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Appendix S Public Comments and 

Responses 

 
Introduction to Response to Comments 

This document is a California Environmental Quality Act Final Environmental 

Impact Report only; it is not a federal document. As a courtesy, responses to 

comments made under both the federal and state environmental processes are 

included even though this is no longer a federal document. 

The project plans a route adoption for a four-lane expressway only; there is no longer 

a construction component to the proposed project. As a courtesy, responses to 

questions about the former construction portion of the project are included based on 

the hypothetical construction of Alternative B, which was modified in response to 

comments. If and when there is an actual construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Two comment letters were received from federal agencies. 
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Federal Agencies  

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and 

Compliance, Pacific Southwest Region, page 1 of 2 
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U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and 

Compliance, Pacific Southwest Region, page 2 of 2 
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Response to U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental 

Compliance, Pacific Southwest Region 

Thank you for your comment on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Only historic properties were evaluated relative to the requirements of Section 4(f) 

because there are no parks, recreational facilities, or wildlife refuges within or near 

the project area. A map of historic properties was not included in the environmental 

document due to the sensitive nature of cultural resources. The location of 

archaeological sites is confidential, and is not made available to the public. 

Two historic properties determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic 

Places are within the Area of Potential Effects for cultural resources, and also fall 

within the smaller project area of the State Route 25 Widening and Route Adoption 

evaluated in the draft environmental document. Neither of these sites is within or next 

to the proposed build alternatives, but they are next to the route adoption alternatives. 

The Bloomfield Ranch Headquarters sits near the southeast corner of U.S. 101 and 

State Route 25 and includes a parcel west of U.S. 101. This property, CA-SCL-

697/H, is significant as the business headquarters of the Miller & Lux Company cattle 

ranching empire, as the home of Henry Miller, and for its historic architecture. No 

right-of-way would need to be acquired from the Bloomfield Ranch property. 

CA-SBT-243 is a prehistoric archaeological site assumed eligible for the National 

Register for the purposes of this project only. Site CA-SBT-243 is next to Alternative 

1 and would be protected by an Environmental Sensitive Area if that alternative were 

selected and, in the future, an interchange were constructed at State Route 156/State 

Route 25. However, Alternative 1 was not selected as the preferred alternative. 

The route adoption alternatives would not use the above properties and would not 

hinder their preservation. Caltrans made a finding of No Adverse Effect with 

Standard Conditions under the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement for cultural 

resources for this project. Constructive use of either site due to proximity impacts 

would not occur.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, page 1 of 6 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, page 2 of 6 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, page 3 of 6 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, page 4 of 6 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, page 5 of 6 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, page 6 of 6 
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Response to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Thank you for giving the proposed construction project, 

Alternatives A and B, your Lack of Objections rating. We note your agreement with 

Caltrans that Alternative B appears to have the fewest adverse environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment #2: Bicycle access would be available as the project is 

currently designed. Bicyclists would have the option to ride on the frontage roads, 

which would have light traffic, or to use the 10-foot-wide striped shoulder on the 

expressway. According to the San Benito County Bicycle Master Plan (December 

2009), a Class III bicycle route is recommended for State Route 25 in the City of 

Hollister, from San Felipe Road to Wright Road, and in the county from Wright Road 

to the Santa Clara County line. A Class III route designation does not require a 

separate striped lane for bicycles. These projects were ranked 33rd of 34 projects in 

the second tier of priority ranking of bicycle projects. 

Response to Comment #3: Existing plant communities within the build alternatives 

are agricultural fields, annual grasslands (mostly non-native grasses) and vernal 

pools. Bare soil resulting from construction would be sown or planted with vegetation 

suited to the site conditions—soil type, plant community, and availability of water—

and compatibility with adjacent farming operations. A combination of annual and 

perennial flowering plants and grasses, including native species, would be used; 

weedy plants that could spread to adjacent farm fields would be avoided.  

Response to Comment #4: Subsequent Tier II environmental documents for projects 

within a selected route adoption alignment would include detailed studies, analysis, 

and specific mitigation measures for impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands 

and riparian habitats. A new wetlands delineation would be prepared as part of this 

process. 

Response to Comment #5: Both route adoption alternatives, Alternative 1 and 

Alternative 2, share the same alignment within the Soap Lake floodplain and in the 
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areas with vernal pools. This common alignment is the result of analysis and 

preliminary design performed in the past to reduce impacts for the earlier build 

alternatives that extended through the route adoption area and beyond.  

Response to Comment #6: Bicyclists would have the option to ride on the frontage 

roads, which would have light traffic, or use the 10-foot-wide striped shoulder on the 

expressway. It is unlikely that anyone would commute to work or school between 

Hollister and Gilroy via bicycle because they are 12 miles apart. According to the San 

Benito County Bicycle Master Plan (December 2009), a Class III bicycle route is 

recommended for State Route 25 in the City of Hollister, from San Felipe Road to 

Wright Road, and in the county from Wright Road to the Santa Clara County line. A 

Class III route designation does not require a separate striped lane for bicycles. These 

projects were ranked 33rd of 34 projects in the second tier of priority ranking. The 

Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan (2008) indicates that the proposed Valley Fair 

to Santa Teresa Cross County Bicycle Corridor would eventually extend southeast 

along the planned extension of Santa Teresa Boulevard to U.S. 101 and continue on 

State Route 25 to the San Benito County line. The San Benito County Bicycle Master 

Plan also proposes a Class I multi-use recreational trail that would run next to the 

Union Pacific Railroad Hollister line tracks, within the railroad’s right-of-way, from 

Third Street in the City of Hollister to the Santa Clara County line (ranked 28th of 34 

projects in the second tier of priority ranking). The San Benito County trail would 

connect with a planned bicycle corridor along the railroad tracks northwards in Santa 

Clara County. Other Santa Clara County Cross County Bicycle Corridors in the route 

adoption area would be the Uvas Creek Trail, extending northwestwards from 

Bloomfield Road along Uvas (Carnadero) Creek, and a portion of the State Route 152 

Bicycle Corridor shown connecting the existing State Routes 152 and 25.  

Response to Comment #7: The preliminary growth analysis performed for this 

project was the “first-cut screening” step of our Caltrans guidance document, 

Guidance for Preparers of Growth-related Indirect Impact Analyses. The result of the 

analysis was that a full-blown growth analysis is not warranted. The results were 

documented in our files. Additional text has been added to Section 3.1.2 Growth. 
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State Agencies  
 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, page 1 of 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Appendix S  Comments and Responses 
 
 

Hollister to Gilroy State Route 25 Widening 
and Route Adoption  �  14 

Response to State Clearinghouse 

No response necessary. 
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California Department of Fish and Game, page 1 of 1 
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Response to California Department of Fish and Game (now called the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife) 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Thank you for your statement. Alternative B, with a 

reduced footprint, has been selected as the preferred alternative. 

Response to Comment #2: Thank you for contacting the Department of Fish and 

Game Region 3 and establishing that they will handle the 1602 Streambed Alteration 

Agreements that will be required in the future when the Pajaro River and Carnadero 

Creek are crossed and bridges are constructed. 
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Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, page 1 of 1 
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Response to Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Alternative B, which is not near the airport, has been 

selected as the preferred build alternative. If Alternative A had been selected for 

construction, Caltrans engineers would follow the Highway Design Manual guidance 

regarding Airway-Highway Clearances during the final design phase. If needed, 

Caltrans would submit a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form7460-1) 

to the Federal Aviation Administration.  

