT D
Transportation Planning Scoping Information Sheet

Transportation Planning Scoping Information Sheet
PROJECT INFORMATION
Project ID No/
District
County
Route
Post Miles
Expenditure Authorization No.
04
SON
101
21.4
0413000213/ EA 04-2G340
Project Name and Description: U.S. 101 /Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing

Prepared by:
District Information Sheet
Name: Steven Grover (Steven
Functional
Point of Contact*: TBD
Grover & Associates)
Unit:
* The District Information Sheet Point of Contact is responsible for completing Project Information, PDT Team and
Stakeholder Information, and coordinating the completion of project-related information with the Transportation Planning
Stakeholders. Upon completion, provides the Transportation Planning PDT Representative and Project Manager with a
copy of the Information Sheet.

Project Development Team (PDT) Information
Title
Name
Project Manager
Lilian Acorda
Consultant Project Engineer
Steven Grover (Steven Grover & Associates)
HQ Project Delivery
Larry Moore
Coordinator
Environmental Unit
Kathy Boltz
Supervisor
Traffic Operations
Evelyn Gestuvo
Transportation Planning PDT
Mimy Hew
Representative**
Transportation Planning Stakeholder Information
Title
Name
Regional Planner
Blesilda Gebreyesus
System Planner
Kang Tang
Local DevelopmentPatricia Maurice
Intergovernmental Review
(LD-IGR) Planner
Community Planner
Aprile Smith
Goods Movement Planner
Stephen H Yokoi
Transit Planner
Wingate Lew
Bicycle and Pedestrian
Sergio Ruiz
Coordinator
Park and Ride Coordinator
Wingate Lew
Native American Liaison
Blesilda Gebreyesus
Other Coordinators:
TBD

1

Phone Number
510-286-4927
510-549-9258
916-653-2647
510-622-8706
510-286-4939
510-286-5578

Phone Number
510-286-5575
510-286-5472
510-286-5528

510-286-5518
510-286-5621
510-622-5432
510-622-5773
510-622-5432
510-286-5575

Project Purpose and Need**
Need:
• Need better bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in the northern half of the City of Santa Rosa between the
residential/commercial areas west of U.S. 101 and the academic, residential, commercial, and recreation
areas east of U.S. 101. U.S. 101 creates a barrier between the existing and proposed bikeways on both sides
of the freeway. Steele Lane and College Avenue are approximately one mile apart and provide the only
crossings of U.S. 101 for approximately three miles. This distance exceeds the comfortable range for
pedestrians and many cyclists.

•

Need to reduce pedestrian/vehicle conflict points. Pedestrians and bicyclists attempting to travel east-west
on Steele Lane or College Avenue across U.S. 101 are presented with multiple vehicle conflict points and
challenging maneuvers. Low-speed pedestrians and bicyclists crossing at the interchange ramps experience
potential for high-speed conflicts with vehicles.

•

Need to provide more opportunities for alternative modes of travel in the City of Santa Rosa. The existing
infrastructure is primarily designed to support motorized vehicular travel, resulting in traffic congestion and
parking shortages in the area, despite the addition of a 1,100 space parking garage on the Santa Rosa Junior
College (SRJC) campus. Separated bicycle and pedestrian facilities would allow people to change their mode
of travel from motorized vehicles to other self-propelled modes.

•

Need to provide connectivity to/from proposed alternative transportation facilities and residential
development. A new SMART rail transit station is planned for the west side of U.S. 101 at Guerneville Road.
This station is projected to serve approximately 600 boarding passengers each day.1 Of those 600,
approximately 35 percent (210 passengers)2 are projected to arrive at the station by means other than an
automobile. A number of alternative transportation improvements have been recently completed or are slated
for the project area including:
• the Jennings Bike Boulevard;
• the SMART rail station;
• pedestrian-oriented improvements on Mendocino Avenue;
• bicycle and pedestrian improvements on the SRJC campus;
• a new bicycle and pedestrian at-grade crossing of the SMART railroad tracks at Jennings Avenue;
• existing Class II bike lanes on Dutton Avenue; and
• a multi-use pathway along the proposed SMART rail route.

In addition, the City anticipates an increase in walking and bicycling due to a new medium/high-density
residential development currently under construction on Jennings Avenue just east of Range Avenue. Recent
housing developments in the project area are reserved for low-income and elderly residents, populations that rely
more heavily on alternative transportation modes.

•
•

1

Purpose:
Offer a safer and more enjoyable alternative for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing U.S. 101 in the vicinity
of SRJC compared to existing roadway crossings.
Provide a continuous path to improve pedestrian and bicycle east-west connectivity across U.S. 101 in the
northern half of the City of Santa Rosa and connect the existing and proposed bikeway and pedestrian
networks.

Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit, 2010. Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit Guerneville Road Rail Station (SCH
#2002112033) Addendum to 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report. Available online at:
http://www2.sonomamarintrain.org/userfiles/file/Addendum%20to%20FEIR%20(Guerneville%20Addendum%201206%
20FINAL%20COMPLETE.pdf (Accessed July 29, 2015).
2
This percentage is based on the Travel Demand Forecasting Report (Parsons Brinkerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc. 2005)
prepared for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (SMART, 2005).

•

Provide an alternative travel route for non-motorized travelers (including pedestrians, bicycles, and persons
with disabilities) to increase travel mode flexibility and encourage a mode shift away from motorized vehicle
travel, enabling pedestrians and bicyclists to take longer trips and better support the needs of low-mobility
groups. Specifically, the project would provide more direct connections for bicyclists and pedestrians
crossing U.S. 101 to important destinations east and west of the freeway including SMART stations, the
SRJC campus, Santa Rosa High School, the Jennings Ave. east-west bicycle boulevard, Coddingtown Mall,
the SMART bicycle/pedestrian trail pathway, and housing developments along Range Avenue.

** The Transportation Planning PDT Representative is responsible for providing the PDT with the system-wide and
corridor level deficiencies identified by Transportation Planning. The PDT uses the information provided by
Transportation Planning to develop the purpose and need with contributions from other Caltrans functional units and
external stakeholders at the initiation of the PID and is refined throughout the PID process. As the project moves past
the project initiation stage and more data becomes available, the purpose and need is refined. For additional
information on purpose and need see:

1.

Project Funding:
List all known and potential funding sources and percent splits: (ie. State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP)/State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP)/Transportation
Enhancement (TE)/Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation (EEM)/Safe Routes to School
(SR2S)/etc.).
a
Sonoma County “Measure M” and Metropolitan Transportation Commission “Regional Measure 2”
funds secured to fund PID phase. While there are no known funding sources for the PA&ED phase,
anticipated sources of funding include federal, state, and local funds.
Is this a measure project? If yes, name and describe the measure.
b
Yes. As described above, Sonoma County “Measure M” and Metropolitan Transportation Commission
“Regional Measure 2” funds were secured to fund PID phase.

2.

a

b
c

d

e
f

g

Regional Planning:
Name of and contact information for Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) or Regional
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA).
 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC): Ross McKeown, 510-817-5841,
RMcKeown@mtc.ca.gov
 Sonoma County Transportation Authority: Dana Turrey, 707-565-5373, dturrey@sctainfo.org
Name of and contact information for local jurisdiction (City or County)
City of Santa Rosa - Christopher Catbagan, (707) 543-4521, ccatbagan@srcity.org
Provide the page number and project description as identified in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
and the date of adoption, or provide an explanation if not in RTP.
Not listed in RTP.
Provide nexus between the RTP objectives and the project to establish the basis for the project purpose
and need.
The project offers sustainability enhancements by providing better ped/bike connectivity that is consistent
with the Sustainable Communities Strategy listed in MTC Plan Bay Area (RTP) and California SB 375,
which promotes transportation projects and land development that is walkable and bikable and close to
mass transit, jobs, schools, shopping, parks, recreation, and other amenities.
Is the project located in an area susceptible to sea-level rise?
No
Name of Air Quality Management District (AQMD)
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
If the project is located in a federal non-attainment or attainment-maintenance area is the project:
 Regionally Significant? (per 40 (Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 93.101) No.
 Exempt from conformity? (per 40 CFR 93.126 and 93.128) Yes.
 Exempt from regional analysis? (per 40 CFR 93.127) Yes.
 Not exempt from conformity (must meet all requirements)? No.
3

3.
a
b

c

d
e

f

g

h

i

4.
a

b
c
d
e

f

g
h

Native American Consultation and Coordination:
If project is within or near an Indian Reservation or Rancheria? If so, provide the name of Tribe.
No.
Has/have the Tribal Government(s) been consulted? If no, why not?
Yes.
If the project requires Caltrans to use right-of-way on trust or allotted lands, this information needs to be
included as soon as possible as a key topic in the consultation with the Tribe(s). Has the Tribe been
consulted on this topic? Y___/N__. If no, why not?
The Section 106 consultation done for this project did not request this kind of information. This
information is not normally requested. Because there is no Reservation or Rancheria near the project
area, no Tribe has been consulted.
Has the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) been notified?
No.
Have all applicable Tribal laws, ordinances and regulations [Tribal Employment Rights Ordinances
(TERO), etc.] been reviewed for required contract language and coordination?
N/A
If the Tribe has a TERO, is there a related Memorandum of Understanding between the District and the
Tribe?
N/A
Has the area surrounding the project been checked for prehistoric, archeological, cultural, spiritual, or
ceremonial sites, or areas of potentially high sensitivity? If such areas exist, has the Tribe, Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) or other applicable persons or entities been consulted?
The NAHC has reviewed the Sacred Lands file; no resources were identified.
If a Native American monitor is required for this project, will this cost be reflected in cost estimates?
Monitoring has not been required for this project.
In the event of project redesign, will the changes impact a Native American community as described
above in d, e, or h?
No Native American cultural resources or Sacred Lands were identified adjacent to the APE and it is
unlikely that project redesign will create an additional effect on the local Native American community.
System Planning:
Is the project consistent with the DSMP? Y__/N__. If yes document approval date. If no, explain.
No. System planning is N/A to this project since it is a ped/bike overcrossing over U.S. 101. The
proposed project will place columns outside of the freeway recovery zones and therefore will allow U.S.
101 to continue as an 8-lane facility in the area.
Is the project identified in the TSDP? If yes, document approval date. If no, explain.
N/A
Is the project identified in the TCR/RCR or CSMP? If yes, document approval date. If no, explain. Is
the project consistent with the future route concept? If no, explain.
N/A
Provide the Concept Level of Service (LOS) through project area.
N/A
Provide the Concept Facility – include the number of lanes. Does the Concept Facility include High
Occupancy Vehicle lanes?
N/A
Provide the Ultimate Transportation Corridor (UTC) – include the number of lanes. Does the UTC
include High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes?
N/A
Describe the physical characteristics of the corridor through the project area (i.e. flat, rolling or
mountainous terrain...).
Flat
Is the highway in an urban or rural area? Provide Functional Classification.

i
j
k
l

m

n

5.

Urban
Is facility a freeway, expressway or conventional highway?
N/A
Provide Route Designations: (i.e. Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) High Emphasis or
Focus Route, Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) Route, Scenic Route…).
N/A
Describe the land uses adjacent to project limits (i.e. agricultural, industrial…).
Commercial, institutional, residential
Describe any park and ride facility needs identified in the TCR/CSMP, local plans, and RTP.
N/A
Describe the Forecasted 10 and 20-year Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), Annual Average Daily Traffic
(AADT), and Peak Hour truck data in the TCR. Include the source and year of Forecast, and names and
types of traffic and travel demand analysis tools used.
N/A
Has analysis on Daily Vehicle Hours of Delay (DVHD) from the Highway Congestion Monitoring
Program (HICOMP) been completed and included?
N/A
Local Development – Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR ):

List LD-IGR projects that may directly or indirectly impact the proposed Caltrans project or that the proposed
Caltrans project may impact. (Attach additional project information if needed.)
Project
LD-IGR Project Information
County-Route-Postmile & Distance to
No LD-IGR projects at this time.
a
Development.
b Development name, type, and size.
N/A
Local agency and/or private sponsor, and
N/A
c
contact information.
California Environmental Quality Act
N/A
d
(CEQA) status and Implementation Date.
If project includes federal funding, National
N/A
e
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) status.
All vehicular and non-vehicular unmitigated
impacts and planned mitigation measures
including Transportation Demand
N/A
f
Management (TDM) and Transportation
System Management (TSM) that would
affect Caltrans facilities.
Approved mitigation measures and
g
N/A
implementing party.
Value of constructed mitigation and/or
h
N/A
amount of funds provided.
Encroachment Permit, Transportation Permit, N/A
Traffic Management Plan, or California
i
Transportation Commission (CTC) Access
approvals needed.
Describe relationship to Regional Blueprint, N/A
j
General Plans, or County Congestion
Management Plans.
Inclusion in a Regional Transportation Plan
N/A
k Sustainable Community Strategy or
Alternative Planning Strategy?
5

l
6.

a

b

c

d

e

7.

Regional or local mitigation fee program in
place?

N/A

Community Planning:
INITIAL PID INFORMATION
Has lead agency staff worked with any neighborhood/community groups in the area of the proposed
improvements? If yes, summarize the process and its results including any commitments made to the
community. If no, why not?
Yes. The City of Santa has been actively engaging the community in this project since 2008. Two
community meetings and a series of stakeholder meetings were held in 2009. Input received from the
community informed the project’s priorities and design guidelines, which are outlined in the feasibility
study. The City will continue outreach during the PA&ED phase.
Are any active/completed/proposed Environmental Justice (EJ) or Community-Based Transportation
(CBTP) Planning Grants in the project area? If yes, summarize the project, its location, and whether/how
it may interact with the proposed project.
No.
Describe any community participation plans for this PID including how recommendations will be
incorporated and/or addressed. Has a context sensitive solutions (CSS) approach been applied?
During the Feasibility Study phase, the project included extensive community participation. Contextsensitive alternatives were developed based on community input, and will continue to be refined based on
community input.
FINAL PID INFORMATION
How will the proposed transportation improvements impact the local community? Is the project likely to
create or exacerbate existing environmental or other issues, including public health and safety, air quality,
water quality, noise, environmental justice or social equity? Describe issues, concerns, and
recommendations (from sources including neighborhood/community groups) and what measures will be
taken to reduce existing or potential negative effects.
No, the project will not create or exacerbate any issues. The project is a net positive for the local
community as it will provide a convenient, safe, and low-stress travel route for walking and bicycling
modes of transportation, thereby providing more flexibility in travel modes within the area. By providing
enhancements that encourage active modes of transportation, the project will likely increase public health
and safety, improve air quality, and provide more options for those who are not able to or do not choose
to travel by motorized transit.
Does this highway serve as a main street? If yes, what main street functions and features need to be
protected or preserved?
No.

Freight Planning:
INITIAL PID INFORMATION
Identify all modal and intermodal facilities that may affect or be affected by the project.
a
N/A. The proposed project would not affect or impede the movement of goods within the project area.
FINAL PID INFORMATION
Describe how the design of this project could facilitate or impede Goods Movement and relieve choke
points both locally and statewide through grade separations, lane separations, or other measures (e.g.,
b
special features to accommodate truck traffic and at-grade railroad crossings).
N/A
Describe how the project integrates and interconnects with other modes (rail, maritime, air, etc.). Do
possibilities exist for an intermodal facility or other features to improve long-distance hauling, farm-toc
market transportation and/or accessibility between warehouses, storage facilities, and terminals?
N/A

d

e

f
g
8.
a

b
c

d

e

f
9.

