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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Study Summary Report 

 
A Value Analysis (VA) study, sponsored by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and 
facilitated by Value Management Strategies, Inc. (VMS), was conducted in two workshops: March 10-
12, 2020, in Hollister, California and May 26-28, 2020 virtually via WebEx. Additionally, an 
implementation meeting was held virtually via WebEx on July 10, 2020.  This VA Study Summary 
Report – Final Results provides an overview of the project, key findings, the alternatives developed by 
the VA team, and the implementation decisions made by the project stakeholders.   

PROJECT SUMMARY 

This project proposes to adopt a new corridor for State Route 25 (SR-25) as the first step in the 
development of a new interregional south/north route in San Benito and Santa Clara Counties. This 
route adoption project is approximately 11 miles in length, measured along the center of the 
proposed corridor. The preferred alignment under consideration is Alternative 2. The limits extend 
from San Felipe Road, within the City of Hollister in San Benito County, to US Route 101 (US-101) at 
Post Mile 2.6 in Santa Clara County. The ultimate facility is intended to be a four-lane divided 
expressway or freeway (depending on funding) that would provide improved interregional system 
connectivity and improved regional traffic operations. This project was initiated at the request of the 
Council of San Benito County Governments (SBCOG) in coordination with the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA). 

The project was programmed for PA&ED Support, with a combination of local funds (SBCOG & VTA). 
Future funding is expected to be phased in segments due to the high cost of the improvements and 
the need to construct usable segments. This project has been assigned the Project Development 
Processing Category 1 due to the conversion of Route 25 from a conventional highway to an 
expressway with access control and new right-of-way. 
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Study Summary Report  

The current Route Adoption baseline concept proposes an alignment that is located west of the 
existing alignment from San Felipe Road to 0.6 mile north of the proposed Grant Line Road at-grade 
intersection. Wright Road and Briggs Road would connect to the proposed SR-25 facility, which is 
within the existing Sphere of Influence for the City of Hollister. Private access easements or additions 
to the local road system would be used to perpetuate access to properties in this area. Existing SR-25 
would function as a local collector within the limits to remain. 

The SR-25/SR-156 interchange would be constructed just west of the existing SR-25/SR-156 at-grade 
signalized intersection. This interchange would be a spread diamond (Type L-2) with space required 
for future loop ramps. The SR-25/SR-156 interchange anticipates that urbanization would occur south 
of SR-156. The Briggs Road at-grade intersection is located approximately 1.3 miles south of the 
interchange. The proposed Grant Line Road at-grade intersection is two miles north of the SR-25/SR-
156 interchange, representing the long-term transition to a rural environment and meeting the two-
mile interchange spacing standard.  

SR-156 would be elevated over SR-25 and remain as a two-lane facility. Private access easements 
would be used to perpetuate access to properties in the interchange area.  A frontage road west of 
SR-25 would connect traffic from Hudner Lane to the Grant Line Road intersection. Just north of the 
Grant Line intersection, SR-25 would cross the existing facility and remain east of the existing highway 
until the end of the project. The existing driveways and local streets connecting to existing SR-25 on 
the west side would remain unchanged and use the existing SR-25 as a frontage road to connect to 
SR-25 through the Grant Line Road intersection. Shore Road would connect to SR-25 from the east as 
an intersection.   

SR-25 would span over the Pajaro River, Union Pacific Railroad (Hollister Line), Carnadero Creek, and 
the Union Pacific Railroad (Mainline). Bolsa Road would connect to SR-25 south of its current 
location. These locations provide for future interchange spacing from the US-101/SR-25 interchange. 
The existing SR-25 would remain as a frontage road and would connect to SR-25 at the Bolsa Road 
intersection. Bloomfield Road would not connect to SR-25; traffic in this area would use the Bolsa 
Road intersection for access to SR-25. The SR-25 alignment north of the Pajaro River is located within 
a floodplain. The highway profile is elevated to a minimum height of seven feet. The Route Adoption 
will affect 51 parcels and require the acquisition of 497 acres of property.  

The current escalated total project cost is estimated at roughly $342M. 