Response to Comment #2: No landscape trees are proposed for the project in the 

vicinity of the Hollister Municipal Airport.  
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Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource 
Protection, page 1 of 4 
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Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource 
Protection, page 2 of 4 
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Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource 
Protection, page 3 of 4 
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Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource 
Protection, page 4 of 4 
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Response to Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource 

Protection 

We are responding to your comments even though your comment letter was sent 

almost three months after the comment period ended. 

This document is no longer a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. 

The proposed project under the California Environmental Quality Act no longer 

includes any construction—it now involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we 

responded to comments made under NEPA and to comments about construction 

alternatives (assuming a hypothetical modified Alternative B). If and when there is a 

construction project, it would need to undergo a new and complete environmental 

analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: This project plans a route adoption for a four-lane 

expressway only; there is no freeway component.  

Response to Comment #2: Alternative 2 has been selected as the preferred route 

adoption alternative, with design modifications that would reduce the amount of 

right-of-way acquisition (and therefore farmland) eventually needed for the project. 

The total farmland acreage that would be needed has been reduced from 660 acres to 

497 acres. Of this total, 204.2 acres are currently classified as prime and unique 

farmland, a savings of approximately 207 acres of the best farmland than what would 

have occurred with the previously proposed Alternative 2.  

Acreage that would be required from parcels under Williamson Act contracts for 

Alternative 2 has been reduced from 159.1 acres to 129.4 acres total. This alternative 

may acquire approximately 74.2 acres from three Williamson Act parcels in San 

Benito County (an increase of 23.1 acres from the previous design), due to moving 

the new alignment closer to the existing intersection of State Routes 25 and 156 and 

the design of the interchange proposed in that location. However, in Santa Clara 

County, only 55.2 acres from seven property parcels would be converted, which is 

52.8 fewer acres of Williamson Act acreage than previously proposed for this 

alternative. The alternative does not appear to acquire enough farmland from any 

single parcel to result in the cancellation of any Williamson Act contracts.  

Caltrans does not agree that this project would induce growth. Please read Section 

3.1.2 Growth. 
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Response to Comment #3: Alternative B has been selected as the preferred build 

alternative, with design modifications that will reduce the amount of right-of-way 

acquisition needed for construction. The total estimated farmland to be converted 

would be approximately 127 acres, a reduction of 62 acres from the previous design.  

Alternative B as modified would acquire approximately 53.3 acres from two property 

parcels under Williamson Act contracts, 2 more acres than with the previous design. 

The additional acreage is a result of moving the new alignment closer to the existing 

intersection of State Routes 25 and 156; this was done to reduce farmland impacts 

overall. The change to this alignment does not appear to acquire enough farmland 

from any single parcel to result in the cancellation of any Williamson Act contracts.  

Response to Comment #4: Because the entire area between Hollister and Gilroy in 

the vicinity of State Route 25 is farmland, it is not possible to construct an 

expressway without causing significant impacts to farmland.  

Response to Comment #5: After exploring mitigation options, Caltrans has decided 

to purchase one or more conservation easements as partial mitigation for the preferred 

build alternative, the modified Alternative B. 

Response to Comment #6: The mitigation acreage ratio used on a nearby project in 

San Benito County is 1:1. The same ratio would be used for this project. 

Response to Comment #7: When a conservation easement is purchased, the quality 

of the farmland is matched proportionally within the farmland classifications with the 

farmland that is being mitigated for. Caltrans staff used the “30 conservation tools” 

paper obtained from your Department. 

Response to Comment #8: Text has been added to the Farmland section of this 

document regarding potential indirect impacts to Williamson Act contracted parcels 

next to the preferred build alternative. 
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Local and Regional Agencies 

 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 1 of 9 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 2 of 9 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 3 of 9 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 4 of 9 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 5 of 9 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 6 of 9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Appendix S  Comments and Responses 
 
 

Hollister to Gilroy State Route 25 Widening 
and Route Adoption  �  31 

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 7 of 9 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 8 of 9 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 9 of 9 
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Response to Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Caltrans, as the lead California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA) agency for this project, is not required to adhere to the significance 

thresholds in the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District’s 2008 CEQA 

Air Quality Guidelines. The guidelines will be taken into consideration, but Caltrans 

reserves the right to make its own determination of whether or not the construction or 

operational impacts of a project are significant under CEQA. 

Response to Comment #2: As you stated, air quality conformity applies only to 

federal standards. The text you referred to has been corrected, thank you. 

Response to Comment #3: Table 3.19 of Volume I of this document has been 

revised and updated to show the most up-to-date ambient air quality standards. 

Response to Comment #4: Table 3.19 has been changed to reflect your comment 

that the California Air Resources Board does not distinguish between the 1-hour and 

8-hour readings for ozone levels when assigning the attainment designation.  

Response to Comment #5: Thank you for your comment regarding the revegetation 

and landscaping planned as part of the project. 

Response to Comment #6: Regarding the suggestions for mitigating entrained road 

dust: 

• The shoulder width of the expressway and the paved frontage roads would be 10 

feet. 

• The paved shoulder along the median would be 5 feet wide. 

• Drought-tolerant native grasses would be planted in the median and would be 

mowed in the summer for fire safety. 

• All shoulders and turnouts would be paved. 
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• This project is in a rural area. Revegetation for erosion control purposes will be 

planted. Formal landscaping is not planned except for the Hollister Gateway at the 

southeast end of the project.  

• This project would not have hedges or any barriers in the median. 

Caltrans requirements to reduce re-entrained road dust include the following 

measures: 

• Wash off trucks as they leave the right-of-way as necessary to control fugitive 

dust emissions. 

• Use track-out reduction measures such as gravel pads at project access points to 

minimize dust and mud deposits on roads used by construction traffic. 

• Promptly and regularly remove dust and mud that are deposited on paved public 

roads due to construction activity and traffic to decrease particulate matter. 

Response to Comment #7: Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 

construction Best Management Practices listed in Table 8-2 of its 2008 Air Quality 

CEQA guidelines will be followed by the contractor if possible.  

Response to Comment #8: The Carbon Monoxide Protocol (US Davis 1997) was 

used to analyze carbon monoxide (CO). Because the proposed project is located in a 

carbon monoxide attainment area, further detailed analysis did not appear to be 

warranted. Regarding nitrogen oxide (NOx), it has not been Caltrans’ practice to 

analyze this pollutant. 

Response to Comment #9: The model used to predict level of service for the existing 

two-lane highway is discussed in Chapter 12 Highway Concepts (pages 12-11 to 12-

19) and in Chapter 20 Two-Lane Highways (pages 20-1 to 20-48) of the 2000 

Highway Capacity Manual, published by the Transportation Research Board.  