Is the project located in a high priority goods movement area, included in the Goods Movement Action
Plan (GMAP) or on a Global Gateways Development Program (GGDP) route? Y__/N__. If yes,
describe.
N/A
Is the project on a current and/or projected high truck volume route [e.g., Average Annual Daily Truck
Traffic (AADTT) of 5 axle trucks is greater than 3000]? Yes__/N__. If yes, describe how the project
addresses this demand.
N/A
If the project is located near an airport, seaport, or railroad depot, describe how circulation (including
truck parking) needs are addressed.
N/A
Describe any other freight issues.
N/A
Transit (bus, light rail, commuter rail, intercity rail, high speed rail):
INITIAL PID INFORMATION
List all local transit providers that operate within the corridor.
Santa Rosa CityBus has eight routes that serve the project area running along Mendocino Ave., College
Ave., Steele Ln., Range Ave., and Cleveland Ave. Golden Gate Transit has two bus lines running along
Mendocino Ave. Sonoma County Transit has seven bus routes covering the project area, most of which
have transit stops along Mendocino Ave. The future Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) station
will be at Guerneville Road, which is adjacent to the project area.
Have transit agencies been contacted for possible project coordination? If no, why not?
Yes, local and regional transit agencies have been contacted for project coordination, including SMART.
Describe existing transit services and transit features (bus stops, train crossings, and transit lines) within
the corridor.
In addition to the details described in response 8a, there’s a Santa Rosa CityBus (Route 10) bus stop
located at Edwards Ave. and Cleveland Ave. on the west side of U.S. 101 in the project area. The
Northside Transfer Center is located on Range Ave. adjacent to the project area.
Describe transit facility needs identified in short- and long-range transit plans and RTP. Describe how
these future plans affect the corridor.
N/A
FINAL PID INFORMATION
Describe how the proposed project integrates transit and addresses impacts to transit services and transit
facilities.
The proposed project focuses on improvements to encourage pedestrian and bicycle modes of
transportation. These transportation modes integrate well with the existing transit services and facilities.
The proposed bridge alignment also integrates into routes which feed into both the Northside Transfer
Center and the future SMART station at Guerneville Road. The west end of the bridge would connect to
bike lanes on Edwards Avenue, which connect to off street trails along the SMART rail corridor. There
are no anticipated impacts to transit services or facilities.
Have transit alternatives and improvement features been considered in this project? If yes, describe. If
no, why not?
Yes, the future SMART station location is an impetus for the proposed location of the bridge.

Bicycle:
INITIAL PID INFORMATION
Does the facility provide for bicyclist safety and mobility needs? If no, please explain.
a Yes, this project would improve bicyclists’ safety and connectivity needs by providing a grade separated
path that eliminates conflict points and interchange ramps.
Are any improvements for bicyclist safety and mobility proposed for this facility by any local agencies or
b
included in bicycle master plans? If yes, describe (including location, time frame, funding, etc.).
7

c

d

e

f

10.

a

b

c

d

e

Yes, the primary purpose of the proposed project is to provide improvements for pedestrians and
bicyclists in the City of Santa Rosa. Santa Rosa’s 2010 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan states that a bicycle
and pedestrian bridge overcrossing is a top priority. More recently, the North Santa Rosa Station Area
Specific Plan lists a pedestrian/bicycle bridge connection over U.S. 101 as a priority.
Are there any external bicycle advocacy groups and bicycle advisory committees that should be included
in the project stakeholder list? If so, provide contact information.
Santa Rosa BPAC: Beth Dadko, Chair, 707-565-6681, beth_dadko@hotmail.com
Santa Rosa BPAC: Rachel Ede, Transit Planner & Liaison, 707-543-3337, rede@srcity.org
Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition: Gary Helfrich, gary@bikesonoma.org
The City of Santa Rosa met with the Santa Rosa BPAC to discuss this project in September 2008 and
November 2010.
FINAL PID INFORMATION
Will bicycle travel deficiencies be corrected? How or why not?
Yes, this project closes a key gap in the bicycle and pedestrian transportation network and addresses
challenging and unsafe bicycle and pedestrian conditions of the existing Steele Lane and College Avenue
underpasses. The existing underpasses do not promote pedestrian and bicyclist usage due to the lane
configurations, crosswalk locations, and the volume and speed of vehicles. This project would address
these deficiencies by providing a grade separated bike/ped overcrossing, thus eliminating vehicle conflict
points. The project is net positive for the local community as it will provide a convenient and low-stress
travel route for non-motorized modes of transportation.
How will this project affect local agency plans for bicycle safety and mobility improvements?
The project will implement the City’s plan to provide improved bike/ped connectivity across U.S. 101, as
identified in the Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and the North Santa Rosa Station Area
Specific Plan.
If the project is the construction of a new freeway or modification to an existing freeway, will it sever or
destroy existing provisions for bicycle travel? If yes, describe how bicycle travel provisions will be
included in this project.
N/A
Pedestrian including Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA):
INITIAL PID INFORMATION
Does this facility provide for pedestrian safety and mobility needs? If so, describe pedestrian facilities.
Do continuous and well-maintained sidewalks exist? Are pedestrians forced to walk in the roadway at
any locations due to lack of adequate pedestrian facilities? Please explain.
Yes, this project would improve pedestrian safety and connectivity needs by providing a grade-separated,
ADA complaint path that eliminates conflict points with motorists at ramp intersections. The existing
conditions along Steele Lane and College Avenue provide narrow sidewalks with crosswalks at the
entrances to high-speed on-ramps with limited sight distance.
Are pedestrian crossings located at reasonable intervals?
The project is providing a grade separated path over U.S. 101 so pedestrians and bicyclists will not have
to cross ramp intersections. Additionally, the existing underpasses at Steele Lane and College Avenue are
one mile apart, so the proposed project will provide an additional, safer crossing.
Are all pedestrian facilities within the corridor ADA accessible and in compliance with Federal and State
ADA laws and regulations?
The proposed project will comply with current ADA guidelines for accessibility.
FINAL PID INFORMATION
Will pedestrian travel deficiencies be corrected? How or why not?
Yes, see response provided to 10a.
How will this project affect local agency plans for pedestrian safety and mobility improvements?
The project will implement the City’s plan to provide improved bike/ped connectivity across U.S. 101, as
identified in the Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and the North Santa Rosa Station Area
Specific Plan.

f

g

h

If the project is the construction of a new freeway or modification to an existing freeway, will it sever or
destroy existing provisions for pedestrian travel? If yes, describe how pedestrian travel provisions will be
included in this project.
N/A
Are there any external pedestrian advocacy groups and advisory committees that should be included in
the project stakeholder list? If so, provide contact information.
Santa Rosa BPAC: Beth Dadko, Chair, 707-565-6681, beth_dadko@hotmail.com
Santa Rosa BPAC: Rachel Ede, Transit Planner & Liaison, 707-543-3337, rede@srcity.org
Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition: Gary Helfrich, gary@bikesonoma.org
The City of Santa Rosa met with the Santa Rosa BPAC to discuss this project in September, 2008 and
November 2010.
Have ADA barriers as noted in the District’s ADA Transition Plan been identified within the project
limits? If not included in the project, provide justification and indicate whether District Design
coordinator approval was obtained.
The proposed project will comply with current ADA guidelines for accessibility.

11.

Equestrian:
INITIAL PID INFORMATION
If this corridor accommodates equestrian traffic, describe any project features that are being considered
a to improve safety for equestrian and vehicular traffic?
The proposed project will not accommodate equestrian traffic.
FINAL PID INFORMATION
Have features that accommodate equestrian traffic been identified? If so, are they included a part of
b this project? Describe. If no, why not?
N/A

12.

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS):
INITIAL PID INFORMATION
Have ITS features such as closed-circuit television cameras, signal timing, multi-jurisdictional or
multimodal system coordination been considered in the project? If yes, describe. If no, explain.
a
An electronic bike/ped counter is planned for project.
FINAL PID INFORMATION
Have ITS features been identified? If so, are they included a part of this project? Describe. If no, why
b not?
An electronic bike/ped counter is planned for project.
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ATTACHMENT E
Right of Way Conceptual Cost Estimate Component

CONCEPTUAL COST ESTIMATE REQUEST – RIGHT OF WAY COMPONENT
To: _Laura Hameister_____________________
RIGHT OF WAY

Date: August 15, 2016

04-SON-101, PM 21.4/21.5
Project ID 0413000213
EA 04-2G340

From: Steven Grover
Steven Grover & Associates
510-549-9258
The above-referenced project will require a(n) Original/Updated Conceptual Cost Estimate for the Right of
Way Component by the submittal of the PSR-PDS for circulation/review by Caltrans.
Project Information
Type and description of the project.
Project Setting:  Urban

 Rural

Current

Land

Use:

Residential, Commercial,
Institutional

Project Schedule:
PID Date_08/2016__
PA&ED Date_03/2018___ RWC Date_06/2019_____
Number of Alternatives to be Studied___2____
Environmental Document Type Categorical Exclusion
Environment Mitigation Parcels/Credits Anticipated:
 Yes  No
 Unknown
Environmental Permits: Number___1____
Permits Needed Prior to PA&ED__N/A_______
Permits to Enter for Environmental/Engineering Studies____4________
Number of Public Meetings Anticipated_ Unknown___ Controversial:
 Yes  No  Unknown

Right of Way Requirements
Additional R/W:
Number of Parcels__3______
Total Additional Area __21825 sq. ft.___
Number of Easements___3______ Total Easement Area__4140 sq. ft.____
Access Points/Control:
 No Anticipated Change
 Change is Anticipated
Identify Change in Access: Elliott Ave. realignment and access to street parking, access to SRJC parking
lot
Utilities:  None  Minor  Major
Types of Utility facilities: PG&E and AT&T poles, natural
gas, water and sewer lines
 Potholing Needed
Number_~12-15_______
Railroad: Identify Rail Companies in the Vicinity of the Project:_____________________________
List Possible RR Needs (e.g. ‘Flagging’):________________________________________
 No Rail Companies in the Vicinity of the Project
Existing Facilities:
Proposed Facilities:

 No Relinquishments/Vacations
 No Relinquishments

1

 Relinquishments
 Relinquishments

 Vacations

2

Alternative 1A

3

Alternative 1B

ATTACHMENT F
RISK REGISTER

Project Name:

LEVEL 2 - RISK REGISTER

Santa Rosa/101 Bicycle/Pedestrian Overcrossing

DIST- EA

04-2G340

Probability

Cost Impact

Project
Manager

Risk Identification
Status

ID #

Type

Category

Title

Active

1

Threat

Additional Environmental
Environmental
Documention

Active

2

Threat

Environmental

Active

Active

3

4

Threat

Threat

ROW

ROW

Risk Assessment
Risk Statement

Anticipated level of environmental
documentation may need to be
upgraded due to unforeseen
circumstances.

Challenge to Environmental
Document

Potential lawsuits may challenge the
environmental report, delaying the start
of construction or threatening loss of
funding.

Delay of R/W Acquisition

Condemnation process may be required
to acquire R/W and/or the process may
take longer than anticipated, which
could delay start of construction.

Utility Conflicts/Delays

Unexpected delays to utility relocations
and/or unexpected discovery of utility
conflicts during construction could delay
the construction schedule and incur
additional costs.

Current status/assumptions

Cost Score Time Impact

Risk Response

Time Score

Rationale

Strategy

Response Actions

Risk Owner

Updated

LSA

3/16/2015

LSA

10/19/2015

1-Very Low

2 -Low

2

4 -Moderate

4

Mitigate

Prepare the necessary upfront analysis,
such as an ISA, during the early stages of
the PA/ED phase, to verify the necessary
environmental documentation required.

2-Low

4 -Moderate

8

8 -High

16

Mitigate

Address concerns of stakeholders and
public during environmental process

Mitigate

Allow adequate time to obtain an early
indication as to the expectations of the
negotiation process. Research right of
way costs in the area to enable an
attractive price for acquisition.

3-Moderate

4 -Moderate

12

8 -High

24

City of Santa Rosa 10/19/2015

3-Moderate

4 -Moderate

12

8 -High

24

Mitigate

Early involvement of utility companies and
schedule relocation work as early as
possible. Maintain constant coordination City of Santa Rosa 10/19/2015
with the utility companies and monitor
progress closely throughout.

1-Very Low

4 -Moderate

4

16 - Very High

16

Mitigate

Conduct appropriate research to
determine the best course of action to
protect the resources.

LSA

10/19/2015

2-Low

2 -Low

4

8 -High

16

Mitigate

Schedule contract work to avoid the
nesting season or remove nesting habitat
before the nesting season.

LSA

2/22/2016

2-Low

4 -Moderate

8

16 - Very High

32

Mitigate

Re-sequence the work to enable R/W
Certification

SGA

10/19/2015

2-Low

2 -Low

4

4 -Moderate

8

Mitigate

Early communication and coordination
with PDT members to ensure there is
common understanding of these key
items.

LSA

10/7/2015

Community/Political
Objections

Local community and/or political leaders
may object to project design
alternatives or may object to project as
a whole. Also, a late change in
stakeholder interests could impact the
preferred design.

3-Moderate

4 -Moderate

12

8 -High

24

Mitigate

Perform early and periodic outreach to the
City of Santa Rosa 10/19/2015
community and key stakeholders.

3-Moderate

2 -Low

6

4 -Moderate

12

Avoid

Continue to maintain negotiations and
pursue acceptable compromises, if
necessary.

4-High

8 -High

32

8 -High

32

Avoid

Continue to explore additional funding
sources.

1-Very Low

4 -Moderate

4

4 -Moderate

4

Mitigate

Active

5

Threat

Paleontological and Cultural
Environmental
Resources Discovery

Active

6

Threat

Environmental Nesting birds

Active

7

Threat

Active

8

Threat

ROW

Steven Grover

Additional R/W

Environmental Delay of Technical Studies

During construction, paleontological and
cultural resources are discovered
resulting in delays to or feasibility of the
project.
Prior to removal of trees, discovery of
nesting birds, protected from
harassment under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, may delay construction
during the nesting season.
Due to the complex nature of the
staging, additional right of way or
construction easements may be
required to complete the work as
contemplated, resulting in additional
cost to the project.
Design may discover unforeseen tasks
or tasks deferred to PA/ED that extend
schedule and/or add costs to project.

Active

9

Threat

Design

Active

10

Threat

Organizational

Cooperative Agreement
Issues

City of Santa Rosa and Caltrans may
not be able to come to agreement with
the terms of the cooperative agreement.

Active

11

Threat

Organizational

Additional Funding
Unavailable

Funding sources for further project
development and/or construction may
be difficult to obtain.

Active

12

Threat

Design

Geology/Seismicity Issues

As a result of the more detailed
geotechnical investigation during the
PA/ED and PS&E phases could require
design changes.

Level 2 Risk Register

Adjust the structure design as necessary
to meet the geotechnical conditions.

City of Santa
Rosa/Caltrans

10/7/2015

City of Santa Rosa 10/7/2015

SGA/Kleinfelder

10/19/2015

Project Name:

LEVEL 2 - RISK REGISTER

Santa Rosa/101 Bicycle/Pedestrian Overcrossing

DIST- EA

04-2G340

Probability

Cost Impact

2-Low

8 -High

Project
Manager

Risk Identification
Status

Active

Active

Active

ID #

13

14

15

Type

Threat

Threat

Threat

Category

ROW

Title

Risk Assessment
Risk Statement

Caltrans may not approve the
Overcrossing Supports Not
necessary improvements within their
Allowed within the State Right
right of way, i.e., columns in the median
of Way
other locations.