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the proposed route adoption project is to select a corridor for SR-25 between the City 
of Hollister and the City of Gilroy that will accommodate existing and future travel demand and 
provide a controlled access facility for improved mobility along the corridor. Additionally, the project 
will facilitate local and regional land use planning by identifying future right-of-way needed for the 
SR-25 corridor. 

Additionally, the project facility needs to improve operation and safety through the reduction or 
elimination of at-grade intersections and driveways. Slow moving farm vehicles entering the two-lane 
conventional roadway affect traffic operations and the free flow of traffic.  A combination of 
consolidated access points, frontage roads, and additional lanes are currently needed to avoid the 
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conflicts between vehicles moving through the corridor and those accessing the corridor for local 
trips.  

Capacity deficiencies due to increases in commute hour traffic are a result of the job-housing 
imbalance and affordable housing that exists in San Benito and Santa Clara Counties. On SR-25, 
vehicles can find it difficult to locate gaps to cross opposing lanes of traffic. Vehicles turning onto 
(acceleration lanes) and from (deceleration lanes) the state highway have limited opportunities 
outside of the through lanes. Consolidation of access points should occur at selected locations within 
the project limits to reduce traffic conflicts. 

VA STUDY TIMING 

The VA study was conducted in the early programming phase of the project. A cooperative 
agreement is expected to be completed by April 2021. An aggressive schedule places the Ready to 
List (RTL) date for the project in 2027 and Construction Completion by December 2031.  

VA STUDY OBJECTIVES 

The VA study was tasked with considering the Route Adoption baseline concept and exploring 
potential options to deliver the route adoption concept or a similar concepts in fundable and logically 
constructible phases which would still address the underlying purpose and need of the project. The 
VA study was not intended to find the preferred alternative for the project, but rather to assist in the 
evolution of the project design which will aid in informing decision makers for the Cooperative 
Agreement decision which is anticipated to be completed in April 2021. In essence, the objectives of 
the VA study were to:  

1. Analyze the current project design, estimate and schedule  
2. Provide possible cost and/or schedule saving recommendations 
3. Provide performance improvement recommendations   

It should be noted that the San Benito Council of Governments also provided a list of more precise 
goals for the VA Study, which went into more project-specific detail. These additional goals are 
included as Appendix A at the end of this report. 

KEY PROJECT ISSUES  

The items listed below are the key drivers, constraints, or issues being addressed by the project and 
considered during this VA study to identify possible improvements. 

Project Budget – The current Route Adoption concept is estimated far in excess of the voter-
approved Measure G funding for the project (available over 30 years). The project will, therefore, 
need to determine value alternatives that deliver as much benefit to the community and the end-
users of the facility as possible – and do so within the current funding and schedule constraints.  

Potential Environmental Impacts – Project designers will need to be very mindful of the potential 
environmental impacts that working in and around the river, creek and wetlands implies. The project 
will need to either avoid impacts or mitigate appropriately through design and during construction to 
minimize lasting impacts.   
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R/W Acquisitions – The Route Adoption concept requires a significant amount of agricultural land as 
well as other business and residential property that will need to be acquired and cleared for the new 
alignment. The R/W concerns extend to potential utility relocations, temporary construction 
easements, and railroad involvement.  

Construction Staging – The current design will be challenging to construct while maintaining 
adequate SR-25 and SR-156 traffic volumes. Although the off-alignment construction of the Route 
Adoption will make this easier, several locations will still be affected in terms of access and flow, 
especially at the SR-25/SR-156 interchange location. Extensive traffic control will be required.  

EVALUATION OF BASELINE CONCEPT 

During the course of the VA study, a number of analytical tools and techniques were applied to 
develop a better understanding of the baseline concept. A major component of this analysis was 
Value Metrics, which seeks to assess the elements of cost, performance, time, and risk as they relate 
to project value. These elements required a deeper level of analysis, the results of which are detailed 
in the Project Analysis section of this report. The key performance attributes identified for the project 
are listed in the table, “Performance Attributes.” A summary of the major observations and 
conclusions identified during the evaluation of the baseline design concept, which led the VA team to 
develop the alternatives and recommendations presented in this report follows. 