Response to Comment #10: Table 1.1 (repeated as Table 3.11) shows only existing 

and predicted future traffic without the projects. Table 1.3 (repeated as Table 3.12) 

similarly shows only existing and predicted level of service without the projects, 

continuing into the future at level of service E. Table 3.13 displays the predicted 

levels of service for the route adoption alternatives, showing that acceptable levels of 

service would be attained if either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 could be constructed 

all at once. The No-Build Alternative is included in this table for comparison and, as 

just stated, would continue at level of service E. Table 3.14 shows the existing and 

predicted levels of service for the build alternatives in the same format as Table 3.13. 
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As stated in the document, the travel demand forecast model used for the traffic 

analysis was the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 2004 

model, which was the version available when the Traffic Operations Analysis report 

was prepared for this project. 

Response to Comment #11: It was appropriate for the traffic study to analyze level 

of service by examining the factors of average speed of a vehicle and traffic delay. 

Percent-time-spent-following is a measure of traffic delay and hourly traffic volume 

on a Class I two-lane highway, and is not directly proportional to whether or not 

passing is allowed on the highway. When slow vehicles cause a line of cars to back 

up behind them, they can turn left or right out of the stream of traffic where there is 

at-grade access to the highway such as private driveways and public roads, so 

percent-time-spent-following does not necessarily reach 100%. 

Response to Comment #12: Average travel speeds were calculated by the length of a 

highway segment divided by the average travel time of all vehicles driving that 

segment in both directions during a designated period of time, in this case one hour, 

hence miles per hour. See answer to Comment #11 above. 

Response to Comment #13: See response to Comment #11 above. 

Response to Comment #14: Vehicle emissions will be cleaner by 2018 and will 

continue to be cleaner through 2038. 

Response to Comment #15: Bus rapid transit involves converting a bus line into an 

express bus line on an existing roadway, typically with a dedicated lane, and limited 

stops (only at stations). In California, these bus rapid transit projects have been done 

in congested urban areas. The Union Pacific Railroad Hollister line is still an active 

freight line, and the 100-foot-wide right-of-way is owned by the Union Pacific 

Railroad. Furthermore, there is no paved roadway within or next to the railroad line 

that could be used for a dedicated busway, as this is a rural area.  

Response to Comment #16: The route adoption would not induce growth or cause 

cumulative growth. It is plausible that the route adoption may be viewed as having 

the potential to affect the timing and location of growth in the area; however, a route 

adoption only preserves an area for future needs and any growth could be avoided or 

minimized based on the goals and objectives adopted in the General Plans of both 

jurisdictional counties.  
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Once right-of-way for a Tier II project within an adopted alignment is acquired, 

fencing would be placed on the new right-of-way lines, limiting access onto the new 

expressway. For the preferred Route Adoption Alternative 2, access would be 

eliminated except from the intersections at San Felipe Road, Wright Road, Briggs 

Road, State Route 156, Shore Road, and Bolsa Road, which would be improved. 

Intersections would be eliminated at Hudner Lane, Flynn Road, and Bloomfield 

Road, and a new connector at Grant Line is proposed. All of these intersections 

currently provide access onto State Route 25 except for the Grant Line Road 

connector, which was proposed to provide access to the existing private driveways 

and local roads. The route adoption alternative would eliminate all the existing 

driveway and local road access onto State Route 25. Also, the use of private access 

easements instead of frontage roads would reduce vehicular traffic by the general 

public. 

Response to Comment #17: The only traffic signal proposed for the build 

alternatives would be at the new State Route 156/State Route 25 intersection. With 

roundabouts (sometimes known as traffic circles), cars and trucks are required to slow 

down or stop to yield to the vehicles that are already in the circle as they proceed 

through the intersection. When vehicles have to slow down or stop, they are using 

gasoline or diesel fuel less efficiently, which causes higher emissions. After passing 

through the roundabout, vehicles will accelerate up to highway speed again if they are 

traveling down the highway. Acceleration uses more fuel and creates more emissions 

than free flow speed. Free flow is the flow of traffic unaffected by traffic conditions 

up or down the highway.  

Roundabouts may not reduce emissions when thousands of vehicles are forced to 

slow or slow and stop, then accelerate. With two-way stop-control at the side streets, 

as proposed for this project, the highway traffic can just proceed through the 

intersection at free flow speed and only the side street traffic (which is much lighter 

than mainline volumes) is required to stop. For the two-way stop-controlled 

intersection as a whole, total emissions from vehicles should be lower than total 

emissions from the roundabout, with a smaller number of vehicles having to slow and 

stop before entering the highway.  

Within the project area, the side street traffic volumes of the at-grade intersections are 

much lower than the volume of traffic on the highway. Building a roundabout at these 

intersections would be counter-productive because every vehicle would be forced to 

slow and/or come to a complete stop, then accelerate back up to free flow speed, 
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causing more emissions. The delay caused by the roundabout would affect every 

vehicle that goes through the intersection, creating unnecessary time delays for traffic 

going down the highway. At a two-way stop-controlled intersection, the number of 

vehicles having to stop and delay are on the side street only, where the numbers are 

usually much lower than the mainline.  

In addition, ideal locations for roundabouts are intersections with equal numbers of 

vehicles entering the roundabout from all roads. Within the project area, the two 

suitable locations for roundabouts would be at the intersection of State Route 

156/State Route 25 (for the build alternative only) and at State Route 25/San Felipe 

Road. Future traffic demand may require 3-lane roundabouts at these locations. The 

large curves would encourage high speed through the roundabouts and jeopardize the 

safety of the intersection. An effective roundabout should be able to reduce vehicle 

speed as vehicles proceed through the intersection.  

Response to Comment #18: Caltrans defines free flow of traffic as 55-65 miles per 

hour. Vehicle emissions will be cleaner by 2018 and will continue to be cleaner 

through 2038. 

Response to Comment #19: See Response to Comment #15 above. 
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Santa Clara County Water District, Page 1 of 2 
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Response to Santa Clara County Water District 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Thank you for making comments regarding the route 

adoption alternatives. Caltrans will contact the Water District when future Tier II 

environmental documents are initiated so that your agency can have input into the 

design process. 

Response to Comment #2: Tier II environmental documents for future construction 

that would occur in the floodplain would include more detailed hydrological 

information and would specify the specific flood events for which the designed 

bridges, drainage ditches, and cross culverts would mitigate. 

Response to Comment #3: The bridges probably would be designed so that no piers 

would be in the channels of Uvas (Carnadero) Creek or the Pajaro River. If any 

design requiring piers in the water is considered, the Tier II environmental document 

would disclose this fact and propose mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment #4: Future Tier II environmental documents will present 

water quality and hydrology issues in detail when each segment is proposed for 

construction. The area between Hudner Lane and the Pajaro River, for example, 

would not have the mitigation needs that the Soap Creek floodplain area would have.  
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Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, page 1 of 1 
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Response to Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

Thank you for your response. 
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County of San Benito, Board of Supervisors, page 1 of 2 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

2 



Appendix S  Comments and Responses 
 
 

Hollister to Gilroy State Route 25 Widening 
and Route Adoption  �  45 

County of San Benito, Board of Supervisors, page 2 of 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 

5 

3 



Appendix S  Comments and Responses 
 
 

Hollister to Gilroy State Route 25 Widening 
and Route Adoption  �  46 

Response to San Benito County, Board of Supervisors 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: This project is sponsored by San Benito County through 

the Council of San Benito County Governments and is funded by them. County 

representatives have been on the Project Development Team for this project since its 

beginning more than 10 years ago. Up until this time, San Benito County had not 

expressed to Caltrans any concerns about the magnitude of farmland impacts due to 

the project. We do not agree that the alternatives presented in the draft environmental 

document were flawed; however, Caltrans decided to modify the project design in 

response to County and public comments. 