PS&E completion could be delayed if
constructability issues are not
addressed.

Design

Constructability Issues

Design

Caltrans may have issues with other,
yet to be determined, design exceptions
Geometric Design Exceptions
that they will not accept, which could
Not Approved
lead to additional right of way, cost and
schedule impacts.

The City of Santa Rosa and/or Caltrans
may not accept the traffic control
approach to be used during
Unacceptable Traffic Control
construction. This could result in delays
Impacts during Construction
to final design approval and/or add
costs by restricting the contractor's
options during construction.

Active

16

Threat

Design

Active

17

Threat

Construction

Hazardous Materials

Steven Grover

Hazardous materials may be
encountered during construction
causing delays and additional costs to
the project.

Current status/assumptions

2-Low

Cost Score Time Impact

2 -Low

3-Moderate

4 -Moderate

16

4

12

4 -Moderate

4 -Moderate

4 -Moderate

Risk Response

Time Score

8

8

12

Rationale

Strategy

Risk Owner

Updated

Adjust the design to address a crossing
that can accommodate Caltrans
conditions of approval.

SGA

10/19/2015

Avoid

Perform constructability review early and
at each key milestone to ensure that
project is buildable at the estimated cost
and schedule.

SGA

10/7/2015

Mitigate

For required design exceptions, prepare
clear documentation that justifies the
reasons for requesting the exception.
Otherwise, redesign to meet Caltrans
conditions for approval. Involve the key
geometric reviewer(s) from Caltrans early
in the design process to avoid progressing
down a dead end design path.

SGA

3/16/2016

SGA

10/7/2015

SGA

10/7/2015

Mitigate

Response Actions

2-Low

4 -Moderate

8

4 -Moderate

8

Mitigate

Conduct early discussions with the City
and Caltrans to establish an
understanding of their requirements and
how those might affect the project
schedule and cost.

2-Low

4 -Moderate

8

8 -High

16

Mitigate

Ensure that a contingency reserve is in
place to handle funding and resources
needed for discovery of Hazardous
Materials.

Level 2 Risk Register

ATTACHMENT G
Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Map
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Santa Rosa/US101 Pedestrian/Bike Bridge Area Map and Connectivity Destinations

US 101/Santa Rosa Pedestrian and Bicycle
Overcrossing PSR-PDS
Supplemental Documents for Project Files

1. Traffic Engineering Performance Assessment (TEPA)
2. Stormwater Documentation
3. Quality Management Plan
4. Survey Needs Questionnaire
5. Design Scoping Index
6. Division of Engineering Services Checklist

MEMORANDUM
Date: February 23, 2016
To: Steven Grover PE, Steven Grover & Associates
From: Steve Weinberger, W-Trans
Subject: Traffic Engineering Performance Assessment (TEPA) – US 101/Santa Rosa Pedestrian/Bicycle
Bridge

A. INTRODUCTION
The pedestrian and bicycle overcrossing over US 101 in Santa Rosa along Edwards and Elliott Avenue
envisions a Class I path and bicycle/pedestrian grade separated overcrossing. The proposed bridge, in
conjunction with adjacent Class II bicycle lanes along Edwards and Elliott Avenue, will improve bicycle
connectivity across US 101 and provide connection between Coddingtown and the SMART Station area
on the west side with Santa Rosa Junior College and the Junior College neighborhood on the east side of
US 101. The City of Santa Rosa has entered into a cooperative agreement with Caltrans for preparation of
a Project Study Report – Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) document for the proposed project.

B. REPORT PURPOSE
Per the Caltrans Guidelines for the Preparation of a PSR-PDS, dated September 2011, this preliminary
engineering study will serve as the Traffic Engineering Performance Assessment (TEPA) required for the
Project to advance to the Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase.
This document will inform and advise the Project Development Team (PDT) of existing conditions within
the study area using available data and determine the scope and magnitude of traffic engineering work
to be performed during the PA&ED phase. The next step will be to prepare a Traffic Forecast and Traffic
Operations Analysis Report (TOAR) for the PA&ED to further determine the scope of work, and more
accurately analyze and determine the forecasted operational impacts of the proposed improvement.
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C. STUDY LIMITS
Figure 1 shows the proposed build alternative 1A, which begins at Edwards Avenue and ends at Elliott
Avenue.

2

Figure 2 shows the proposed build alternative 1B, which begins at Edwards Avenue and ends at Elliott
Avenue.
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D. DATA COLLECTION
This TEPA was prepared using available traffic data obtained from:
 Traffic Monitoring Study – City of Santa Rosa
 California Statewide Integrated Traffic Records system (SWITRS), 2014
 SCTA Pedestrian and Bicycle Counts at key locations
 W-Trans traffic volume database
The following report was used in the preparation of this document:
 Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge Feasibility Study, November 2010, Prepared by: Steven
Grover and Associates for: City of Santa Rosa Public Works Department
The following three intersections were reviewed for this report. These are:
1. Edwards Avenue / Range Avenue
2. Elliott Avenue / Illinois Avenue
3. Elliott Avenue / Mendocino Avenue
Range Avenue/Edwards Avenue – includes one travel lane on each approach with Stop control in the
East-West direction. There is one marked zebra crosswalk on the north leg. The posted speed limits
include 30 mph on Range Avenue and 25 mph on Edwards Ave.
Elliott Avenue/Illinois Avenue – includes one travel lane on each approach with Stop control on
southbound Illinois Avenue. There is one marked crosswalk on the north leg. The posted speed
limit is 25 mph on Elliott Avenue.
Mendocino Avenue/Elliott Avenue – The intersection is a signalized tee-intersection with protected
left-turn phasing on the northbound Mendocino Avenue approach and two through-lanes in each
direction on Mendocino Avenue. The eastbound Elliott Avenue approach includes one left-turn and
one right-turn lane. Speed limits include 25 speed limit on Elliott Avenue and a 35 mph speed limit
on Mendocino Avenue. There are marked crosswalks on the south and west legs with bike lanes
Mendocino Avenue. The intersection geometrics are built out within the available right-of-way.

TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Following are available vehicle traffic volume counts in the study area.
PROJECT INTERSECTION AUTOMOBILE VOLUMES
Intersection
Edwa rds Avenue / Ra nge Avenue
El l iott Avenue / Illinois Avenue
El l iott Avenue / Mendocino Avenue
Source: Ci ty of Sa nta Rosa

Peak Hour: AM (PM)
353 (517)
458 (451)
2,323 (2,478)
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2014 Traffic Volumes – Highway 101 at College Avenue and at Steele Lane Interchanges
Di s trict

Route

County

4

101

SON

Pos t
Mi l e
20.740

Des cription

South of Count Location

North of Count Location

Pea k
Hour
11,600

Pea k
Month
143,000

AADT

140,000

Pea k
Hour
10,800

130,000

9,900

131,000

119,000

Pea k
Month
154,000

Sa nta Rosa,
Col l ege
Avenue
4
101
SON
21.741 Sa nta Rosa,
10,800
143,000
Steele La ne
Source: Ca ltrans Tra ffic Data Bra nch, 2014 http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/

AADT

130,000

PROJECT RAMP AUTOMOBILE VOLUMES
Post Mile

Intersection

2013 Average Daily Traffic

020.619
NB off to Col l ege Ave
11,100
020.630
SB on from Col lege Ave
12,800
020.903
NB on from Col lege Ave
7,200
020.949
SB off to Col lege Ave
7,800
021.558
SB on from Steele Lane
13,900
021.593
NB off to Steele Lane
13,900
021.929
NB on from Steele La ne
7,800
021.955
SB off to Steele La ne
8,500
Source: Ca ltrans Tra ffic Data Bra nch, 2013 http://traffic-counts.dot.ca.gov/docs/2014-ramp-vol-district04.pdf

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES
Following is a summary of the available bicycle and pedestrian counts in the project vicinity . Counts on
College Avenue at Mendocino Avenue and on Mendocino Avenue at Pacific Avenue were found in the
2010 Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. Counts on College Avenue and Steele Lane at the
US 101 interchange were completed in October 2015. The data shows a large number of bicyclists and
pedestrians on College Avenue east of US 101 and Mendocino Avenue and much fewer bicyclists and
pedestrians on College Avenue or Steele Avenue at the under crossings with US 101.
LOCAL BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES
Intersection
Col l ege Ave/Mendocino Ave
Col l ege Ave/Mendocino Ave
Mendocino Ave/Pacific Ave
Col l ege Ave EB/US 101
Col l ege Ave WB/US 101
Steele Ln EB/US 101
Steele Ln WB/US 101
Source: Ci ty of Sa nta Rosa, W-Trans

Date

Time

Bicycles

Pedestrians

Total Bicycles
and Pedestrians

5/6/2008
5/6/2008
5/14/2008
10/8/2015
10/8/2015
10/13/15
10/13/15

7:15 – 8:15 AM
4 – 5 PM
8:15 – 9:15 AM
4 - 5 PM
4 - 5 PM
4 - 5 PM
4 - 5 PM

17
36
19
4
4
4
19

68
107
110
2
5
4
24

85
143
129
6
9
8
43

COLLISION DATA
The collision history for the study area was reviewed to determine any trends or patterns that may
indicate a safety issue. Collision rates were calculated based on records available from the California

5

Highway Patrol as published in their Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) reports. The
most current ten-year period available is March 1, 2005 through February 28, 2015.
In the past 10 years, there have been five collisions involving a bicyclist or pedestrian on College Avenue
or Steele Lane at the US 101 on- and off-ramps. The two pedestrian collisions on Steele Lane at the US
101 ramps were due to a pedestrian right-of-way violation. The two bicycle collisions on Steele Lane
were because the bicyclist was riding on the wrong side of the road in both situations. These collisions
indicate bicycle and pedestrian facilities are not adequate on College Avenue and Steele Lane at US 101.
COLLISIONS IN THE PROJECT STUDY AREA
Loca ti on

Number of
Injuries
Col l isions involving
col l isions
bi cycl es
NB off to Col l ege Ave
54
19
0
SB on from Col lege Ave
29
6
0
NB on from Col lege Ave
38
13
0
SB off to Col lege Ave
35
11
1
SB on from Steele Lane
51
12
1
NB off to Steele Lane
56
20
0
NB on from Steele La ne
20
8
0
SB off to Steele La ne
49
17
1
RAMP SUBTOTAL
332
106
3
Col l ege Ave at US101
44
13
0
Steele La ne at US101
42
15
1
Edwa rds Avenue/Range Avenue
12
7
1
El l iott Avenue/Illinois Avenue
0
0
0
El l iot Avenue/Mendocino Avenue
26
15
3
NON-RAMP SUBTOTAL
124
50
5
Source: Ci ty of Sa nta Rosa; Ca lifornia Statewide Integrated Traffic Records Sys tem (SWITRS), 2014.

Col l isions involving
pedestrians
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
2
0
0
0
0
1
1

The table below shows the calculated collision rates at the study intersections. All the intersections
except for Elliott Avenue/Illinois Avenue have calculated collision rates higher than the statewide
averages with most of the collision history substantially higher than the average.
COLLISIONS RATES IN THE PROJECT STUDY AREA
Loca ti on
US 101 NB Ra mps/Steele Ln

Number of collisions
121

Ca l culated Collision Rate
(c/mve)
0.75

Sta tewide Average Collision
Ra te (c/mve)
0.27

US 101 SB Ra mps/Steele Ln
97
0.69
0.27
US 101 NB Ra mps/College Ave
86
0.64
0.27
US 101 NB Ra mps/College Ave
114
0.85
0.27
Edwa rds Avenue/Range Avenue
12
0.42
0.15
El l iott Avenue/Illinois Avenue
0
0.00
0.18
El l iot Avenue/Mendocino Avenue
26
0.29
0.21
Notes : c/mve = col lisions per million vehicles entering; bold represents collision rates higher than the statewide average
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E. RECOMMENDED SCOPE OF TRAFFIC STUDIES FOR PA&ED
Following from this TEPA, the next step will be to prepare a Traffic Forecasting and Traffic Operations
Analysis Report for the PA&ED phase.
The existing conditions in the traffic analysis for the PA&ED phase must use more recent traffic data than
that presented in this TEPA, and is to be collected within a three-year period. New vehicle and bicycle
turning movement counts, as well as pedestrian counts, would need to be conducted at the study
intersections. A decision would also need to be made on which cumulative horizon year to study, if
applicable. Due to the pedestrian/bicycle nature of the project and the fact that it is not a vehicle capacityincreasing or operational improvement project, a cumulative year study may not be required; however,
this must be confirmed by Caltrans before proceeding with the PA&ED phase. In the event of a cumulative
year study being required by Caltrans, traffic projections can be acquired from the SCTA Sonoma County
traffic model. The net increase in trips (or “delta”) would be added to the base traffic counts to obtain
future conditions. If a cumulative design year is selected, 2040 is recommended since the project would
likely be constructed after 2015.
A level of service analysis should be undertaken at the study intersections to determine if the construction
of the project would require any operational modifications at the study intersections, and if so, if it would
result in any operational impacts that may require mitigation. The completion of the North Santa Rosa
Station Area Specific Plan should be considered in this analysis.
This concludes our assessment of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing on US 101 in Santa Rosa.
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STORM WATER DATA INFORMATION
1. Project Description
The US 101 freeway is a major barrier to east/west pedestrian and bicycle (ped/bike) travel
throughout Sonoma County and in the City of Santa Rosa, and the existing US 101/Steele Lane
and US 101/College Avenue interchanges provides limited ped/bike connectivity. Conflict
points at the interchange on‐ramps exist between low‐speed pedestrians and bicyclists
crossing the path of high‐speed vehicles. High volumes of motor vehicles along Steele Lane
and College Avenue are uninviting for peds/bikes, and create challenging conditions that
discourages those who wish to walk or bicycle from using the existing US 101/Steele Lane
and US 101/College Avenue interchanges.
This project proposes to provide a less challenging and more inviting crossing of US 101 that
improves ped/bike connectivity across and within the area between US 101/Steele Lane and
US 101/College Avenue interchanges; is sensitive to the local context; and encourages a
mode shift away from motorized travel. Two build alternatives are proposed, consisting of a
Class I shared‐use ped/bike bridge to the south of the US 101/Steele Lane interchange.
Alternative 1: This alternative from the 2010 feasibility study proposed a Class I shared‐use path
and ped/bike bridge over US 101 along the Edwards / Elliott corridor, and scored the highest of
all the alternatives primarily because it is located nearest to the proposed SMART station and
connects to the primary pedestrian zone of the SRJC campus. This alternative is considered
viable because it satisfies the project’s purpose and need by providing a continuous ped/bike
path across US 101 that improves connectivity, eliminates vehicle ramp conflicts for peds/bikes,
and would encourage a mode shift away from motorized travel by providing a safe, convenient
and low‐stress ped/bike link across US 101 between multiple destinations within range of
ped/bike activity destinations.
For this PSR‐PDS document, Alternative 1 has been updated/replaced with two new similar
alternatives (Alternatives A and B).
Alternative A: This alternative proposes a 16.5’ wide Class I shared‐use bikeway at the Edwards
/ Elliott corridor that spans over US 101. On the west side of US 101, the path/bridge would
follow the northern edge of Edwards Avenue and touch down next to a loading and driveway
entrance for a large retail store. The bridge would extend east over the Cleveland Avenue
frontage road, US 101, and Armory Drive frontage road, and then continue northward along
Armory Drive before descending in a meandering fashion along the Elliott Avenue right of way
back down to connect south side of Elliott Avenue at Illinois Avenue. This entire alignment
would provide a Class I path compliant with ADA design standards, and would provide standard
vertical clearance over US 101 and the interchange ramps.
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Alternative B: This alternative follows almost the same alignment as Alternative A, however
Alternative B avoids potential impacts on trees, but requires acquisition of approximately 1085
square feet from one parcel on the north side of Elliott Avenue.
The proposed project viable build alternatives would consist of site preparation including
necessary excavation/grading, construction of bridge columns and spans, and placement of
falsework for the bridge or any prefabricated bridge sections. The project would possibly
require dewatering for bridge column foundation work due to potentially existing shallow
groundwater conditions. Standard stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be
implemented during project construction to eliminate water pollution (such as excessive
erosion or sedimentation) during and after construction activities.
The location of equipment staging would likely be the SRJC parking lot located along Armory
Drive approximately 200 feet south of Elliott Avenue.
It is anticipated that the City would have responsibility for maintenance of this ped/bike facility
across US 101.
Within the project limits, the total disturbed area is estimated to be 1.27 acres. The total post‐
construction net reduction of impervious area for the project is estimated to be 0.02 acres. The
areas were calculated graphically using CAD software to measure the areas of Alternative 1B.
In terms of the DSA and net additional impervious areas, Alternative 1A is essentially the same
as Alternative 1B.
The project is located in the City of Santa Rosa. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit was issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) – North Coast Region (Region 1) in 2009 to the City of Santa Rosa, the County of
Sonoma, and the Sonoma County Water Agency, who jointly operate the area’s Municipal
Separate Storm Water Sewer System (MS4). The City of Santa Rosa is a “co‐permittee” for this
permit.
2. Site Data and Storm Water Quality Design Issues (refer to Checklists SW‐1, SW‐2, and SW‐
3)
Receiving Water Bodies, Pollutants and Beneficial Uses
The nearest receiving water body is Steele Creek. Drainage from the project site flows via the
storm drain pipe system and outfalls into Steele Creek. Steele Creek then flows to Piner Creek
which eventually ties into Santa Rosa Creek. Santa Rosa Creek flows to Laguna de Santa Rosa
and then into the Russian River. The distance from where the storm water outfalls into Steele
Creek to the point where it reaches Santa Rosa Creek is approximately 3.4 miles.
The project site is located in the Santa Rosa Hydrologic Sub‐area which is within the Middle
Russian River Hydrologic Area of the Russian River Hydrologic Unit. The storm drainage from
the project area travels through the City storm drain pipe system before outfalling into Steele
Creek west of the project site.
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Santa Rosa Creek is listed on the North Coast RWQCB’s 303(d) list for several pollutants. The
following table provides a list of the identified pollutants ‐ all of which have required Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).