The stakeholders rated the six performance attributes identified as each 
having a major contribution to the success of the project. Through a 
paired comparison process, the team determined that Permanent 
Impacts was weighted the highest at 33.5% as the project considers a 
new alignment through agricultural land as well as appropriate use of 
land for the facility. Phaseability was weighted second at 23%, with 
Maintainability and Mainline Operations both at roughly 15%. Local 
Operations and Temporary Impacts (or Construction Impacts) were 
weighted lowest at 8% and 5%, respectively, but were still viewed as 
being important to the overall success of the project.  

The initial evaluation of the Route Adoption alternative for the project by the stakeholders 
determined that it represents a very effective and responsible approach to fulfilling the purpose and 
need of the project to improve the current congested roadway to a higher capacity facility 
constructed to current Caltrans expressway standards. The issue at hand is that this RA baseline 
option used for the VA study may not be attainable with current funding constraints. That said, the 
RA design scores very well in most of the standard Caltrans performance attributes selected for the 
project. Mainline Operations and Maintainability score the highest at Very Good, due in large part to 
the majority of the resulting facility being an entirely new facility constructed largely to  Caltrans 
expressway standards. In essence, the capacity and congestions issues of the need and purpose 
should be addressed successfully while maintenance efforts or Life Cycle Costs (LCC) demands will be 
decreased. The Temporary Impacts (or Construction Impacts) are better than typical given to the 
facility is being constructed on a new alignment. The inverse aspect of the RA alignment is that it will 
require the acquisition of a significant amount of private land – mostly agricultural - which will have a 
higher than typical Permanent Impact on ag-land and the rural nature of the area; however, 
appropriate mitigation of the environmental aspects within this attribute through standard 

Performance Attributes 

Mainline Operations 

Local Operations 

Temporary Impacts 

Permanent Impacts 

Maintainability 

Phaseability 
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approaches is assumed. Local Operations are seen to be improved slightly through the baseline RA 
design by addressing local traffic flows and traffic management concerns, while local access may be 
better for some and worse for others. Finally, the RA baseline design concept receives a Poor score in 
Phaseability owing to its perceived challenges to delivery. 

The VA team concluded that the project’s RA design addresses many of the key concerns admirably, 
however, since it does not appear completely fundable by the public-approved use of Measure G 
resources, other alternatives needs to be considered that may not deliver the full design, but can be 
constructed with the resources available. 

ACCEPTED VA ALTERNATIVES/STRATEGIES  

The PDT and Caltrans management accepted four recommended VA alternatives/strategies for 
implementation into the project.  The following describes the accepted alternatives along with their 
associated potential initial cost savings, potential change in schedule, performance change, a brief 
discussion of each, and the acceptance rationale.   

Alternative No. and Description 
Initial Cost 

Savings 
Change in 
Schedule  

Change in 
Performance  

 

1.0 Construct Route Adoption but use split alignment for 
the north segment  

$101M 
No 

change 
+ 6 % 

This concept proposes to construct the 4-lane route expressway with a partial interchange between 
San Felipe and SR 156.  It proposes between SR 156 and Bloomfield to phase the improvements over 
time and to utilize the existing highway as an interim roadbed.  The northern segment would be 
broken into phase 1 the northbound roadbed and a future phase - the southbound roadbed.  The 
northbound lanes would be constructed on the proposed RA alignment and built to expressway 
standards. The southbound lanes would remain on the existing SR-25 alignment in the interim and 
would be resurfaced to accommodate a divided expressway design standards.  The VA Study team 
direction included the suggestion that Bolsa Road be used an interim logical termini.  The phase 1 
improvements in Santa Clara County include the northbound bridge at UPRR and the Pajaro River 
Bridge.  The future improvements in the Santa Clara County include two Carnadero Creek bridges (NB 
& SB), and one UPRR Bridge (NB).   

This alternative was accepted to move forward into the next project phase in that it provides a 
standalone project element that may constitute a project phase and/or can be combined with other 
similar project elements as funding and timing dictates. It should also be noted that more information 
was requested regarding the costs of construction north of the county line.  