Response to Comment #2: The minimum width of the four-lane expressway shown 

in Figure 2-3, 342 feet, does not include frontage roads, which is why they are not 

shown there. The reason for this is that the distance between the frontage roads and 

the expressway would vary because the existing highway would be used for frontage 

roads where possible and also because frontage roads need to connect to local roads. 

New frontage roads require at least 56 feet of additional right-of-way to meet Caltrans 

design standards, as shown in Figure 2-4. The 342-foot-wide expressway was 

designed to meet Caltrans standards for safety and access control. In response to San 

Benito County’s concerns, the design team for this project applied for and has 

received design exceptions to modify the design of the preferred alternatives, 

Alternative 2 and Alternative B, to achieve a minimum expressway width of 240 feet.  

Response to Comment #3: Caltrans would not acquire or retain acreage that is not 

needed for build Alternative B. It is likely that portions or slivers of some farm 

parcels split by the project would be too small or oddly configured to continue to be 

farmed. As part of the right-of-way process for purchasing land, Caltrans negotiates 

parcel exchanges with neighboring farmers to reconfigure split farmland parcels for 

resale so that the parcels would continue to be farmed. 
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The Farmland Conversion Impact Rating forms completed for the project take into 

consideration only parcels or portions of parcels that would need to be acquired for 

the project, not the areas between the edge of the Caltrans right-of-way and the 

frontage road right-of-way. These areas would remain in private ownership unless the 

remainder is unusable, which Caltrans makes efforts to avoid. 

Response to Comment #4: A design exception has been approved to allow a median 

width of 46 feet instead of the standard 62-foot-wide median (median widths include 

the inside shoulders). The median would taper out to be wider at the unsignalized 

intersections (86 feet) so that large trucks would have enough room to stop in the 

middle before making left turns onto the expressway.  

Response to Comment #5: Alternative 2 and Alternative B, with design 

modifications, have been selected as the preferred alternatives. Neither of these 

alternatives would have any effect on the airport, nor would the airport affect 

expressway traffic. 
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City of Hollister, Development Services, page 1 of 3 
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City of Hollister, Development Services, page 2 of 3 
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City of Hollister, Development Services, page 3 of 3 
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Response to City of Hollister, Development Services 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: The correction regarding San Benito County’s future 

plans for the State Route 25/San Felipe Road intersection has been made by deleting 

the statement that the General Plan showed this intersection as an interchange.  

Response to Comment #2: A sentence has been added to the text explaining that the 

Specific Plan Application for the El Rancho San Benito development was withdrawn 

by the developers in May 2009. 

Response to Comment #3: The preliminary design for Route Adoption Alternative 1 

and build Alternative A would have the alignment 800 feet west of Runway 6/24 and 

would not be within the Runway Safety Zone. Neither of these alternatives was 

selected as preferred alternatives. 

Response to Comment #4: The preliminary design for Route Adoption Alternative 1 

and build Alternative A meet all of the airspace clearances stated in the Federal 

Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77, Obstructions Affecting Navigable Airspace, 

regarding aircraft using Runway 6 and any proposed improvements for these 

alternatives. 

Response to Comment #5: The profile grade changes for the proposed Don Chapin 

Undercrossing would not affect any of the airport runways and would comply with 

the Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77. This structure would be on Alternative A 

and Alternative 1; however these alternatives are not the preferred alternatives.  
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Council of San Benito County Governments, page 1 of 2 
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Council of San Benito County Governments, page 2 of 2 
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Response to Council of San Benito County Governments 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Caltrans has changed the design of the expressway to 

reduce farmland impacts. A median width of 46 feet will be feasible. We have now 

obtained the necessary approval for a design exception to use a 46-foot median. The 

width of the Caltrans right-of-way along the expressway will be reduced from 340 

feet to approximately 240 feet by changing the preliminary design for drainage as 

well as narrowing the median. Also, new frontage roads that would have required 

acquisition of property (farmland) have been reduced in length from 7.6 miles to 2.1 

miles for Alternative 2, or eliminated altogether for Alternative B.  

Response to Comment #2: The modified design of Alternative B would eliminate 

the need for any full right-of-way acquisitions of homes or businesses. Alternative 2, 

as currently modified, would have fewer right-of-way acquisition impacts than the 

prior design. 

Response to Comment #3: With reduction of the design footprint, the modified 

design will reduce the cost estimates for this project. Alternative B is estimated to 

cost $42,254,000 in 2011 dollars ($30,769,000 for construction and $11,485,000 for 

right-of-way acquisition). 

Response to Comment #4: Details of relocations of irrigation system, well 

relocations, and changed access to San Benito Water District irrigation water are 

negotiated by the Caltrans Right of Way division during the property acquisition 

phase of a project. 

Response to Comment #5: Caltrans does not believe that the design presented for 

Alternative A and Alternative 1 would encroach on the Runway Protection Zone 

and/or the Inner Safety Zone of Runway 6 (the east/west runway) of the Hollister 

Municipal Airport. If needed, Caltrans will consult with the City of Hollister and the 

Airport Land Use Commission regarding these alternatives. Note that Alternative B 
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and Alternative 2, not Alternative A and Alternative 1, have been selected as the 

preferred alternatives for this project.  

Response to Comment #6: The conventional four-lane highway was eliminated as a 

design alternative in 2003 by the Project Development Team because it did not meet 

the purpose and need for the project. A major need for the project is to increase the 

capacity of the roadway to address escalating congestion. The conventional four-lane 

highway alternative would not reduce direct access to the highway from the many 

private driveways (approximately 54 in 2003), and slow farm vehicles would 

continue to share the roadway with commuters. Even with two lanes in each 

direction, traffic flow would continue to be affected during commute hours with so 

many driveway openings (currently 31 between San Felipe Road and Hudner Lane). 

An expressway, on the other hand, would consolidate vehicle access to the highway, 

reducing the number of locations where through traffic would have to slow down or 

stop due to vehicles turning onto or off of the expressway. The conventional four-lane 

highway alternative was also rejected because it would have caused more 

environmental impacts to widen the existing highway than the proposed alternatives 

discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Tier I Environmental 

Impact Statement. The conventional four-lane alternative would have affected 

approximately 13 more businesses, 11 more houses, and $3.9 million in additional 

utility relocation costs compared to Alternative 2 as presented in the draft 

environmental document.  

Response to Comment #7: Caltrans has worked and will continue to work with the 

San Benito Council of Governments and the Santa Clara County Valley 

Transportation Authority to coordinate efforts on the U.S. 101 Widening project. 

Response to Comment #8: Caltrans has worked and will continue to work with the 

San Benito Council of Governments and the Santa Clara County Valley 

Transportation Authority to coordinate efforts on the State Route 152 project. 