Pollutant Assessments
Pollutants
Indicator Bacteria
Sedimentation/Siltation

Temperature, water

Potential Sources

































Source Unknown
Agriculture
Bridge Construction
Channel Erosion
Channelization
Construction/Land Development
Dairies
Drainage/Filling of Wetlands
Erosion/Siltation
Habitat Modification
Highway/Road/Bridge Construction
Hydromodification
Irrigated Crop Production
Land Development
Natural Sources
Nonirrigated Crop Production
Nonpoint Source
Other Urban Runoff
Pasture Grazing – Riparian and/or Upland
Range Grazing – Riparian
Range Grazing ‐ Upland
Removal of Riparian Vegetation
Specialty Crop Production
Streambank Modification/Destabilization
Surface Runoff
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers
Urban Runoff – Non‐industrial Permitted
Hydromodification
Nonpoint Source
Removal of Riparian Vegetation
Streambank Modification/Destabilization
Upstream Impoundment
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The project is not proposing to fill or alter creeks or other waters of the State. Therefore, a 401
Certification from the North Coast RWQCB is not likely to be required for this project.
The NPDES permit lists the Santa Rosa Hydrologic Subarea with existing beneficial uses of
drinking water supply and groundwater recharge facilities.
Climate
The project area is characterized with a Mediterranean climate with cool, wet winters and
warm, mostly dry summers. Temperatures typically range from 51 degrees F to 83 degrees F in
July and 37 degrees F to 57 degrees F in January. The rainy season dates are from October 15th
through April 15th.
Average annual rainfall precipitation is 30.13 inches which generally occurs during the months
of November through March.
Topography and Soil Characteristics
The project is located in Santa Rosa which is within in the Sonoma Valley. The topography of
the project area is relatively flat.
The soil characteristics mostly comprise of Zamora Silty Clay Loam with 0 to 2% slopes within
the project area and are classified as soil group B.
Groundwater Information
Based on available preliminary geotechnical data, groundwater is estimated to be between 5
and 11 feet below the existing ground surface. A more project specific geotechnical
investigation will be performed during the PA/ED phase to provide a more accurate depiction of
the groundwater within the project limits. Therefore, since there is a possibility that the
existing groundwater may possibly be discovered within shallow depths, the project will likely
be required to acquire a separate dewatering permit.
Risk Assessment
The risk assessment conducted for the project area had the following results. The R factor was
determined from the EPA’s “Stormwater Phase II Final Rule – Construction Rainfall Erosivity
Waiver Fact Sheet” to be 173.65. The K factor for soil erodibility, based on the Caltrans
Construction General Permit GIS map, was determined to be 0.37. The LS factor was
determined from the Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool to be 0.39. More detailed
calculations will be completed to determine the specific LS in the later phases of the project as
more developed cross section information becomes available. The result of the R factor, K
factor and LS factor determination is an overall sediment risk of medium.
The receiving water risk is classified as high since the disturbed areas drain indirectly to Santa
Rosa Creek, which is on the 303(d) list for sedimentation/siltation. The Caltrans Water Quality
Planning Tool was used to determine the risk level for Santa Rosa Creek.
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As a result of the medium sediment risk and high receiving water risk, the project is calculated
to be risk level 2.
Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL) and other Hazardous Wastes
Potential aerially deposited lead (ADL) may be present in the soil on the properties adjacent to
Elliott Avenue on the east side of Highway 101. Since these properties are likely to be acquired
and the land used for part of the project improvements, it is possible that soil with ADL may be
reused or removed from the project site. A detailed ADL analysis will be conducted during the
PA/ED phase of the project. If contaminated material is discovered in the testing, the material
will be handled in accordance with the regulatory requirements.
There is no other known hazardous materials or waste sites within or adjacent to the proposed
project.
Land Use
The project is located in a highly developed area. On the west side of Highway 101, the project
parallels Edwards Avenue adjacent to a recently developed retail business (Dick’s Sporting
Goods). On the east side of Highway 101, the project crosses over the frontage road and then
turns onto Elliott Avenue. Elliott Avenue is bounded by multiple types of property, including
residential, municipal and educational properties. As a part of the pedestrian overcrossing
approaches on either side of the freeway, it is anticipated that some right of way will be
acquired, including both permanent takes and temporary construction easements. As the
project design moves to the PA/ED phase, a more thorough understanding of the actual project
property needs will be determined.
BMPs
On the west side of Highway 101, an existing treatment BMP, in the form of a bioswale, will
likely be at least temporarily and possibly permanently impacted by the project construction.
Therefore, it is anticipated that some property acquisition or easement could be required to
replace the existing BMP to, not only treat the existing treatment needs but also to
accommodate the needs from the net additional impervious area, if any.
On the east side of the freeway, there are currently no existing BMPs impacted by the project.
However, there will likely be some acquisition of property in the vicinity of the project which
would include area to provide BMPs that will accommodate any net additional impervious
areas, if any result from the project improvements.
3. Regional Water Quality Control Board Agreements
The project falls under the jurisdiction of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). There are no negotiated understandings or agreements with the RWQCB. The
preparation of this SWDR is a specific requirement of the Caltrans NPDES permit.
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4. Proposed Design Pollution Prevention BMPs to be used on the Project.
Downstream Effects Related to Potentially Increased Flow, Checklist DPP‐1, Parts 1 and 2
The proposed improvements will include a net decrease of permanent impervious area of 0.02
acres. This would result in a slight decrease in volume of downstream flow. However, if
adjustments to the project later result in a slight increase in impervious area, the project will
incorporate permanent BMPs to mitigate for the additional impervious area and keep the post‐
construction flow equal to or less than the pre‐construction flow. Therefore, the project will
have a negligible effect, if any, on the downstream flow.
The design and calculations related to the above BMP measures and mitigation methods will be
produced in the PA/ED phase of the project. The proposed project is expected to conform to
the existing drainage system.
No hydraulic changes to nearby streams or water bodies that will affect downstream channel
stability are anticipated for this project.
Slope/Surface Protection Systems, Checklist DPP‐1, Parts 1 and 3
The proposed cut and fill requirements will be determined during the PA/ED phase. Existing
vegetation will be retained to the maximum extent feasible. When fill slopes are required they
will be designed to be 4:1 or flatter. The side slopes will include some form of slope protection
such as hydroseeding or other planting to prevent erosion. An erosion control plan will be
prepared for the project during the PS&E phase.
Individual design pollution prevention measures will be identified during the PS&E phase. The
minimum anticipated erosion control measures for this project will likely include the following:
 Move‐in/Move‐out (Erosion Control)
 Fiber Rolls
 Erosion Control (Hydroseed)
The effectiveness of the proposed erosion control materials will be verified during the PS&E
phase by using the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE2).
Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems, Checklist DPP‐1, Parts 1 and 4
Concentrated conveyance systems will be designed in further detail during the PS&E phase. For
the most part, the majority of the drainage needs will just feed the existing storm drainage
system through existing drainage inlets on site. However, if any new culverts are required,
some of the anticipated systems will include flared end sections and rock slope protection. Any
new swales or unlined ditches will be vegetated or be designed as bioswales to reduce the
effects of erosion. The combination of the systems noted will help mitigate for any potential
minor increases concentrated flow to the downstream receiving waters.
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Preservation of Existing Vegetation, Checklist DPP‐1, Parts 1 and 5
The specific areas of clearing and grubbing will be identified during the PS&E phase of the
project, however, the project will be designed to minimize disruption to the existing vegetation
as much as possible. Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA), if any are discovered, will be
protected with temporary ESA fencing to ensure that the contractor stays out of those sensitive
areas.
5. Proposed Permanent Treatment BMPs to be used on the Project
The project, due to the existing constraints on the west side of the freeway, will require the
removal of existing biofiltration swales during construction. As a result, new biofiltration
swales will be provided as replacement permanent treatment BMPs. On the east side of the
freeway, new biofiltration swales/basins will be provided to treat the new additional
impervious area related to the project improvements. More detailed design and analysis of the
specific permanent treatment BMPs will be provided during the PA/ED phase of the project
development.
6. Proposed Temporary Construction Site BMPs to be used on Project
This project is classified as Risk Level 2. Project specific Construction Site BMP measures will be
specified and quantified in the PS&E phase. The costs of the storm water BMPS were
calculated using the Percent Total Project Cost Method per Appendix F of the PPDG. This
section presents the temporary construction site BMP strategy to be considered for this project
to meet both the current Caltrans criteria and the requirements presented in the CGP.
The project has a total DSA of 1.27 acres for the alternative with the largest impact. Since the
project disturbs more than one acre, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be
required to be submitted by the Contractor for approval prior to the start of construction. The
SWPPP will include a Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP) that presents procedures
and methods related to the visual monitoring and sampling and analysis plans for non‐visible
pollutants, sediment and turbidity, and pH.
Risk Level 2 projects are required to prepare a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP). The quantities
and costs for REAP will be produced during the PS&E phase of the project development
process.
The scheduling of earth‐disturbing construction activities should avoid anticipated rain events.
To mitigate any potential runoff or run‐on within the project area, construction site BMPs shall
be installed prior to the start of construction or as early as feasible during construction phase.
The DSAs will be protected in accordance with the project’s pollution control measures.
Measures that are to be considered for this project will be detailed during the PS&E phase. The
construction site BMP strategy to be considered for this project will consist of the following:
 Soil Stabilization Measures
 Sediment Control Measures
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Tracking Control
Non‐storm Water Management Measures
General Construction Site Management
Storm Water Sampling and Analysis

A meeting with the Caltrans Construction Storm Water Coordinator will be held during the later
phases of the project to ensure proper BMP selection for the project.
This project is required to perform storm water sampling at all discharge locations. Since the
project is Risk Level 2, the Numeric Action Levels (NALs) are applicable as well. The
specifications for these requirements will be prepared during the PS&E phase.
Groundwater levels, based on available information from nearby properties to the site, indicate
a depth of 5 to 11 feet below existing ground. A more detailed geotechnical investigation
specific to the project site and scope will be conducted in the PA/ED phase of the project.
Therefore, based on the information available, it appears that the need for a separate
dewatering permit is possible at this time.
7. Maintenance BMPs (Drain Inlet Stenciling)
The project will require drain inlet stenciling on new and existing (if it doesn’t already exist)
inlets within the project limits. Other types of maintenance BMPs will be considered during the
PS&E phase and coordinated with the City and the Caltrans Maintenance Area Manager.
Attachments
A. Vicinity Map
B. Evaluation Documentation Form (EDF)
C. Risk Level Determination Documentation
D. Disturbed Soil Area (DSA) Exhibit
E. Impervious Area Exhibit
F. Supplemental Attachments


Storm Water BMP Cost Summary



Checklist SW‐1, Site Data Sources



Checklist SW‐2, Storm Water Quality Issues Summary



Checklist SW‐3, Measures for Avoiding or Reducing Potential Storm Water BMPs



Checklists DPP‐1, Part 1‐5 (Design Pollution Prevention BMPs)



Checklists T‐1, Parts 1 and 2 (Treatment BMPs)
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ATTACHMENT A

VICINITY MAP

Project Context

EA 2G340 Proj #0413000213

ATTACHMENT B

EVALUATION DOCUMENTATION FORM

Evaluation Documentation Form
DATE: __10/21/2015____________
Project ID ( or EA): __04‐2G340_____________

NO.
1.

CRITERIA
Begin Project Evaluation regarding
requirement for consideration of
Treatment BMPs

2.

Is this an emergency project?

3.

Have TMDLs or other Pollution
Control Requirements been
established for surface waters within
the project limits? Information
provided in the water quality
assessment or equivalent document.

YES


NO


SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR
EVALUATION
See Figure 4‐1, Project Evaluation Process for
Consideration of Permanent Treatment
BMPs. Go to 2



If Yes, go to 10.
If No, continue to 3.





If Yes, contact the District/Regional
NPDES Coordinator to discuss the
Department’s obligations under the
TMDL (if Applicable) or Pollution Control
Requirements, go to 9 or 4.

_____ (Dist./Reg. SW Coordinator initials)
If No, continue to 4.

4.

Is the project located within an area
of a local MS4 Permittee?



If Yes. (Santa Rosa-Sonoma County), go to 5.
If No, document in SWDR go to 5.

5.

Is the project directly or indirectly
discharging to surface waters?



If Yes, continue to 6.
If No, go to 10.

6.

Is it a new facility or major
reconstruction?



If Yes, continue to 8.
If No, go to 7.

7.