4.0 Construct South Segment only on new alignment per 
route adoption  

$236M 
15-month 
reduction 

+ 8 % 

The alternative concept would construct the southern segment of the Route Adoption SR-25 facility 
between San Felipe Rd to Hudner Ln – including the SR-25/SR-156 interchange. This alternative would 
not construct any of the Route Adoption north of Hudner Ln. This concept seeks to provide additional 

5



 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Study Summary Report  

funding and phasing options given the constraints of the current project.  It as well serves the City of 
Hollister sphere of influence and associated logical termini.  

This alternative was accepted to move forward into the next project phase in that it provides a 
standalone project element that may constitute a project phase and/or can be combined with other 
similar project elements as funding and timing dictates. 

5.0 Construct grade separated interchange at the SR-25 / 
SR-156 interchange  

$302M 
30-month 
reduction 

+ 11 % 

The alternative concept would focus on the SR-156/SR-25 interchange and build this element only. 
This alternative would hopefully constitute Phase 1 of a larger project phasing approach, but at least 
ensures that this project element is constructed as a first order of business. If necessary, this single 
project element could stand alone if funding for the entire project became an issue. This alternative 
would seek to provide funding and phasing flexibility for the overall project given current limitations.  

This alternative was accepted to move forward into the next project phase in that it provides a 
standalone project element that may constitute a project phase and/or can be combined with other 
similar project elements as funding and timing dictates. It was universally agreed that this concept 
represents the one required element that this project must accomplish. 

6.0 Relinquish existing SR-25 facility from San Felipe Rd to 
County Line and widen facility to 4 lanes 

$216M 
18-month 
reduction 

- 13 % 

The alternative concept would relinquish the existing SR-25 facility to the County between San Felipe 
Rd to the UPRR Crossing near the County Line. The County would then undertake the widening of the 
facility to 4 lanes – but not to “expressway” standards. This alternative would be constructed as a 
multilane highway per AASHTO standards. The opposing lanes will be separated by 5’ shoulders and a 
concrete barrier in lieu of the Expressway median width. This concept includes replacing the interim 
roundabout safety project and building the SR-25/SR-156 grade separated interchange. This concept 
also used an overlay treatment for the existing SR-25 roadway structural sections.  

Note: this concept does not include Santa Clara County portion – relinquishment consideration / 
coordination with Santa Clara County will be required.   

This alternative was accepted to move forward into the next project phase of the project. Although 
accepted, this alternative will follow a modified environmental approval path in partnership with San 
Benito County.   
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VA STUDY RESULTS 

The VA team developed six VA alternatives which each act as a solitary VA strategy for consideration 
by the project stakeholders and project decision-makers. This array of project strategies is meant to 
provide independent options in lieu of the original Route Adoption baseline alternative. Each strategy 
reduces the project scope from the baseline alternative, which may be unattainable with current 
funding constraints.  

This was done in an effort to provide funding and phasing options through variations in design, 
layout, and construction methods. Each strategy therefore has unique cost, schedule, and 
performance impacts when compared to the baseline as well as to each other. The impacts are 
presented in the table below and are further described in the VA Alternatives section of this report. 

The Value Change column in the following table displays the perceived value of each accepted 
strategy when compared to the Route Adoption baseline concept. This number is calculated by 
combining the cost, schedule and performance impacts derived from the weights or preferences 
provided by the project stakeholders at the beginning of the study.  

The value scores reinforce the notion that the SR-25/SR-156 interchange is an essential element of 
the project and should be pursued as a priority. Strategy #5 focuses on the interchange all by itself, 
but all of the strategies below include the interchange in their design. Strategies #4, #5 and #6 all 
show significant value gains over the Route Adoption baseline, and therefore should be strongly 
considered for further development.   