Response to Comment #9: Caltrans will continue to assist the Council of 

Governments with seeking funding outside the State Transportation Improvement 

Program as well as considering this project to compete for Interregional 

Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) funding. Although this route is on the 

Interregional Road System, it is not an Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan 

Focus Route, so funding from the ITIP may be challenging. 
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Individuals 

Twenty comments were received via mail, email, and fax during the circulation 

period. Five commenters had attended the public hearing, and 15 other people 

submitted comments. 
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Response to Rick Gambetta 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Caltrans has noted that Alternative A would run the 

length of your family property and require acquisition of your home. The alternative 

would also bisect your parcels. We noted that your family property has lost acreage 

four times due to past highway and local road improvements. Alternative B (with 

modifications) has been selected as the preferred build alternative instead of 

Alternative A. 

Response to Comment #2: The Hollister Municipal Airport plans future expansion 

in several locations around the airport. Alternative A would be south and west of the 

airport on property that is in private ownership (including yours). Although this 

alternative would affect potential commercial development on the west side of the 

airport, it does not appear to preclude it. Alternative A is not a preferred alternative. 

Response to Comment #3: We do not believe that the preliminary design for 

Alternative A next to the airport would be unsafe or would create a hazard. The 

design complied with relevant Federal Aviation Administration regulations. However, 

Alternative A has not been selected as the preferred build alternative; a modified 

Alternative B was chosen instead. 

Response to Comment #4: Your comments regarding growth in Hollister have been 

noted. 

Response to Comment #5: We doubt that enough jobs could be created in San 

Benito County to reduce existing congestion and future traffic to the extent that the 

existing two-lane conventional highway would provide an acceptable level of service 

and safety from 2018 through 2038.  

Response to Comment #6: Alternative A as currently designed has an intersection at 

Flynn Road that would provide access to the airport and the industrial park via 

Aerostar Way. The build alternatives do not include any ramps in their design. As you 
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noted, Alternative B would maintain the existing access to the airport and associated 

industrial park from the south and west.  

Response to Comment #7: Your statement regarding the cost of the proposed build 

alternatives, potential impacts from Alternative A and the uncertainty regarding 

funding has been noted. Alternative B has been selected as the preferred build 

alternative. Due to the elimination of some frontage roads, reduced right-of-way 

acquisition needed, and changes in the economy, this preferred alternative will cost 

$19 million less than the design presented in the draft environmental document. 

Response to Comment #8: According to the Caltrans Right of Way division, if part 

or all of a property parcel is placed within a designated route adoption, the property 

value does not decline, but usually goes up over time. A route adoption would not 

result in changes in zoning. Zoning is established and controlled by each county, and 

counties’ policies and practices vary. A county can choose to limit types of 

development within a designated route adoption alignment; however, counties can 

allow changes to properties, and even construction of buildings within the alignment, 

with the stipulation that eventually the property would be acquired for construction of 

the highway.  

Response to Comment #9: Caltrans has noted your statement of support for 

Alternative B. 
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Response to Karen Gambetta 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Caltrans has noted that Alternative A would run the 

length of your husband’s family property and require acquisition of your home; the 

alternative would also bisect your parcels. We noted that your property has lost 

acreage four times due to past highway and local road improvements. Alternative B 

(with modifications) has been selected as the preferred build alternative instead of 

Alternative A. 

Response to Comment #2: The Hollister Municipal Airport plans future expansion 

in several locations around the airport. Alternative A would be south and west of the 

airport on property that is in private ownership (including yours). Although this 

alternative would affect potential commercial development on the west side of the 

airport it does not appear to preclude it. Alternative A is not a preferred alternative. 

Response to Comment #3: We do not believe that the preliminary design for 

Alternative A would be unsafe or would create a hazard. However, Alternative A has 

not been selected as the preferred build alternative; a modified Alternative B was 

chosen instead. 

Response to Comment #4: Your comments regarding growth in Hollister have been 

noted. 

Response to Comment #5: We doubt that enough jobs could be created in San 

Benito County to reduce existing congestion and future traffic to the extent that the 

existing two-lane conventional highway would provide an acceptable level of service 

and safety from 2018 through 2038.  

Response to Comment #6: Alternative A as currently designed has an intersection at 

Flynn Road that would provide access to the airport and the industrial park via 

Aerostar Way. The build alternatives do not include any ramps in their design. As you 

noted, Alternative B would maintain the existing access to the airport and associated 
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industrial park from the south and west. Alternative B (modified) has been chosen as 

the preferred build alternative. 

Response to Comment #7: Your statement regarding the cost of the proposed build 

alternatives, potential impacts from Alternative A and the uncertainty regarding 

funding is noted. Alternative B (modified) has been selected as the preferred build 

alternative. 

Response to Comment #8: According to the Caltrans Right of Way division, if part 

or all of a property parcel is placed within a designated route adoption, the property 

value does not decline, but usually goes up over time. A route adoption would not 

result in changes in zoning. Zoning is established and controlled by each county, and 

counties’ policies and practices vary. A county can choose to limit types of 

development within a designated route adoption alignment; however, counties can 

allow changes to properties, and even construction of buildings within the alignment, 

with the stipulation that eventually the property would be acquired for construction of 

the highway.  

Response to Comment #9: Caltrans has noted your statement of support for 

Alternative B. 
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The following eight letters contain the same text: 
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Response to Nathan J. Benitez, Oscar Gonzales, Gabe Gonzalez, Mark 

Lacasa, Julia Maheu, Rob Maheu, Luis Negrete, and Sara A. Puentes 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: We do not think that planned future expansion associated 

with the Hollister Municipal Airport would be prevented by construction of 

Alternative A, nor would the expressway cause safety issues in relationship to the 

east/west airport runway. However, Alternative B (modified), rather than Alternative 

A, has been selected as the preferred alternative.  

Response to Comment #2: We do not believe that Alternative A, as currently 

designed, would be unsafe or would create a hazard in relationship to the east/west 

airport runway. However, Alternative A has not been selected as the preferred build 

alternative; a modified Alternative B was chosen instead. 

Response to Comment #3: Your comments regarding growth in Hollister have been 

noted. 

Response to Comment #4: It is unlikely that enough jobs could be created in San 

Benito County to reduce existing congestion and future traffic to the extent that the 

existing two-lane conventional highway would provide an acceptable level of service 

and safety between 2015 and 2035.  

Response to Comment #5: Alternative A as currently designed has an intersection at 

Flynn Road that would provide access to the airport and the industrial park via 

Aerostar Way. The build alternatives do not include any ramps in their design. As you 

noted, Alternative B would maintain the existing access to the airport and associated 

industrial park from the south and west. Alternative B (modified) has been chosen as 

the preferred build alternative. 

Response to Comment #6: Your statement regarding the cost of the proposed build 

alternatives, potential impacts from Alternative A, and the uncertainty regarding 
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funding is noted. Alternative B (modified) has been selected as the preferred build 

alternative. 

Response to Comment #7: According to the Caltrans Right of Way division, if part 

or all of a property parcel is placed within a designated route adoption, the property 

value does not decline, but usually goes up over time. A route adoption would not 

result in changes in zoning. Zoning is established and controlled by each county, and 

counties’ policies and practices vary. A county can choose to limit types of 

development within a designated route adoption alignment; however, counties can 

allow changes to properties, and even construction of buildings within the alignment, 

with the stipulation that eventually the property would be acquired for construction of 

the highway.  