Will there be a change in line/grade
or hydraulic capacity?



If Yes, continue to 8.
If No, go to 10.

8.

Does the project result in a net
increase of one acre or more of new
impervious surface?



If Yes, continue to 9.
If No, go to 10.
0.02 acres Net decrease of Impervious Surface

9.

Project is required to consider
approved Treatment BMPs.

10.

Project is not required to consider
Treatment BMPs.
______(Dist./Reg. Design SW Coord. Initials)
______(Project Engineer Initials)

See Sections 2.4 and either Section 5.5or 6.5 for BMP
Evaluation and Selection Process. Complete Checklist
T‐1 in this Appendix E.



Document for Project Files by completing this form, and
attaching it to the SWDR.

______________ (Date)

1

See Figure 4‐1, Project Evaluation Process for Consideration of Permanent Treatment BMPs

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
July 2010

ATTACHMENT C

RISK LEVEL DETERMINATION DOCUMENTATION

A

B

C

1 Sediment Risk Factor Worksheet

Entry

2 A) R Factor
Analyses of data indicated that when factors other than rainfall are held constant, soil loss is directly proportional to a
rainfall factor composed of total storm kinetic energy (E) times the maximum 30-min intensity (I30) (Wischmeier and
Smith, 1958). The numerical value of R is the average annual sum of EI30 for storm events during a rainfall record of
at least 22 years. "Isoerodent" maps were developed based on R values calculated for more than 1000 locations in
3 the Western U.S. Refer to the link below to determine the R factor for the project site.
4 http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/LEW/lewCalculator.cfm
R Factor Value

5

173.65

6 B) K Factor (weighted average, by area, for all site soils)
The soil-erodibility factor K represents: (1) susceptibility of soil or surface material to erosion, (2) transportability of the
sediment, and (3) the amount and rate of runoff given a particular rainfall input, as measured under a standard
condition. Fine-textured soils that are high in clay have low K values (about 0.05 to 0.15) because the particles are
resistant to detachment. Coarse-textured soils, such as sandy soils, also have low K values (about 0.05 to 0.2)
because of high infiltration resulting in low runoff even though these particles are easily detached. Medium-textured
soils, such as a silt loam, have moderate K values (about 0.25 to 0.45) because they are moderately susceptible to
particle detachment and they produce runoff at moderate rates. Soils having a high silt content are especially
susceptible to erosion and have high K values, which can exceed 0.45 and can be as large as 0.65. Silt-size particles
are easily detached and tend to crust, producing high rates and large volumes of runoff. Use Site-specific data must
7 be submitted.
8 Site-specific K factor guidance
K Factor Value

9

0.37

10 C) LS Factor (weighted average, by area, for all slopes)
The effect of topography on erosion is accounted for by the LS factor, which combines the effects of a hillslope-length
factor, L, and a hillslope-gradient factor, S. Generally speaking, as hillslope length and/or hillslope gradient increase,
soil loss increases. As hillslope length increases, total soil loss and soil loss per unit area increase due to the
progressive accumulation of runoff in the downslope direction. As the hillslope gradient increases, the velocity and
erosivity of runoff increases. Use the LS table located in separate tab of this spreadsheet to determine LS factors.
11 Estimate the weighted LS for the site prior to construction.
12 LS Table
13
14

LS Factor Value

15

Watershed Erosion Estimate (=RxKxLS) in tons/acre

16
17
18
19
20

Low Sediment Risk: < 15 tons/acre
Medium Sediment Risk: >=15 and <75 tons/acre
High Sediment Risk: >= 75 tons/acre

25.057695

Site Sediment Risk Factor
Medium

0.39

Receiving Water (RW) Risk Factor Worksheet

Entry

A. Watershed Characteristics

yes/no

Score

A.1. Does the disturbed area discharge (either directly or indirectly) to a 303(d)-listed
waterbody impaired by sediment (For help with impaired waterbodies please visit the link
below) or has a USEPA approved TMDL implementation plan for sediment?:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml

OR
A.2. Does the disturbed area discharge to a waterbody with designated beneficial uses of
SPAWN & COLD & MIGRATORY? (For help please review the appropriate Regional Board
Basin Plan)
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterboards_map.shtml
Region 1 Basin Plan
Region 2 Basin Plan
Region 3 Basin Plan
Region 4 Basin Plan
Region 5 Basin Plan
Region 6 Basin Plan
Region 7 Basin Plan
Region 8 Basin Plan
Region 9 Basin Plan

yes

High

Combined Risk Level Matrix

Receiving Water
Risk

Sediment Risk
Low
Low

High

Medium

High

Level 2

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Project Sediment Risk:
Project RW Risk:

Medium
High

Project Combined Risk:

Level 2

2
2

Santa Rosa/101 Pedestrian/Bike Overcrossing
Risk Level Determination Documentation
04‐SON‐101
EA 04‐2G340
August 17 2016
Rainfall Erosivity Factor (R‐Factor) Calculation
Construction: Assume 1.5 years
Erosivity Index (EI) Zone = 20 (Source – Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool)
(From Table 1, Fact Sheet 3.1 – Construction Rainfall Erosivity Waiver)
First Year – EI = 100%
Second Year (0.5 years) – EI = 51%
Total Percentage = 100 + 51 = 151%
Isoerodent Map Value = 115 (Approximate interpolated value from the Caltrans Water Quality
Planning Tool)
Rainfall Erosivity Factor (R‐Factor) = 151% x 115 = 173.65 > 5
Therefore, this project cannot seek a waiver under the low rainfall erosivity provision.

Santa Rosa/101 Pedestrian/Bike Overcrossing
Risk Level Determination Documentation
04‐SON‐101
EA 04‐2G340
August 17 2016
Erosivity Index (EI) Zone (Value = 20) (Source: Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool)

Isoerodent Map (Interpolated Value = 115) (Source: Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool

Santa Rosa/101 Pedestrian/Bike Overcrossing
Risk Level Determination Documentation
04‐SON‐101
EA 04‐2G340
August 17 2016
Soils – K Factor (Value = 0.37) (Source: Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool)

LS Factor (Value = 0.39) (Source: Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool)

Santa Rosa/101 Pedestrian/Bike Overcrossing
Risk Level Determination Documentation
04‐SON‐101
EA 04‐2G340
August 17 2016
Santa Rosa Creek – 303(d) and TMDL List (Source: Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool)

ATTACHMENT D

DISTURBED SOIL AREA (DSA) EXHIBIT

ATTACHMENT E

IMPERVIOUS AREA EXHIBIT

ATTACHMENT F

SUPPLEMENTAL ATTACHMENTS

Storm Water BMP Cost Summary ‐ PID Phase Only
‐‐ THIS INFORMATION IS FOR CALTRANS INTERNAL USE ONLY ‐‐
Santa Rosa/US 101 Pedestrian/Bike Overcrossing
4
SON
101
21.4
04‐2G340
Alternative A

Project Name:
District:
County:
Route:
Post Mile Limits:
Project ID (or EA):
Alternative:
1.0 DPP BMPs
Total Baseline Cost*
$2,500,000
Subtotal =

x.xx%
1%
$25,000

2.0 Treatment BMPs
Total Baseline Cost*
$2,500,000
Subtotal =

x.xx%
1%
$25,000

3.0 Prepare SWPPP (or WPCP)
Total Baseline Cost*
$2,500,000
Subtotal =

$

9,500

RQM Value (if SWPPP is required) =

$

6,000

Cost per Table F‐6
$9,500

4.0 Construction Site BMPs
Total Baseline Cost*
$2,500,000
Subtotal =
5.0 Storm Water Monitoring
Project Risk Level
2
Subtotal =

x.xx% per Table F‐3
1.50%
$37,500

SWM Cost (Equation 2, PPDG, Appendix F)
$45,100
$
45,100

Total Cost for Storm Water BMPs =

* Baseline Cost is for Roadway Items Only

$142,100

APPENDIX E

Storm Water Checklist SW‐1
Checklist SW-1, Site Data Sources

Prepared by:

Tom Hillesland Date:

September 2015

PM :

Project ID (or EA):

04-2G340

21.4

District-Co-Route:

RWQCB:

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

Information for the following data categories should be obtained, reviewed and referenced as necessary
throughout the project planning phase. Collect any available documents pertaining to the category and
list them and reference your data source. For specific examples of documents within these categories,
refer to Section 5.5 of this document. Example categories have been listed below; add additional
categories, as needed. Summarize pertinent information in Section 2 of the SWDR.
DATA CATEGORY/SOURCES

Date

Topographic


Aerial Topographic Mapping

2008



USGS Map

Current

Hydraulic


Caltrans – Water Quality Planning Tool.

September 2015



California Department of Water Resources – Water Data Library

September 2015



US Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) – Web Soil Survey.

September 2015



California Department of Water Resources – Water Data Library

September 2015



Kleinfelder Project 104028 – Preliminary Geologic/Geotechnical
Feasibility Study Highway 101 Pedestrian Overcrossing, Santa Rosa,
CA

May 2009

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).
Monthly Station Climate Summaries, Climatography of the United
States No. 20.

September 2015

California Department of Water Resources – Water Data Library.

September 2015

Soils

Climatic




Water Quality


State Water Resources Control Board. 2010 303(d) List.

September 2015



Caltrans – Water Quality Planning Tool.

September 2015

Other Data Categories


Project Risk Level Determination Guidance, April 2012

August 2015



Caltrans ‐ Storm Water Quality Handbooks PPDG, 2010

August 2015



Caltrans – Project Risk Level Determination Guidance

April 2012

APPENDIX E

Storm Water Checklist SW‐2

Checklist SW-2, Storm Water Quality Issues Summary
Prepared by:
PM :

21.4

Tom Hillesland Date:

September 2015

Project ID (or EA): 04-2G340

District-Co-Route:

04-SON-101

RWQCB: North Coast (Region 1)

The following questions provide a guide to collecting critical information relevant to project stormwater quality
issues. Complete responses to applicable questions, consulting other Caltrans functional units (Environmental,
Landscape Architecture, Maintenance, etc.) and the District/Regional Storm Water Coordinator as necessary.
Summarize pertinent responses in Section 2 of the SWDR.
1.

Determine the receiving waters that may be affected by the project throughout
the project life cycle (i.e., construction, maintenance and operation).

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

11. Determine the total disturbed soil area of the project.

Complete

NA

12. Describe the topography of the project site.

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

Complete

NA

2.

6.

For the project limits, list the 303(d) impaired receiving water bodies and their
constituents of concern.
Determine if there are any municipal or domestic water supply reservoirs or
groundwater percolation facilities within the project limits. Consider appropriate
spill contamination and spill prevention control measures for these new areas.
Determine the RWQCB special requirements, including TMDLs, effluent limits,
etc.
Determine regulatory agencies seasonal construction and construction
exclusion dates or restrictions required by federal, state, or local agencies.
Determine if a 401 certification will be required.

7.

List rainy season dates.

3.

4.
5.

8.

Determine the general climate of the project area. Identify annual rainfall and
rainfall intensity curves.
9. If considering Treatment BMPs, determine the soil classification, permeability,
erodibility, and depth to groundwater. TBD
10. Determine contaminated soils within the project area. TBD

13. List any areas outside of the Caltrans right-of-way that will be included in the
project (e.g. contractor’s staging yard, work from barges, easements for
staging, etc.).
14. Determine if additional right-of-way acquisition or easements and right-of-entry
will be required for design, construction and maintenance of BMPs. If so, how
much?
15. Determine if a right-of-way certification is required.
16. Determine the estimated unit costs for right-of-way should it be needed for
Treatment BMPs, stabilized conveyance systems, lay-back slopes, or
interception ditches. TBD
17. Determine if project area has any slope stabilization concerns.

Complete

NA

18. Describe the local land use within the project area and adjacent areas.

Complete

NA

19. Evaluate the presence of dry weather flow.

Complete

NA
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Storm Water Checklist SW‐3

Checklist SW-3, Measures for Avoiding or Reducing Potential Storm
Water Impacts
Prepared by:

Tom Hillesland Date:

PM :

Project ID (or EA): 04-2G340

21.4

September 2015

District-Co-Route:

RWQCB:

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

The PE must confer with other functional units, such as Landscape Architecture, Hydraulics, Environmental,
Materials, Construction and Maintenance, as needed to assess these issues. Summarize pertinent responses
in Section 2 of the SWDR.
Options for avoiding or reducing potential impacts during project planning include the following:
1.

Can the project be relocated or realigned to avoid/reduce impacts to
receiving waters or to increase the preservation of critical (or problematic)
areas such as floodplains, steep slopes, wetlands, and areas with erosive
or unstable soil conditions?

Yes

No

NA

2.

Can structures and bridges be designed or located to reduce work in live
streams and minimize construction impacts?

Yes

No

NA

3.

Can any of the following methods be utilized to minimize erosion from
slopes:
a.

Disturbing existing slopes only when necessary?

Yes

No

NA

b.

Minimizing cut and fill areas to reduce slope lengths?

Yes

No

NA

c.

Incorporating retaining walls to reduce steepness of slopes or to
shorten slopes?

Yes

No

NA

d.

Acquiring right-of-way easements (such as grading easements) to
reduce steepness of slopes?

Yes

No

NA

e.

Avoiding soils or formations that will be particularly difficult to restabilize?

Yes

No

NA

f.

Providing cut and fill slopes flat enough to allow re-vegetation and
limit erosion to pre-construction rates?

Yes

No

NA

g.

Providing benches or terraces on high cut and fill slopes to reduce
concentration of flows?

Yes

No

NA

h.

Rounding and shaping slopes to reduce concentrated flow?

Yes

No

NA

i.

Collecting concentrated flows in stabilized drains and channels?

Yes

No

NA

4.

Does the project design allow for the ease of maintaining all BMPs?

Yes

No

5.

Can the project be scheduled or phased to minimize soil-disturbing work
during the rainy season?

Yes

No

6.

Can permanent storm water pollution controls such as paved slopes,
vegetated slopes, basins, and conveyance systems be installed early in the
construction process to provide additional protection and to possibly utilize
them in addressing construction storm water impacts?

Yes

No
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Checklist DPP‐1, Part 1
Design Pollution Prevention BMPs
Checklist DPP-1, Part 1

Prepared by:

Tom Hillesland Date:

September 2015

PM :

Project ID (or EA):

04-2G340

21.4

District-Co-Route:

RWQCB

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

Consideration of Design Pollution Prevention BMPs
Consideration of Downstream Effects Related to Potentially Increased
Flow [to streams or channels]
Will project increase velocity or volume of downstream flow?

Yes

No

NA

Will the project discharge to unlined channels?

Yes

No

NA

Will project increase potential sediment load of downstream flow?

Yes

No

NA

Will project encroach, cross, realign, or cause other hydraulic changes to a
stream that may affect downstream channel stability?

Yes

No

NA

Yes

No

NA

Will the project create or modify ditches, dikes, berms, or swales?

Yes

No

NA

Will project create new slopes or modify existing slopes?

Yes

No

NA

Will it be necessary to direct or intercept surface runoff?

Yes

No

NA

Will cross drains be modified?

Yes

No

NA

If Yes was answered to any of the above questions, consider Downstream Effects
Related to Potentially Increased Flow, complete the DPP-1, Part 2 checklist.

Slope/Surface Protection Systems
Will project create new slopes or modify existing slopes?
If Yes was answered to the above question, consider Slope/Surface Protection
Systems, complete the DPP-1, Part 3 checklist.

Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems

If Yes was answered to any of the above questions, consider Concentrated Flow
Conveyance Systems; complete the DPP-1, Part 4 checklist.

Preservation of Existing Vegetation
It is the goal of the Storm Water Program to maximize the protection of
desirable existing vegetation to provide erosion and sediment control
benefits on all projects.
Consider Preservation of Existing Vegetation, complete the DPP-1, Part 5
checklist.
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Checklist DPP‐1, Part 2
Design Pollution Prevention BMPs
Checklist DPP-1, Part 2

Prepared by:

Tom Hillesland Date:

September 2015

PM :

Project ID (or EA):

04-2G340

21.4

District-Co-Route:

RWQCB:

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

Downstream Effects Related to Potentially Increased Flow
1. Review total paved area and reduce to the maximum extent practicable.

Complete

2. Review channel lining materials and design for stream bank erosion control.

Complete

(a) See Chapters 860 and 870 of the HDM.

Complete

(b) Consider channel erosion control measures within the project limits as well as
downstream. Consider scour velocity.

Complete

3. Include, where appropriate, energy dissipation devices at culvert outlets.

Complete

4. Ensure all transitions between culvert outlets/headwalls/wingwalls and channels
are smooth to reduce turbulence and scour.

Complete

5. Include, if appropriate, peak flow attenuation basins or devices to reduce peak
discharges.
6. Calculate the water quality volume infiltrated by DPP BMPs within the project
limits. Include the percentage of the water quality volume for each BMP and
subwatershed, as appropriate, for site conditions. These calculations will be used
later in the T-1 checklist.
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Checklist DPP‐1, Part 3
Design Pollution Prevention BMPs
Checklist DPP-1, Part 3

Prepared by:

Tom Hillesland Date:

September 2015

PM :

Project ID (or EA):

04-2G340

21.4

District-Co-Route:

RWQCB:

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

Slope / Surface Protection Systems
1. What are the proposed areas of cut and fill? TBD (attach plan or map)

Complete

2. Were benches or terraces provided on high cut and fill slopes to reduce
concentration of flows?

Yes

No

3. Were slopes rounded and/or shaped to reduce concentrated flow?

Yes

No

4. Were concentrated flows collected in stabilized drains or channels?

Yes

No

5. Are new or disturbed slopes > 4:1 horizontal:vertical (h:v)?

Yes

No

Yes

No

If Yes, District Landscape Architect must prepare or approve an erosion
control plan, at the District’s discretion.
6. Are new or disturbed slopes > 2:1 (h:v)?
If Yes, Geotechnical Services must prepare a Geotechnical Design Report,
and the District Landscape Architect should prepare or approve an erosion
control plan. Concurrence must be obtained from the District Maintenance
Storm Water Coordinator for slopes steeper than 2:1 (h:v).
7. Estimate the net decrease of impervious area that will result from this project. 0.02
acres

Complete

VEGETATED SURFACES
1. Identify existing vegetation.

Complete

2. Evaluate site to determine soil types, appropriate vegetation and planting
strategies.

Complete

3. How long will it take for permanent vegetation to establish?

Complete

4. Minimize overland and concentrated flow depths and velocities.

Complete

HARD SURFACES
1. Are hard surfaces required?
If Yes, document purpose (safety, maintenance, soil stabilization, etc.), types, and
general locations of the installations.
Review appropriate SSPs for Vegetated Surface and Hard Surface Protection
Systems.
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No
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Checklist DPP‐1, Part 4
Design Pollution Prevention BMPs
Checklist DPP-1, Part 4

Prepared by:

Tom Hillesland Date:

September 2015

PM :

Project ID (or EA):

04-2G340

21.4

District-Co-Route:

RWQCB:

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems
Ditches, Berms, Dikes and Swales
1. Consider Ditches, Berms, Dikes, and Swales as per Topics 813, 834.3, and 835,
and Chapter 860 of the HDM.

Complete

2. Evaluate risks due to erosion, overtopping, flow backups or washout.

Complete

3. Consider outlet protection where localized scour is anticipated.

Complete

4. Examine the site for run-on from off-site sources.

Complete

5. Consider channel lining when velocities exceed scour velocity for soil.

Complete

Overside Drains
1. Consider downdrains, as per Index 834.4 of the HDM.

Complete

2. Consider paved spillways for side slopes flatter than 4:1 h:v.

Complete

Flared Culvert End Sections
1. Consider flared end sections on culvert inlets and outlets as per Chapter 827 of
the HDM.

Complete

Outlet Protection/Velocity Dissipation Devices
1. Consider outlet protection/velocity dissipation devices at outlets, including cross
drains, as per Chapters 827 and 870 of the HDM.

Complete

Review appropriate SSPs for Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems.

Complete
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Checklist DPP‐1, Part 5
Design Pollution Prevention BMPs
Checklist DPP-1, Part 5

Prepared by:

Tom Hillesland Date:

September 2015

PM :

Project ID (or EA):

04-2G340

21.4

District-Co-Route:

RWQCB:

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

Preservation of Existing Vegetation
1. Review Preservation of Property, (Clearing and Grubbing) to reduce clearing and
grubbing and maximize preservation of existing vegetation.
2. Has all vegetation to be retained been coordinated with Environmental, and
identified and defined in the contract plans? TBD
3. Have steps been taken to minimize disturbed areas, such as locating temporary
roadways to avoid stands of trees and shrubs and to follow existing contours to
reduce cutting and filling?

Complete
Yes

No

Complete

4. Have impacts to preserved vegetation been considered while work is occurring in
disturbed areas?

Yes

No

5. Are all areas to be preserved delineated on the plans? TBD

Yes

No
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Checklist T‐1, Part 1
Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 1

Prepared by:Tom Hillesland
PM :

21.4

Date:September 2015

Project ID (or EA):

04-2G340

District-Co-Route:
RWQCB:

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

Consideration of Treatment BMPs
This checklist is used for projects that require the consideration of Approved Treatment BMPs, as
determined from the process described in Section 4 (Project Treatment Consideration) and the Evaluation
Documentation Form (EDF). This checklist will be used to determine which Treatment BMPs should be
considered for each watershed and sub-watershed within the project. Supplemental data will be needed
to verify siting and design applicability for final incorporation into a project.
Complete this checklist for each phase of the project, when considering Treatment BMPs. Use the
responses to the questions as the basis when developing the narrative in Section 5 of the Storm
Water Data Report to document that Treatment BMPs have been appropriately considered.
Answer all questions, unless otherwise directed. Questions 14 through 16 should be answered
after all subwatershed (drainages) are considered using this checklist.
1. Is the project in a watershed with prescriptive TMDL treatment BMP requirements
in an adopted TMDL implementation plan or does the project have a dual
purpose facility requirement (e.g. flood control and water quality treatment or
Design Pollution Prevention BMPs that provide infiltration and treatment)?

Yes

No

If Yes, consult the District/Regional Storm Water Coordinator to determine
whether the T-1 checklist should be used to propose alternative BMPs because
the prescribed BMPs may not be feasible or other BMPs may be more costeffective. Special documentation and regulatory response may be necessary.
2. Dry Weather Flow Diversion
(a) Are dry weather flows generated by Caltrans anticipated to be persistent?

Yes

No

(b) Is a sanitary sewer located on or near the site?

Yes

No

(c) Is connection to the sanitary sewer possible without extraordinary plumbing,
features or construction practices?

Yes

No

(d) Is the domestic wastewater treatment authority willing to accept flow?

Yes

No

Yes

No

If Yes to both 2 (a) and (b), continue to (c). If No to either, skip to question 3.

If Yes was answered to all of these questions consider Dry Weather Flow
Diversion, complete and attach Part 3 of this checklist.
3. Is the receiving water on the 303(d) list for litter/trash or has a TMDL been issued
for litter/trash?

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
May 2012

APPENDIX E

Checklist T‐1, Part 1

If Yes, consider Gross Solids Removal Devices (GSRDs). Complete and
attach Part 6 of this checklist. Note: Infiltration Devices, Detention Devices,
Media Filters, MCTTs, and Wet Basins also can capture litter. Before considering
GSRDs for stand-alone installation or in sequence with other BMPs, consult with
District/Regional NPDES Storm Water Coordinator to determine whether
Infiltration Devices, Detention Devices, Media Filters, MCTTs, and Wet Basins
should be considered instead of GSRDs to meet litter/trash TMDL.
4. Is the project located in an area (e.g., mountain regions) where traction sand is
applied more than twice a year?

Yes

No

Yes

No

If Yes, consider Traction Sand Traps Complete and attach Part 7 of this
checklist.
5. Maximizing Biofiltration Strips and Swales
Objectives:
1) Quantify infiltration from biofiltration alone
2) Identify highly infiltrating biofiltration (i.e. > 90%) and skip further BMP
consideration.
3) Identify whether amendments can substantially improve infiltration.
(a) Have biofiltration strips and swales been designed for runoff from all project
areas, including sheet flow and concentrated flow conveyance? If no,
document justification in Section 5 of the SWDR. TBD
(b) Based on existing site conditions, estimate what percentage of the WQV1 can
be infiltrated. When calculating the WQV, use a drawdown time appropriate for
the site conditions.. TBD
___ < 20%
___ 20 % - 50%
___ 50% - 90%
___ > 90%

(c) Is infiltration greater than 90 percent? If Yes, skip to question 13.
If No, Continue to 5 (d).

1

A complete methodology for determining WQV infiltration is available at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/stormwtr/index.htm
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Yes
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Checklist T‐1, Part 1

(d) Can the infiltration ranking in question 5(b) above be increased by using soil
amendments?. TBD
If Yes, consider including soil amendments (increasing the infiltration ranking of
strips and swales shows performance comparable to other BMPs). Record the
new infiltration estimate below. If No, continue to 5 (e).
___ < 20% (skip to 6)
___ 20 % - 50% (skip to 6)
___ 50% - 90% (skip to 6)
___ >90%

(e) Is infiltration greater than 90 percent? If Yes, skip to question 13. If No,
continue to 5 (f). TBD
(f) Is infiltration greater than 50 percent and is biofiltration preferred? If yes to
both, skip to question 13. TBD

Yes

No

Complete

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

6. Biofiltration in Rural Areas
Is the project in a rural area (outside of urban areas that is covered under an
NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit2)? If Yes, proceed to question 13.

7. Estimating Infiltration for BMP Combinations
Objectives:
1) Identify high-infiltration biofiltration or biofiltration and infiltration BMP
combinations and skip further BMP consideration.
2) If high infiltration is infeasible, then identify the infiltration level of all feasible
BMP combinations for use in the subsequent BMP selection matrices.
(a) Has concentrated infiltration (i.e., via earthen basins) been prohibited?
Consult your District/Regional Storm Water Coordinator and/or environmental
documents.

If No, continue to 7 (b); if Yes, skip to question 8 and do not consider earthen
basin-type BMPs

2

See pages 39 and 40 of the Fact Sheets for the CGP.

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/constpermits/wqo_2009_0009_factsheet.pdf
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(b) Can the infiltration ranking be increased by infiltrating the un-infiltrated
remaining WQV from question 5, with an infiltration BMP1? If yes, record the
new infiltration estimate below. If no, proceed to 7(c). TBD

Yes

No

___ < 20% (do not consider this BMP combination)
___ 20% - 50%
___ 50% - 90%
___ >90%
Is at least 90 percent infiltration estimated? If Yes, proceed to 13. If No, proceed
to 7(c).

Yes

No

(c) Assess infiltration of biofiltration combined with an approved earthen BMP.
This assessment will be used in subsequent BMP selection matrices. TBD
Earthen Detention Basin
Complete

___ < 20%
___ 20% - 50%
___ > 50%
Continue to Question 8
8. Identifying BMPs based on the Target Design Constituents
(a) Does the project discharge to a 303(d) impaired water body or a water body
that has a TMDL adopted? If “No,” use Matrix A to select BMPs, consider
designing to treat 100% of the WQV, then skip to question 12.
If Yes, is the identified pollutant(s) considered a Targeted Design Constituent
(TDC) (check all that apply below)?
sediments

copper (dissolved or total)

phosphorus

lead (dissolved or total)

nitrogen

zinc (dissolved or total)

Yes

No

Yes

No

general metals (dissolved or total)2
(b) Treating Sediment. Is sediment a TDC? If Yes, use Matrix A to select BMPs,
then skip to question 12. Otherwise, proceed to question 9.

1

Assess the combined infiltration of the WQV by both biofiltration and infiltration BMPs. As site
constraints allow, size the infiltration BMP up to the un-infiltrated WQV remaining after the biofiltration
BMP.

2
General metals is a designation used by Regional Water Boards when specific metals have not yet been
identified as causing the impairment.
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BMP Selection Matrix A: General Purpose Pollutant Removal
Consider approaches to treat the remaining WQV with combinations of the BMPs in this table.
The PE should select at least one BMP for the project; preference is for Tier 1 BMPs, followed by
Tier 2 BMPs when Tier 1 BMPs are not feasible. Within each Tier, BMP selection will be
determined by the site-specific determination of feasibility (Section 2.4.2.1). BMPs are chosen
based on the infiltration category determined in question 7. BMPs in other categories should be
ignored.
BMP ranking for infiltration category:
Infiltration < 20%

Infiltration 20% - 50%

Infiltration > 50%

Tier 1

Strip: HRT > 5
Austin filter (concrete)
Austin filter (earthen)
Delaware filter
MCTT
Wet basin

Austin filter (earthen)
Detention (unlined)
Infiltration basins*
Infiltration trenches*
Biofiltration Strip

Austin filter (earthen)
Detention (unlined)
Infiltration basins*
Infiltration trenches*
Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale

Tier 2

Strip: HRT < 5
Biofiltration Swale
Detention (unlined)

Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter
Biofiltration Swale
MCTT
Wet basin

Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter
MCTT
Wet basin

HRT = hydraulic residence time (min)
*Infiltration BMPs that infiltrate the water quality volume were considered previously, so only
undersized infiltration BMPs or hybrid designs are considered where infiltration is less than 90%
of the water quality volume.

9. Treating both Metals and Nutrients.
Is copper, lead, zinc, or general metals AND nitrogen or phosphorous a TDC? If
Yes, use Matrix D to select BMPs, then skip to question 12. Otherwise, proceed
to question 10.
10. Treating Only Metals.
Are copper, lead, zinc, or general metals listed TDCs? If Yes, use Matrix B below
to select BMPs, and skip to question 12. Otherwise, proceed to question 11.
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BMP Selection Matrix B: Any metal is the TDC, but not nitrogen or phosphorous
Consider approaches to treat the remaining WQV with combinations of the BMPs in this table.
The PE should select at least one BMP for the project; preference is for Tier 1 BMPs, followed by
Tier 2 BMPs when Tier 1 BMPs are not feasible. Within each Tier, BMP selection will be
determined by the site-specific determination of feasibility (Section 2.4.2.1). BMPs are chosen
based on the infiltration category determined in question 7. BMPs in other categories should be
ignored.
BMP ranking for infiltration category:
Infiltration < 20%

Tier 1

Tier 2

MCTT
Wet basin
Austin filter (earthen)
Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter

Strip: HRT > 5
Strip: HRT < 5
Biofiltration Swale
Detention (unlined)

Infiltration 20% - 50%

Austin filter (earthen)
Detention (unlined)
Infiltration basins*
Infiltration trenches*
MCTT
Wet basin

Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter
Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale

Infiltration > 50%
Austin filter (earthen)
Detention (unlined)
Infiltration basins*
Infiltration trenches*
MCTT
Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale
Wet basin

Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter

HRT = hydraulic residence time (min)
*Infiltration BMPs that infiltrate the water quality volume were considered previously, so only
undersized infiltration BMPs or hybrid designs are considered where infiltration is less than 90%
of the water quality volume.