Value Matrix  
Accepted VA Alternatives/Strategies 

Accepted VA Strategies 
Cost 

Savings 
Schedule 
Savings 

Performance 
Change 

Value 
Change 

1 - North Segment: Split Alignment  $101M -- + 6 % + 20 % 

4 - South Segment Only: RA Alignment  $236M 15 months + 8 % + 64 % 

5 - Interchange Only  $302M 30 months + 11 % + 112 % 

6 - Relinquishment of Facility  $216M 18 months - 13 % + 30 % 
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Comparison of Value  
Baseline Design & VA Alternatives/Strategies 
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REJECTED VA ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative No. and Description 
Initial Cost 

Savings 
Change in 
Schedule  

Change in 
Performance 

2.0 Construct Route Adoption but maintain SR-25 as two-
lane conventional highway south of the SR-25 / SR-156 
interchange  

$66M 
No 

change 
- 5 % 

This alternative seeks to provide a significant portion of the project at a lower funding level than the 
full Route Adoption baseline design. The alternative concept would construct the SR-25/SR-156 
interchange as well as the northern segment of the project (Hudner Ln to Bloomfield Rd – assuming a 
logical terminus at SR 156 and integration with the SR-25/US-101 interim improvement project). The 
southern segment of the project – from the SR-25/SR-156 interchange to San Felipe Rd - would be 
maintained as a two-lane conventional highway.  The operational benefits of this alternative would 
not be fully realized until completion of the SR-25/US 101 4-lane improvements and the San Felipe to 
SR 156 4-lane segment.   

This alternative was rejected as it was determined that does not construct a 4-lane facility or 
otherwise adequately address the purpose and need of the project. 

3.0 Construct South Segment only but widen the existing 

SR-25 facility to accommodate expressway standards  
$226M 

12-month 
reduction 

- 36 % 

The alternative concept would widen and improve the existing SR-25 facility as a 4-lane expressway. 
This alternative focuses on the southern section of the overall project only – from San Felipe Rd to 
Hudner Ln and includes the SR-25/SR-156 interchange. This alternative would reconstruct the SB 
roadbed and would construct a new NB roadbed to accommodate the new NB lanes. The design 
includes a 46’ median. This alternative provides funding and phasing flexibility given the current 
constraints of the project. 

As with Alt 3.0, this alternative was rejected as it was determined that does not construct a 4-lane 
facility or otherwise adequately address the purpose and need of the project.  
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VA TEAM 

VA Study Team 

Name Organization  Role 

Eric Trimble VMS, Inc. VA Study Facilitator 

Steve McDonald Caltrans – District 5 Design Manager 

Jose Bautista Caltrans – District 5 Design 

Lara Bertaina Caltrans – District 5 Environmental 

Garin Schneider Caltrans – District 5 Advanced Planning 

Bing Yu Caltrans – District 5 Traffic Operations 

Baljinder Brar Caltrans – District 5 Roadway Construction 

Ken Nowak Caltrans – District 5 Structures Construction 

Paul Petersen Caltrans – District 5 Structures Design 

Veronica Lezama San Benito COG Planning 

Greg Bucknell COSB Engineer 

Russ Nygaard COSB Structures 

Steve Loupe WMH Corp Engineer 

Chadi Chazbek Kimley Horn Engineer 

Key Project Contacts 

Name Organization Role 

Robert Johnson Caltrans – Central Region DVAC 

Brandy Rider Caltrans – District 5 Project Manager 

Aaron Henkel Caltrans – District 5 Interim Project Manager 

Katrina Hernandez Caltrans – District 5 Assistant Project Manager 

Tim Gubbins Caltrans – District 5 District Director 

Ignacio Velazquez City of Hollister Mayor  

Mary Gilbert San Benito COG Executive Director 

Harry Mavrogenes RMA Director 
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VA ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION ACTION VA ALTERNATIVE 1.0 
Construct Route Adoption but use split alignment for the north segment 

Acceptance of alternatives denotes intent to implement, based on current information, in the given project 
development phase (PID, PA&ED or PS&E).  It is recognized that future conditions may change this disposition.  The 
validation of disposition and the cost and performance changes for the alternative are required by Caltrans to 
ensure that the project decision makers agree with the study results.  These validated results become the basis for 
the VA Program reportables. 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Responses prepared by:  Eric Trimble Date:  7/10/20 

Disposition:   Accept 
Validated Initial Cost Savings: $101,000,000 
Validated Schedule Savings:   No change 
Validated Change in Performance: + 6 %  
 