Response to Comment #8: Caltrans has noted your statement of support for 

Alternative B. 
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Response to Bob Brians 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

This project will not take funds away from other needed project improvements on US 

101.  
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Response to George Rajkovich 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Thank you for attending both the public scoping meeting 

for this project held on April 3, 2008 and the public hearing held on May 11, 2010 

during circulation of the draft environmental document. We appreciated receiving 

your comments in 2008 and took them into consideration as we moved forward on the 

project.  

Response to Comment #2: We have noted the specific impacts that you stated would 

be caused by Alternative A to your farming operations, office, packing house, and 

houses. Alternative B (modified) has been chosen as the preferred build alternative, 

and Alternative 2 (modified) has been selected as the preferred route adoption 

alternative, rather than Alternative A and Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment #3: We have noted the impacts that you mentioned that some 

of your neighbors would incur if Alternative A were built. The impacts to homes and 

businesses along Alternative A, as well as the cost of right-of-way acquisition, were a 

factor in the decision to select Alternative B (modified) as the preferred build 

alternative. 

Response to Comment #4: Caltrans has noted that you are opposed to Alternative A 

and Alternative 1. 

Response to Comment #5: As stated above, Alternative B and Alternative 2 have 

been modified and selected as the preferred alternatives. The proposed extension of 

Briggs Road that would cut through the hill on your property next to the Sheriffs’ 

Training Center has been dropped from Alternative B, and so has the west side 

frontage road, however the expressway would still cut diagonally across the western 

portion of the parcel. Route adoption Alternative 2 would retain the westward 

extension of Briggs Road, but the design for the new road has been brought closer to 

the northern property line of the parcel. There is no proposed construction year for the 

extension of Briggs Road; there is no need for it for the foreseeable future. 
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Response to Comment #6: You proposed that State Route 25 be rerouted entirely 

around the area between the San Felipe Road intersection and Hudner Lane where the 

build alternatives are proposed. Unfortunately, although it has been widened to four 

lanes, San Felipe Road does not meet Caltrans design standards for an expressway. 

This segment provides access to local businesses as State Route 156 (Business). If an 

expressway were to be constructed on the existing alignment, some or all of the 

existing businesses would have to be relocated. The remaining businesses, residences, 

and farms would no longer have direct access onto San Felipe Road, so frontage 

roads would need to be built as part of the project to provide them access. Caltrans 

does not consider this proposed alternative to be feasible because it would require 

out-of-direction travel, affect a number of businesses and some residences, and have 

high property acquisition and relocation costs.  
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Response to Nicole Rajkovich 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Caltrans has noted your comment regarding the impacts of the proposed project on 

your family farm business. We appreciate that you sent your father’s comment to us 

via email ahead of the mailed copy. 
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Response to Jeannette Langstaff 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Regarding your concern about the amount of farmland 

and open space that would be lost if an expressway were built, Caltrans has reduced 

the design footprint of the preferred alternatives, route adoption Alternative 2 and 

build Alternative B. The changes include reducing the median width from 62 feet to 

46 feet, reducing the minimum right-of-way width from 342 feet to 240 feet, and 

moving the new alignment closer to the existing highway. In addition, frontage roads 

proposed on new alignment have been reduced by 5.5 miles for Alternative 2, and 

eliminated altogether from Alternative B. Also, the proposed Briggs Road extension 

was dropped from Alternative B. The amount of paving and other hard surfaces that 

would result from building Alternative B has been reduced to 31.2 acres. 

The design changes will result in 163 fewer acres of right-of-way needed for 

Alternative 2, and 62 fewer acres needed for the build Alternative B (all of this 

acreage is considered to be farmland). In addition to saving farmland acres by 

changing the design, Caltrans will mitigate for lost farmland purchasing conservation 

easements, as well as providing relocation benefits to affected farmers.  

Response to Comment #2: San Benito County experienced rapid population growth 

during the 1990s caused by the construction of new housing in the Hollister area. 

Many of the new residents commuted to Santa Clara County, and this created 

congestion and safety problems on State Route 25 between Hollister and US 101, a 

rural two-lane highway. The State Route 25 Widening project was proposed to 

address the problems caused by the increasing traffic on the highway. Widening a 

highway or constructing an expressway does not cause growth by itself; the project 

type is just one factor that could contribute to growth in an area. 

Caltrans performed an analysis of the potential for growth to be caused by the project 

and concluded that neither the build alternatives nor the route adoption alternatives 

would induce growth. The interrelated factors of accessibility, project type, project 
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location, and growth pressure were analyzed by Caltrans. Please see Section 3.1.2 

Growth in Volume I of the final environmental document, which now includes 

additional text.  

Response to Comment #3: Construction of an expressway would relieve congestion, 

and that reduces greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles. Caltrans projects must 

comply with the California Environmental Quality Act, the National Environmental 

Policy Act, and many other environmental laws. That is why Caltrans conducted 

environmental studies and prepared this Environmental Impact Report/Tier I 

Environmental Impact Statement.  

Response to Comment #4: Caltrans has noted that you are in favor of the No-Action 

Alternative. 

Response to Comment #5: Improvements are needed on all local highways in 

northern San Benito County and southern Santa Clara County: State Routes 156, 129, 

101, and 152. Construction of only one project cannot solve all the congestion, traffic 

delays, and circulation problems that occur on the state highway and local roads 

network in the area.  

Response to Comment #6: Although the proposed El Rancho San Benito 

development was mentioned in the draft document, it also noted that the application 

had been withdrawn. The final environmental document has been updated. Thank you 

for your comment regarding the Fairview Corners development EIR status. The Final 

Environmental Impact Report for that project was issued in March 2012. 

Response to Comment #7: We acknowledge your view that money should be spent 

on public transportation and creating more local jobs rather than on an expressway 

project. 

Response to Comment #8: We acknowledge that you are in favor of the No-Action 

Alternative and are opposed to construction of a four-lane expressway. 

Response to Comment #9: In 2006, San Benito County Board of Supervisors, the 

Council of San Benito County Governments, and the City of Gilroy passed similar 

resolutions identifying widening these three highways to four lanes as the highest 

priority transportation projects for the county and region: State Route 152 between 

State Route 156 and US 101, State Route 156 between The Alameda and Union 

Road, and State Route 25 between San Felipe Road and US 101. It would not be 
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possible to meet the transportation needs of San Benito County by making 

improvements to only one of these routes. 
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Response to Ted Thoeny 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Your recommendation to join State Route 25 and State 

Route 152 east of US 101 has been noted. The State Route 152 realignment route 

adoption study, which would connect State Route 25 to State Route 152, is currently 

underway. 

Response to Comment #2: It is not possible to eliminate the need for truck and 

commuter traffic on State Route 156 through San Benito County. Trucks are a vital 

part of the local agricultural economy and provide essential goods movement. Many 

residents are commuters; they must commute to be employed. State highways are 

provided for all segments of the driving public. 

Response to Comment #3: Your suggestion to widen State Route 25 as a 

conventional highway rather than constructing an expressway has been noted. See 

Section 2.2.6 of Volume I of the final environmental document for a discussion of 

this proposed alternative. 