11. Treating Only Nutrients.
Are nitrogen and/or phosphorus listed TDCs? If “Yes,” use Matrix C to select
BMPs. If “No”, please check your answer to 8(a). At this point one of the matrices
should have been used for BMP selection for the TDC in question, unless no
BMPs are feasible.
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BMP Selection Matrix C: Phosphorous and / or nitrogen is the TDC, but no metals are the TDC
Consider approaches to treat the remaining WQV with combinations of the BMPs in this table. The
PE should select at least one BMP for the project; preference is for Tier 1 BMPs, followed by Tier 2
BMPs when Tier 1 BMPs are not feasible. Within each Tier, BMP selection will be determined by the
site-specific determination of feasibility (Section 2.4.2.1). BMPs are chosen based on the infiltration
category determined in question 7. BMPs in other categories should be ignored.
BMP ranking for infiltration category:

Tier 1

Tier 2

Infiltration < 20%

Infiltration 20% - 50%

Austin filter (earthen)
Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter**

Austin filter (earthen)
Detention (unlined)
Infiltration basins*
Infiltration trenches*

Wet basin
Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale
Detention (unlined)

Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter
Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale
Wet basin

Infiltration > 50%
Austin filter (earthen)
Detention (unlined)
Infiltration basins*
Infiltration trenches*
Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale

Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter
Wet basin

* Infiltration BMPs that infiltrate the water quality volume were considered previously, so only
undersized infiltration BMPs or hybrid designs are considered where infiltration is less than 90% of
the water quality volume.
** Delaware filters would be ranked in Tier 2 if the TDC is nitrogen only, as opposed to phosphorous
only or both nitrogen and phosphorous.
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BMP Selection Matrix D: Any metal, plus phosphorous and / or nitrogen are the TDCs
Consider approaches to treat the remaining WQV with combinations of the BMPs in this table.
The PE should select at least one BMP for the project; preference is for Tier 1 BMPs, followed by
Tier 2 BMPs when Tier 1 BMPs are not feasible. Within each Tier, BMP selection will be
determined by the site-specific determination of feasibility (Section 2.4.2.1). BMPs are chosen
based on the infiltration category determined in question 7. BMPs in other categories should be
ignored.
BMP ranking for infiltration category:

Tier 1

Tier 2

Infiltration < 20%

Infiltration 20% - 50%

Infiltration > 50%

Wet basin*
Austin filter (earthen)
Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter**

Wet basin*
Austin filter (earthen)
Detention (unlined)
Infiltration basins***
Infiltration trenches***

Wet basin*
Austin filter (earthen)
Detention (unlined)
Infiltration basins***
Infiltration trenches***
Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale

Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale
Detention (unlined)

Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter
Biofiltration Strip
Biofiltration Swale

Austin filter (concrete)
Delaware filter

* The wet basin should only be considered for phosphorus
** In cases where earthen BMPs can infiltrate, Delaware filters are ranked in Tier 2 if the TDC is
nitrogen only, but they are Tier 1 for phosphorous only or both nitrogen and phosphorous.
*** Infiltration BMPs that infiltrate the water quality volume were considered previously, so only
undersized infiltration BMPs or hybrid designs are considered where infiltration is less than 90%
of the water quality volume.
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12. Does the project discharge to a 303(d) waterbody that is listed for mercury or low
dissolved oxygen?
If Yes, contact the District/Regional NPDES Storm Water Coordinator to
determine if standing water in a Delaware filter, wet basin, or MCTT would be a
risk to downstream water quality.

Yes

No

13. After completing the above, identify and attach the checklists shown below for
every Treatment BMP under consideration. (use one checklist every time the
BMP is considered for a different drainage within the project)
__X_ Biofiltration Strips and Biofiltration Swales: Checklist T-1, Part 2
____ Dry Weather Diversion: Checklist T-1, Part 3
____ Infiltration Devices: Checklist T-1, Part 4
____ Detention Devices: Checklist T-1, Part 5
____ GSRDs: Checklist T-1, Part 6
____ Traction Sand Traps: Checklist T-1, Part 7
____ Media Filter [Austin Sand Filter and Delaware Filter]: Checklist T-1, Part 8
____ Multi-Chambered Treatment Train: Checklist T-1, Part 9
____ Wet Basins: Checklist T-1, Part 10

Complete

14. Estimate what percentage of the net WQV (for all new impervious surfaces within
the project) or WQF (depending upon the Treatment BMP selected) will be
treated by the preferred Treatment BMP(s): ____%* TBD

Complete

15. Estimate what percentage of the net WQV (for all new impervious surfaces within
the project) that will be infiltrated by the preferred treatment BMP(s):
____________%** TBD

Complete

16. Prepare cost estimate, including right-of-way, and site specific determination of
feasibility (Section 2.4.2.1) for selected Treatment BMPs and include as
supplemental information for SWDR approval. TBD

Complete

*Note: The amount of treatment should be calculated for each BMP and each
subwatershed, unless all BMPs within a project are the same. Document in
SWDR.
**Note: The Water Quality Volume infiltrated should be documented for the entire
project and also for each subwatershed. Document in SWDR.

Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks
Project Planning and Design Guide
May 2012

APPENDIX E

Checklist T‐1, Part 2
Treatment BMPs
Checklist T-1, Part 2

Prepared by:

Tom Hillesland Date:

October 2015

District-Co-Route:

PM :

Project ID (or EA):

04-2G340

RWQCB:

21.4

04-SON-101

North Coast (Region 1)

Biofiltration Swales / Biofiltration Strips
Feasibility
1. Do the climate and site conditions allow vegetation to be established?

Yes

No

2. Are flow velocities from a peak drainage facility design event < 4 fps (i.e. low
enough to prevent scour of the vegetated biofiltration swale as per HDM Table
873.3E)?

Yes

No

Yes

No

4. Does adequate area exist within the right-of-way to place Biofiltration device(s)?
If “Yes”, continue to Design Elements section. If “No”, continue to Question 5.

Yes

No

5. If adequate area does not exist within right-of-way, can suitable, additional rightof-way be acquired to site Biofiltration devices and how much right-of-way would
be needed to treat WQF? _TBD____ acres
If “Yes”, continue to Design Elements section. If “No”, continue to Question 6.

Yes

No

If “No” to either question above, Biofiltration Swales and Biofiltration Strips are
not feasible.
3. Are Biofiltration Swales proposed at sites where known contaminated soils
or groundwater plumes exist?
If “Yes”, consult with District/Regional NPDES Coordinator about how to
proceed.

6. If adequate area cannot be obtained, document in Section 5 of the SWDR that
the inability to obtain adequate area prevents the incorporation of these
Treatment BMPs into the project.

Complete

Design Elements

* Required Design Element – A “Yes” response to these questions is required to further the
consideration of this BMP into the project design. Document a “No” response in Section 5 of the SWDR
to describe why this Treatment BMP cannot be included into the project design.
** Recommended Design Element – A “Yes” response is preferred for these questions, but not required
for incorporation into a project design.
1. Has the District Landscape Architect provided vegetation mixes appropriate for

Yes

No

Yes

No

climate and location? TBD *
2. Can the biofiltration swale be designed as a conveyance system under any
expected flows > the WQF event, as per HDM Chapter 800? * (e.g. freeboard,
minimum slope, etc.) TBD

APPENDIX E

Checklist T‐1, Part 2
Yes

No

Yes

No

5. Has the minimum width (perpendicular to flow) of the invert of the biofiltration
swale received the concurrence of Maintenance? TBD*

Yes

No

6. Can biofiltration swales be located in natural or low cut sections to reduce
maintenance problems caused by animals burrowing through the berm of the
swale? TBD **

Yes

No

7. Has the infiltration rate of the bio-filtration device been calculated and maximized
through amendments where appropriate. TBD **

Yes

No

8. Have Biofiltration Systems been considered for locations upstream of other
Treatment BMPs, as part of a treatment train? TBD **

Yes

No

3. Can the biofiltration swale be designed as a water quality treatment device under
the WQF while meeting the required HRT, depth, and velocity criteria?
(Reference Appendix B, Section B.2.3.1) TBD*
4. Is the maximum length of a biofiltration strip  100 ft? Strips > 100 ft. may still be
considered as long as potential erosion issues have been addressed. TBD**

QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR
U.S. 101 /Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing
Today’s Date:
Status (Initial, Update):

8/16/2016
Update

General Information:
District:
04

County:
SON

Caltrans Project Manager
Lead Agency Reviewer
Consultant Project Manager
Traffic Subconsultant
Environmental Subconsultant
Engineering Subconsultant

Deliverable

Draft Project
Purpose and
Need

Route:
101

Post Mile
21.4

Project Number
0413000213

Lilian Acorda
Chris Catbagan
Steven Grover (SGA)
Steve Weinberger (W-Trans)
Shanna Guiler (LSA Associates)
Thomas Hillesland

Phone #
Phone #
Phone #
Phone #
Phone #
Phone #

510-286-4927
707-543-5421
510-549-9258
707-542-9500
510-236-6810
916-783-0909

Owner

Consultant
Reviewer

Review
Date

Lead Agency
Reviewer

Review
Date

Shanna
Guiler

Steven
Grover

7/29/15

Colleen Ferguson
& Nancy Adams
w/ Dave
Vandeveer

8/4/15

Notes

11/9/15
Chris Catbagan
Aerial
Surveying &
Base Mapping
(including
utilities, ROW,
and adjoiner
boundary
mapping)

CSW w/
Shivang
Patwa

Steven
Grover

3/23/12

Otto Bertolero

12/12/12

Since base map was
first established in
May 2012, Dick’s
Sporting Goods was
completed. SGA
recommends updating
the base map with new
utility and ROW
details once project
receives approval to
move forward.

Geometric
Development

Steven
Grover &
Shivang
Patwa

Steven
Grover

1/12/13

Otto Bertolero

8/19/13
4/28/14

Caltrans

1/29/15
2/19/15
2/24/16

Steven developed
sketches based on the
constraints and
Shivang developed the
alignments.

PEAR

Project
Visualizations

Shanna
Guiler

Steven
Grover &
Thomas
Hillesland

10/26/15
11/16/15
3/15/16

Colleen Ferguson
& Nancy Adams
w/ Dave
Vandeveer

8/4/15

Oscar Tsai

8/15/16

Chris Catbagan

11/9/15

Erin Morris

4/4/16

Shivang
Patwa

Steven
Grover

12/20/13
4/28/14
6/19/14
2/19/15
4/27/15
3/16/16

Thomas
Hillesland

Steven
Grover &
Emily
Marsh

10/23/15
3/4/16

Oscar Tsai

8/10/16

Shivang
Patwa

Steven
Grover

Preliminary
Traffic
Engineering
Assessment &
Traffic Impact
Analysis

Steve
Weinberger

ROW Impacts
& Data Sheets

Emily Marsh
(SGA)

Cost Estimates
&
Constructability
Review

Overall
Alternatives
Assessment

Project visualizations
were presented to the
City (4/28/14),
Coddingtown
(5/19/14, 6/19/14,
5/15/15) and SRJC
(4/27/15).
Chris Catbagan

11/9/15

2/16/15

City of Santa
Rosa w/ Caltrans

2/19/15

An internal meeting
was held with the City
and Caltrans on
2/19/15. It was agreed
at that meeting to
move forward with the
selected alternatives
described in the PSRPDS. Received
written direction from
Dave Montague on
9/21/15 to proceed
with the alignments
with the largest
footprints.

Steven
Grover &
Emily
Marsh

10/21/15
2/23/16

Chris Catbagan

11/9/15

Included in the PSRPDS as the TEPA.

Thomas
Hillesland

11/16/15

Chris Catbagan

11/9/15

Addressed in the PSRPDS and the ROW
attachments.

Oscar Tsai

8/15/16

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing
PSR-PDS SURVEY NEEDS QUESTIONNAIRE
General Guidance:

The project datums, vertical and horizontal, need to be established as soon as possible in the
schedule, and all other mapping adjusted to the project datums. Obsolete datums such as
NAD27 and NGVD29 should not be used for new projects.
What Survey Control Datums will be used for project design and mapping?
Vertical Control
 NAVD 1988 (Preferred)
 NGVD 1929 (Alternative)
 Other (Must consult with Caltrans Surveys )
Horizontal Control
 California Coordinate System of 1983
 Epoch _________
 Other than CCS83 (Must consult with Caltrans Surveys)
Will the project need a Sea Level Rise Risk Assessment? No
Does the project adjoin the ocean or tidal waterways? No
Is the existing highway protected by levees, sea walls, or rip-rap? No
Will existing as-builts, centerlines, or base mapping require any datum or unit conversions?
TBD
Are the right of way record maps current? TBD
Is there any need to accelerate design accuracy surveys for this project? Not anticipated.

1

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing

Design Scoping Index
Today’s Date:
Status (Initial, Update):

8/16/16
Initial

General Information:
District:
04

County:
SON

Route:
101

Project Manager
Task Manager
Project Engineer
Design Functional Manager
General Project
Description:

Project Need:

Post Mile
21.4

Lilian Acorda
Mimy Hew
Steven Grover
Steven Grover

Project Number
0413000213
Phone #
Phone #
Phone #
Phone #

(510) 286-4927
(510) 286-5578
(510) 549-9258
(510) 549-9258

This project proposes providing a less challenging and more inviting crossing of
U.S. 101that improves ped/bike connectivity across and within the area between
U.S. 101/Steele Lane and U.S. 101/College Avenue interchanges; is sensitive to the
local context; and encourages a mode shift away from motorized travel.
 Need better bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in the northern half of the City of
Santa Rosa between the residential/commercial areas west of U.S. 101 and the
academic, residential, commercial, and recreation areas east of U.S. 101. U.S. 101
creates a barrier between the existing and proposed bikeways on both sides of the
freeway. Steele Lane and College Avenue are approximately one mile apart and
provide the only crossings of U.S. 101 for approximately three miles. This distance
exceeds the comfortable range for pedestrians and many cyclists.


Need to reduce pedestrian/vehicle conflict points. Pedestrians and bicyclists
attempting to travel east-west on Steele Lane or College Avenue across U.S. 101
are presented with multiple vehicle conflict points and challenging maneuvers.
Low-speed pedestrians and bicyclists crossing at the interchange ramps experience
potential for high-speed conflicts with vehicles.



Need to provide more opportunities for alternative modes of travel in the City of
Santa Rosa. The existing infrastructure is primarily designed to support motorized
vehicular travel, resulting in traffic congestion and parking shortages in the area,
despite the addition of a 1,100 space parking garage on the Santa Rosa Junior
College (SRJC) campus. Separated bicycle and pedestrian facilities would allow
people to change their mode of travel from motorized vehicles to other selfpropelled modes.



Need to provide connectivity to/from proposed alternative transportation facilities
and residential development. A new SMART rail transit station is planned for the
west side of U.S. 101 at Guerneville Road. This station is projected to serve
approximately 600 boarding passengers each day. Of those 600, approximately 35
percent (210 passengers) are projected to arrive at the station by means other than
an automobile.
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Project Purpose:

•

Offer a safer and more enjoyable alternative for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing
U.S. 101 in the vicinity of SRJC compared to existing roadway crossings.