 

 

  



Appendix S  Comments and Responses 
 
 

Hollister to Gilroy State Route 25 Widening 
and Route Adoption  �  88 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

1 

2 

3 

4 



Appendix S  Comments and Responses 
 
 

Hollister to Gilroy State Route 25 Widening 
and Route Adoption  �  89 

Response to Donald and Carol Hart 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Relocation and partial or full replacement of irrigation 

systems and wells would be covered by Caltrans relocation benefits. Wells within the 

footprint of the project would be properly abandoned. 

Response to Comment #2: Caltrans was able to redesign the expressway to parallel 

the northern edge of your parcels (but south of the farmstead). Although acquisition 

from the parcels would still be needed for the preferred alternative, the farm fields 

would not be bisected.  

Response to Comment #3: Caltrans has noted that your property was affected in the 

past by the construction of the State Route 156 Bypass. Your opposition to 

Alternative B is also noted. 

Response to Comment #4: Although San Felipe Road has four lanes now south of its 

intersection with State Route 156, it does not meet the design standards required for 

an expressway, including median width, storage or conveyance ditches, utility 

requirements, intersection spacing, frontage roads, and access control. The roadway 

would have to be widened further, and pavement would be removed and redone. 

Right-of-way acquisition would be necessary along both sides of the road, affecting 

most homes and businesses. Many acres of farmland, including prime farmland, 

would be needed for an alternative on the San Felipe Road alignment. It is unclear 

whether you are suggesting that San Felipe Road be followed northwards to Dunn 

Road to State Route 152, or that it would turn onto State Route 156. If the latter, 2 

miles of out-of-direction travel would be added to each trip between Hollister and 

Gilroy. 
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1. Zoning does not change due to the route adoption. Zoning is established and 

controlled by each county. A county can choose to limit types of development 

within a designated route adoption alignment; however they often allow 

changes and even construction of buildings within the alignment with the 

stipulation that eventually the property would be acquired for construction of 

the highway. Again, policies and practices vary by county.  
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Response to Thomas R. Hart 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: We acknowledge your concerns regarding the loss of 

prime farmland. Unfortunately, the abundance of prime farmland next to State Route 

25 in the project area makes it impossible to avoid direct impacts with any highway 

widening. Caltrans has redesigned the preferred alternative to reduce the amount of 

farmland needed for the build project.  
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Response to Comment #2: The main reason that frontage roads would be built is to 

provide safe access to farm fields for farm equipment and people.  

Response to Comment #3: Your comments regarding funding for construction and 

the current state budget crisis are noted. 

Response to Comment #4: Property values would not be negatively affected by a 

route adoption. Zoning, which is implemented and updated by each county, would not 

change due to the adoption of a new route in the county’s General Plan. Although a 

county could choose to limit types of development within a designated route adoption 

alignment, typically county governments allow changes and construction of buildings 

within the alignment with the stipulation that eventually the property would be 

acquired for construction of the highway.  

Response to Comment #5: The route adoption alternatives would simply designate a 

corridor for future construction projects. Although preliminary design has been 

prepared for this project, additional preliminary design would be done in the future 

when funding is obtained for construction of another portion of the alignment. The 

final design would be completed following preparation of a Tier II environmental 

document that would analyze the project at that time. 

Response to Comment #6: You stated that you are in favor of tabling the project or 

reducing the scale, impacts and cost of alternatives. Caltrans has done this. Property 

values would not go down due to a route adoption, but they may go up. Land titles 

would not be clouded; the route adoption would be delineated on parcel maps so that 

the public could see where the future expressway would be. 

Response to Comment #7: Caltrans redesigned the alternatives to reduce the median 

width to 46 feet, to reduce the width of the side ditches, and to reconfigure some 

frontage roads to reduce the amount of right-of-way needed from farmland, thus 

reducing project cost as well. The design in the area of the intersection with State 

Route 156 was pulled closer to the existing State Route 25 alignment. 

Response to Comment #8: Additional information on the four-lane conventional 

highway alternative that was rejected earlier in the project development process can 

be found in Section 2.1.5. Your suggestion to study widening the existing highway to 

a four-lane highway on the existing alignment between State Route 156 and US 101 

has been noted. This would not be acceptable because the project alternatives must 

connect to the end of the State Route 25 Bypass at San Felipe Road to meet the 
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Federal Highway Administration’s requirement that a highway project have logical 

termini, or end points. 

Response to Comment #9: Most project impacts would occur with Alternative A, 

between San Felipe Road and Hudner Lane. Alternative B was designed so that many 

of those impacts could be avoided by veering off into farm fields, so Alternative B 

would affect more acres of farmland.  

Response to Comment #10: The build alternatives, Alternative A and Alternative B, 

do not propose any structures (bridges) at the intersection of State Routes 25 and 156, 

and there are no existing bridges there now. An interchange is proposed for that 

location in the future as a separate project, but would not be needed for many years.  

Response to Comment #11: Your comment about utility line relocation on State 

Route 25 is noted. Utility lines are relocated shortly before construction of a highway 

project begins.  
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Response to Stephen J. Rosati 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Thank you for indicating your support for Alternative 2 

and Alternative B. 

Response to Comment #2: We have noted that you support using the existing route 

as much as possible in the alternatives design west of the intersection of State Routes 

25 and 156. Most of the existing highway in this area would be used for frontage 

roads. 

Response to Comment #3: You stated that you support designing as narrow a 

median as possible so that less land would need to be acquired for the project. 

Caltrans has reduced the width of the median from 62 feet to 46 feet. 

Response to Comment #4: Simply widening the existing highway was not brought 

forward as a fully developed alternative in 2003 because preliminary studies showed 

that almost all homes and businesses along the highway would have to be removed. 

This alternative would have caused significant impacts to wetlands, rare and 

endangered species, historic sites, prehistoric archaeological sites, and historic 

archaeological sites as well. This alternative would not have had access control or 

frontage roads, so all of the local roads and driveways would have entered directly 

onto the highway, slowing traffic and increasing the chance of accidents. 

Response to Comment #5: Thank you for listing the reasons that you support 

Alternative 2. 

Response to Comment #6: Santa Clara County, through the Santa Clara Valley 

Transportation Authority (VTA), is responsible for obtaining funding for projects 

within that county. San Benito County, through the Council of San Benito County 

Governments (COG), is responsible for obtaining projects within their county 

boundaries. If a project is in more than one county, the funding is usually obtained by 

each county for the portion of the project within its boundaries.  
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Response to Comment #7: No money has been provided to this project by any 

developers. Counties charge developers traffic impact fees. San Benito County has 

decided not to use traffic impact fee funds for this project as was planned, but to use 

the funds for local road maintenance instead. 

Response to Comment #8: Thank you for this comment about State Routes 25, 152, 

and 156 being separate transportation corridors. The San Benito County Board of 

Supervisors, the Council of San Benito County Governments, and the City of Gilroy 

passed similar resolutions in 2006 declaring that widening these three highways to 

four lanes to be the highest priority transportation projects for the county and region: 

State Route 152 between State Route 156 and US 101, State Route 156 between The 

Alameda and Union Road, and State Route 25 between San Felipe Road and US 101. 

Focusing on only one of these highways for improvements would not address the 

transportation needs of San Benito County.  
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Response to Diane Farmer 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 
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Public Hearing Comment Cards 

Two comment cards were turned in at the public hearing held for the project. 
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Response to Herbert 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Caltrans mailed you specific information regarding potential right-of-way acquisition 

acreage and also preliminary design maps that show your property on McConnell 

Road and State Route 25. 
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Response to Joe Tonascia 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Caltrans has noted that you are not in favor of any of the 

proposed alternatives.  

Response to Comment #2: Widening the existing highway was not pursued as an 

alternative because preliminary studies showed that there would be significant 

environmental impacts to cultural resources, rare and endangered species, and 

wetlands. Also, most homes and businesses along the highway would have to be 

removed. Because there would be no access control onto the conventional highway, 

vehicles would enter directly onto the highway from the multitude of driveways, 

which would slow traffic and increase the potential for accidents.  

Response to Comment #3: Widening the existing highway would have a greater 

impact on the California tiger salamander population than Alternative A would 

(Alternative B, the preferred alternative, is not expected to affect the salamander). 

Widening would require cutting through the vernal pool next to the highway, 

destroying acres of breeding habitat. Also, the wider highway would cause increased 

mortality to salamanders attempting to cross the road to the breeding pool from the 

east side of the highway, effectively preventing migration from the eastern upland 

habitat.  

Response to Comment #4: We have noted your objection to the acquisition of prime 

farmland between San Felipe Road and Hudner Lane. Unfortunately, there is no way 

to avoid paving over prime farmland due to its abundance in this area. Caltrans has 

reduced the median width to 46 feet, minimizing the width of roadside ditches and 

shortening some frontage roads to reduce the amount of acreage needed for 

Alternative 2 and Alternative B. The modified Alternative B, the preferred build 

alternative, would not require any acquisition from the parcel that you farm 

organically. Many years in the future, when an interchange is needed, a portion of 
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that parcel would be needed for that project (see the modified preferred route 

adoption alignment, Alternative 2).  

Response to Comment #5: State Route 25 is designated as part of the California 

Freeway and Expressway system from south of Hollister to US 101. This means that 

widening the highway must be done as an expressway, unless this designation is 

officially changed. Although San Felipe Road has four lanes now south of its 

intersection with State Route 156, it does not meet the design standards required for 

an expressway. These standards include median width, minimum slopes, hydraulic 

features such as storage or conveyance ditches, utility requirements, intersection 

spacing, frontage road intersection standards with standard access control, and 

structural integrity for pavement design. The roadway would have to be widened 

further, causing right-of-way acquisition impacts along both sides of the road. Also, 

commuters and travelers will try to avoid roads that require out-of-direction travel 

and seek out the shortest routes. Rerouting State Route 25 north on San Felipe Road 

and west on State Route 156 to the intersection of the existing State Route 25 would 

impose 2 miles of out-of-direction travel for vehicles coming to and from Hollister on 

State Route 25, and add 2 miles to a trip between Gilroy and Hollister. 

Response to Comment #6: Any alternative next to the San Benito River would 

involve significant impacts to endangered species, and probably waters and wetlands, 

as well as hundreds of acres of agricultural land. A large overhead structure would be 

required (at a cost of approximately $10 million) to cross over the railroad tracks west 

of San Felipe Road. This alignment would also make the trip to Gilroy and points 

north longer, and it would not eliminate the need for the State Route 156 

Improvement project.  

Response to Comment #7: An alternative along the north edge of the hills that are 

southwest of State Route 25 would involve significant impacts to endangered species 

and hundreds of acres of agricultural land. This alignment would require two 

additional railroad overheads, adding $20 million to the cost to the project. 

 



Appendix S  Comments and Responses 
 
 

Hollister to Gilroy State Route 25 Widening 
and Route Adoption  �  105 

Public Hearing Transcript  
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Response to Mr. Rajkovich 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Caltrans has taken into consideration your request to modify the preliminary design of 

the westward extension of Briggs Road proposed as part of Alternative B and 

Alternative 2. The Project Development Team decided to eliminate the Briggs Road 

extension from the Alternative B design, but retained this feature in Alternative 2, the 

corresponding route adoption alternative.  

In the future, if local traffic becomes congested from increased commercial and 

industrial development in the area south of the airport, the Briggs Road extension 

would be built so that drivers would not have to go to Wright Road to get on the 

expressway. The preliminary design for this connector has been moved toward the 

northern edge of the parcel. 

Response to Ms. Corda 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 

NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Caltrans has noted your objection to Alternative A, which would require acquisition 

and demolition of your family’s homes and farm buildings. Alternative B has been 

chosen as the preferred alternative for construction. 

Response to Mr. Gambetta 

Thank you for your comments on the project. This document is no longer a National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. The proposed project under the 

California Environmental Quality Act no longer includes any construction—it now 

involves only a route adoption. As a courtesy, we responded to comments made under 
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NEPA and to comments about construction alternatives (assuming a hypothetical 

modified Alternative B). If and when there is a construction project, it would need to 

undergo a new and complete environmental analysis under state and federal law. 

Response to Comment #1: Caltrans has noted your statement that you are against 

Alternative 1 [and Alternative A], and your mixed feelings about Alternative 2 [and 

Alternative B]. The preferred alternatives are the modified Alternative B for the build, 

and the modified Alternative 2 for the route adoption. 

Response to Comment #2: Caltrans has noted that your family property has lost 

acreage several times due to past highway and local road improvements and that 

Alternative A would split your property and require acquisition of your home. 

Response to Comment #3: Caltrans has noted your concern that Alternative A would 

prevent access to the Hollister Airport from the west, if in the future the city should 

decide to expand the airport development in that direction. We have also noted that 

you prefer Alternative B, in part because it would not affect the airport area. If 

Alternative A and/or Alternative 1 had been selected as the preferred alternatives, 

Caltrans would have coordinated with the airport and the Council of Governments so 

that the expressway would not preclude future airport development in this area nor 

future access routes. However, Alternative B and Alternative 2 are the preferred 

alternatives; there are no potential impacts on the airport from these alternatives. 

Response to Comment #4: Your statement regarding the cost of the proposed 

alternatives and the uncertainty regarding funding is noted. The cost of the modified 

Alternative B is $42,245,000, which is $19,147,000 less than the previous design. The 

price of modified route adoption alternative, Alternative 2, is currently $222,970,000, 

a savings of $67,772,000. 

Response to Comment #5: According to the Caltrans Right of Way division, if part 

or all of a property parcel is placed within a designated route adoption, the property 

value does not decline, but usually goes up over time. The zoning does not change 

due to the route adoption. Zoning is established and controlled by each county. A 

county can choose to limit types of development within a designated route adoption 

alignment; however, counties often allow changes and even construction of buildings 

within the alignment with the stipulation that eventually the property would be 

acquired for construction of the highway. Policies and practices vary by county.  
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Response to Comment #6: In the case of a build alternative, when a project is 

funded, approved, and scheduled for construction, Caltrans considers hardship cases 

on a case-by-case basis if a landowner needs to sell his or her property before right-

of-way acquisitions for a project are scheduled. 