•

Provide a continuous path to improve pedestrian and bicycle east-west connectivity
across U.S. 101 in the northern half of the City of Santa Rosa and connect the
existing and proposed bikeway and pedestrian networks.

•

Provide an alternative travel route for non-motorized travelers (including
pedestrians, bicycles, and persons with disabilities) to increase travel mode
flexibility and encourage a mode shift away from motorized vehicle travel, enabling
pedestrians and bicyclists to take longer trips and better support the needs of lowmobility groups. Specifically, the project would provide more direct connections
for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing U.S. 101 to important destinations east and
west of the freeway including SMART stations, the SRJC campus, Santa Rosa High
School, the Jennings Ave. east-west bicycle boulevard, Coddingtown Mall, the
SMART bicycle/pedestrian trail pathway, and housing developments along Range
Avenue.

Item

Considerations

Yes/No/
Specify

1. Project
Setting (refer
to Planning
Scoping
Checklist)

Rural or Urban?
Current Land Uses: (e.g., industrial,
light industry, commercial, agricultural
residential etc).
Adjacent Land Uses:

Urban
Yes

Yes

Existing Landscaping:

Yes

Designated or Eligible Scenic Highway

No

Comments (summarize pertinent
information. assumptions and
reference location of detailed
information):
Downtown Santa Rosa
Commercial, residential, and
institutional.
Commercial, residential, and
institutional.
Minor landscaping along SRJC
touchdown area and potential
landscaping along Edwards Ave.
touchdown area.

The following pages are to be used for each alternative provided that the scope is
significantly different. If a route has been adopted as a freeway, a decision must be made
as to whether or not the project will address improvements to the existing traversable
highway or move to construction of a freeway facility.
*The two alternatives outlined in this PRS-PDS, Alternative 1A and 1B, are similar
enough so the below answers address both alternatives.
Item

Considerations

Yes/No/
Specify

Design
Concept and
Route Matters

1.

Yes
No

Design Concept?
Freeway/Expressway/
Conventional Highway
Mixed highway and transit
Mixed highway and rail
Urban
Other

No
No
Yes

2

Comments (summarize pertinent
information, assumptions and
reference location of detailed
information):
Bike/ped overcrossing

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
Design
Criteria

1.

2.

3.

4.

Existing Route Adoption Date
New Route Adoption Proposed?
Existing Freeway Agreement Date
New Freeway Agreement
Proposed?
Public Road Connection
Proposed?
Design speed for highway
facilities within the project limit
mi/hr?
Design Period: (10 yr/15 yr/20 yr)
Construction Year
Design Year
Design Capacity - Level of
Service to be maintained over the
design period:
Mainline
Ramp
Local Street
Weaving Sections
Design Vehicle Selection
STAA
California
Bus

No
No
No
No
No
N/A
N/A
20 yr
2018
2016
N/A

N/A
N/A
Yes
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Details TBD.

Proposed Roadbed and Structure Widths:
State Highway
Lane widths/#
Left Shoulder
Right Shoulder
Median Width
Bicycle lane
Sidewalk
Planting strip

Existing

Roadbed Width
Proposed Standard

Local Streets: Elliott Ave. (as described in PSR-PDS)
Lane widths/#
16’
12’
12’
Left Shoulder
N/A
N/A
N/A
Right Shoulder
N/A
N/A
N/A
Median Width
N/A
N/A
N/A
Bicycle lane(s)
None
Sharrow
5’
Sidewalk
4.5’
5’
5’
Planting strip
N/A
N/A
Local Streets: Edwards Ave. (as described in PSR-PDS)
Lane widths/#
16’
11’
12’
Left Shoulder
N/A
N/A
N/A
Right Shoulder
N/A
N/A
N/A
Median Width
N/A
N/A
N/A
Bicycle lane
None
5’
5’
Sidewalk
5’
5’
5‘
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Existing

Structure Width
Proposed

Standard

101/Santa Rosa Bike/Ped Overcrossing
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

6”
1’
N/A
8’6” (total for both
directions)
5’
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
7’2”
5’

Planting strip

N/A

Item

Considerations

Roadway
Design
Scoping

1. Mainline
Operations

Roadway
Design
Scoping

2. Ramp/Street
Intersection
Improvements

N/A
Yes/No/
Specify

Main lane highway
widening?

No

Existing pavement to
be rehabilitated with
Asphalt
Concrete/Rubberized
AC/PCC?
Widen existing
facility from __ lanes
to __lanes.
Local street structures
to span ___ lanes.

N/A

Curb extensions
Shoulder
improvements

TBD
No

Bicycle lanes

Yes

Pedestrian refuge
islands
Sidewalks

N/A

Right of Way
acquisition required
for ___ lanes.

Yes

Upgrade existing
facility to:
Expressway/Freeway/
Controlled Access
Highway/ Traversable
Highway Standards?
Improve Vertical
Clearance
Adequate Falsework
Clearance
Traffic calming
features
New Signals?
Modify Existing
Signals?
Right Turn Lanes
Widening for
Localized Through
lanes?

N/A

4

Comments (summarize pertinent
information, assumptions and
reference location of detailed
information):

N/A

8

Yes

N/A
Yes
N/A
TBD
N/A
TBD
TBD

Bike/ped overcrossing to cross
U.S. 101 (6 lanes) and Armory
Dr. and Cleveland Ave.
Overhead sign will need to be
relocated which will impact NB
101 shoulder width in the project
area
On overcrossing and along
Elliott and Edwards Aves.

Sidewalks along Edwards and
Elliott Aves. may require
modifications
ROW acquisition may be
required along Elliott Ave. in
order to shift Elliott Ave. slightly
north.

Merging Lanes?
Deceleration/
Acceleration lanes?
Left Turn Lanes?
>300 VPH Left Turn
(Requires Double Left
Turn Lane)
Interchange Spacing?
Ramps Intersect Local
Street < 4% grade?
Intersection Spacing?
Exit Ramps >1,500
VPH (Requires two
lane exit)
Single lane ramps
exceeding 1000’
widened to Two lanes
Curb Ramps?
Pedestrian Facilities?

Operational
Improvements

Truck
Climbing Lane

Auxiliary
Lanes

Other?
Sustained Grade
exceeding 2% and
Total Rise Exceeds
50’?
Other?
2000’ between
Successive OnRamps?
Two lane Exit Ramps
have 1300’ Auxiliary
Lane?
Weaving < 2000’
between off-ramp and
on-ramp?
Other?

TBD
N/A
TBD
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

TBD
TBD

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Item

Considerations

Yes/No/
Specify

Right of Way
Access
Control

Existing access control extends at least
50 ft beyond end of curb return, radius
or taper?
New construction access control
extends at least 100’ (urban areas) or
300’ (rural areas) beyond end of curb
returns, radius or taper?
Other?
Clearing and Grubbing?
Relocate Existing Irrigation Facilities?
Highway Planting and Irrigation
(including median and roadside)

N/A

Highway
Planting and
Irrigation
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Crosswalks at
Edwards/Cleveland and
Elliott/Armory intersections

N/A

N/A
N/A

Comments (summarize pertinent
information, assumptions and
reference location of detailed
information):

Roadside
Management

Safety

Hydraulics/
Stormwater
(Refer to the
Stormwater
data sheet)

Structures
(Refer to
Structures
Scoping
Checklist or
APS)

Other

Vegetation control treatments (road
edge, guardrails, signs, drainage
facilities, miscellaneous pavement
narrow areas, etc.)
Modernization and clustering of
facilities and hardware (removing and
replacing other items), gore area
pavement
Rehabilitate gore area pavement and
pavement beyond gore areas (remove
and replace miscellaneous pavement
and curbs
Contour grading, slope rounding,
stepped slopes and topsoil reapplication
Side slopes/embankment slope
Off-Freeway Access (gate, access road,
and stairways)
Maintenance Vehicle Pull-Out
Adequate safety working conditions
Relocate roadside facilities/features
(cabinets, poles, pull boxes and vaults)
away from traffic
Erosion Control?

Yes

Drainage?

Yes

Slope Design?

Yes

New Bridge? Providing public access
for recreational purposes must be fully
considered for new bridges over
navigable rivers.
Bridge Rehabilitation?
Retaining Wall
Bicycle or Pedestrian
Overcrossing/Undercrossing
On STRAIN list for:
Class I Bikeway (bicycle path)

No
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N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Yes
Yes

No
Yes
Yes
N/A
Yes

Relocate one U.S. 101 overhead
sign.
Ramp in-fill will have erosion
control (outside of Caltrans
ROW).
Slope is designed to carry water
to the touch down area where
there will be drainage (outside of
Caltrans ROW).
The main slope will be less than
5% with a 1.5 or 2% cross grade
to carry water to the sides and
then down to the touch down
areas (outside of Caltrans ROW).
New bike/ped overcrossing

Bike/Ped overcrossing of U.S.
101.

Division of Engineering Services
PSR-PDS Scoping Checklist
Project Information
District: 04 County: SON Route: 101 Post Mile: 21.4 EA# 04-2G340 Project ID# 0413000213
Project Description: U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing PSR-PDS
Project Manager:

Lilian Acorda

Phone # (510) 286-4927

DES Project Liaison Engineer* (PLE):

Emil Vergara

Phone # (916) 227-8360

DES Special Funded Projects Liaison Engineer: Henry Seto

Phone # (916) 212-8253

DES Consultant Management Engineer:

Phone # (916) 227-8360

Emil Vergara

*The Project Liaison Engineer will provide assistance with the completion of this form.

Project Scope
DES acknowledges that scope is in development at this time. The Project Liaison Engineer is
available to assist the District in determining the involvement of DES functional units. The intent
of the checklist is to gather as much information as possible on the alternatives to accurately
identify the involvement of DES.

Describe and identify in the following sections a general description of improvements
anticipated as part of the project scope that will require DES functional unit
involvement.
Check applicable boxes describing proposed scope of project.
None of the below.
New Expressway/Freeway
on new alignment
Construct Interchange
Modify Interchange
Bridge Replacement
(New alignment? Yes
No)
Bridge Rehabilitation
New Bridge
Bridge Seismic Retrofit
Other Design: Explain:

Other Roadway Realignment
Emergency/Storm Damage
Bridge Widening
Curve Correction
Building Project
Median Barrier Retrofit
Construct Passing Lane
Soundwall/Retaining Wall
Roadway Rehabilitation

Widen Highway
Rockfall Project
Left-turn Pocket
Modify Slope
Stabilize Subgrade
Stabilize Roadway
Landslide/Slip-out
Bridge Deck Rehab.
Bridge Joint Seals

Briefly describe proposed scope of DES involvement for all alternatives.
Alternative 1A: DES will be involved for design oversight and independent QA/QC. Design services
will be provided by the consultant.
Alternative 1B: DES will be involved for design oversight and independent QA/QC. Design services
will be provided by the consultant.
U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing PSR-PDS
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Project Schedule
PA/ED Date

03/2018

Project Cost
Alternative # 1A and 1B
Project Cost Range ($ 1000’s)
Roadway
$1,800 - 3,000

Cost of Largest Structure ($ 1000’s)
$8,173 (main span, aerial approach,
retaining walls)

Structure** $8,500 – 10,000
Total
$10,900 – 15,400
**Structure Cost Range to be provided by (check one)
Consultant
Structure Design Technical Liaison.
* Because Alternatives 1A and 1B are similar, only one structures estimate is needed.

Project Scope Breakdown by DES Function
Bridge Design Services (check applicable boxes):
Design by: consultant design team; none of the below
Office of Structure Design
Structure Maintenance Design
Office of Structure Contract Management (Consultant Design Oversight)
Office of Special Funded Projects (Consultant Design Oversight)

Bridge Information:
New Bridge(s)

Number TBD

Bridge Replacement(s)
Bridge Widening(s)
New Bridge over water
Bridge Replacement over water
Bridge Widening over water
Bridge Rail Replacement(s)
Approach Slab
Bridge with Railroad Involved
Bridge w/ Scour Analysis
Bridge w/ Special Design or
Retrofit

Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number

Br. Name(s) & No(s).Santa Rosa
Bike/Ped Overcrossing; 1 bridge
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).
Br. Name(s) & No(s).

Other DES functional units required for Structure Work: TBD
Structure Hydraulics (include if bridge is over or adjacent to water)
Preliminary Investigations (Structure Foundation Plan)
Geotechnical Services (Structure Foundations)

Wall Design Data for Structure Design & Geotechnical Services:
Soundwall(s)
Number
Ret. walls(s)
Number:
MSE Wall(s)
Number 2

Est. Max. Ht
Est. Length
Est. Max. Ht
Est. Length
Est. Max. Ht 10’
Est. Length 220’

U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing PSR-PDS

Standard
Design
Standard
Design
Standard
Design

Special
Design
Special
Design
Special
Design
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Geotechnical Services:
Is Oversight for consultant prepared geotechnical reports required?
Yes

No

Has the Geotechnical Design Liaison or other geotechnical person been contacted?
Yes

No

If yes, who?

Flat
Terrain
Est. Max Height (m) N/A
Cuts:
Est. Max Height (m) 10’
Fills:

Rolling
Est. Volume (m3):
Est. Volume (m3):

Sign Structures
Overhead Sign Foundations
Changeable Message Sign Foundations

Mountainous
New
Widen
New
Widen

Number 1
Number

Other:
Special Studies (slope stability, rockfall, erosion, seepage, ground water, settlement,
liquefaction, slipout repair, rock slope, etc.) Explain
Existing Maintenance Problems:
Explain:

Technical Specialist Design:
Anticipated insertable plan sheet(s) check below:
Culvert(s)
Number
Barrier(s)
Number
Signs and Overhead Structures
Number 1
Other Design:
Explain:

Transportation Architecture Design:
Design New Building(s)
Remodel Existing Buildings(s)
Bridge Aesthetics Evaluation
Build scale model
Other Aesthetics work

Explain:
Explain:
Explain: Design of bike/ped overcrossing
Explain:
Explain:

Electrical, Mechanical, Water & Wastewater Design: N/A
Pumping Plants
Movable bridge, drawbridge
Lighting control system for facilities
Sanitary Systems

Explain:
Explain:
Explain:
Explain:

Materials Engineering & Testing Services: TBD
Pavement: TBD
Rigid
Flexible
Deflection Study Required

Average Grade
No. of Locations

Consultation and Inspection
Loop detectors
Signal & Lighting Products
Concrete Bridge

Average Superelevation
Lane/miles to be tested
Changeable Message Signs,
Closed Circuit TV

Steel Bridge

*Final materials are TBD, however, it is anticipated that the ramps will be concrete and
the span will be steel structure with thin CIP concrete deck.
Corrosion Tests: TBD
Soil
Concrete
Other: TBD
Special Products: Explain
U.S. 101/Santa Rosa Ped/Bike Overcrossing PSR-PDS
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Additional Studies, Investigations or Research from DES
Identify additional studies or investigations that may be required from DES Functional Units.

Prepared By: Steven Grover, PE

Date: 03/17/2016

Please submit this form to DES, to the attention of the Project Liaison Engineer, Office of
Project Delivery, in the subdivision of Program/Project & Resource Management.
DES will provide a Structure Cost Estimate Range, for each alternative and a resource summary
estimate to be included in the project workplan.
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