Alternative Description: 
 
This concept proposes to construct the 4-lane route expressway with a partial interchange between San 
Felipe and SR 156.  It proposes between SR 156 and Bloomfield to phase the improvements over time 
and to utilize the existing highway as an interim roadbed.  The northern segment would be broken into 
phase 1 the northbound roadbed and a future phase - the southbound roadbed.  The northbound lanes 
would be constructed on the proposed RA alignment and built to expressway standards. The 
southbound lanes would remain on the existing SR-25 alignment in the interim and would be resurfaced 
to accommodate a divided expressway design standards.  The VA Study team direction included the 
suggestion that Bolsa Road be used an interim logical termini.  The phase 1 improvements in Santa Clara 
County include the northbound bridge at UPRR and the Pajaro River Bridge.  The future improvements in 
the Santa Clara County include two Carnadero Creek bridges (NB & SB), and one UPRR Bridge (NB). 
 
Alternative Resolution: 
 
This alternative was accepted to move forward into the next project phase in that it provides a 
standalone project element that may constitute a project phase and/or can be combined with other 
similar project elements as funding and timing dictates. It should also be note that more information 
was requested regarding the costs of construction north of the county line.  
 
Comments:    
 
Aaron H – Agree with Mod - Would need to look at restricting access to controlled locations. 
 
Steve L – Agree with Mod - This alternative accomplishes two significant milestones. Full property 
acquisition of the Route Adoption (RA) alignment is completed which will avoid future price escalation. 
The SR-25 / SR-156 interchange will be constructed. The cost of this alternative is approximately $240M. 
However, the alternative currently extends beyond the San Benito County Line. If $240M is not 
projected to be available for construction and r/w acquisition, my recommendation is to have this 
alternative modified, so that it terminates at the County Line. If this modification is considered for 
implementation by the Decision Makers, a request should be presented to Caltrans to adjust/reduce the 
estimated cost of construction and r/w acquisition. 
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VA ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION ACTION VA ALTERNATIVE 1.0 
Construct Route Adoption but use split alignment for the north segment 

Acceptance of alternatives denotes intent to implement, based on current information, in the given project 
development phase (PID, PA&ED or PS&E).  It is recognized that future conditions may change this disposition.  The 
validation of disposition and the cost and performance changes for the alternative are required by Caltrans to 
ensure that the project decision makers agree with the study results.  These validated results become the basis for 
the VA Program reportables. 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Steve M – Agree with Mod - The Route Adoption alternative would convert the existing state highway 
to a frontage road therein providing access to existing land use.  The split alignment represents a means 
of phasing fundable segments.  It is proposed that the Route Adoption be acknowledged in Counties of 
San Benito and Santa Clara, and the City of Hollister planning documents and these agencies use legally 
approved instruments like the Subdivision Map Act, Irrevocable Offer of Dedication, and Impact Fee 
Programs to protect and acquire the necessary rights of way. 

12



VA ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION ACTION VA ALTERNATIVE 2.0 
Construct Route Adoption but maintain SR-25 as two-lane conventional highway south of                     
SR-25/SR-156 interchange 

Acceptance of alternatives denotes intent to implement, based on current information, in the given project 
development phase (PID, PA&ED or PS&E).  It is recognized that future conditions may change this disposition.  The 
validation of disposition and the cost and performance changes for the alternative are required by Caltrans to 
ensure that the project decision makers agree with the study results.  These validated results become the basis for 
the VA Program reportables. 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Responses prepared by:  Eric Trimble Date:  7/10/20 

Disposition:   Reject 
Validated Initial Cost Savings: $66,000,000 
Validated Schedule Savings:   No change 
Validated Change in Performance: - 5 %  
 
Alternative Description: 
 
This alternative seeks to provide a significant portion of the project at a lower funding level than the full 
Route Adoption baseline design. The alternative concept would construct the SR-25/SR-156 interchange 
as well as the northern segment of the project (Hudner Ln to Bloomfield Rd – assuming a logical 
terminus at SR 156 and integration with the SR-25/US-101 interim improvement project). The southern 
segment of the project – from the SR-25/SR-156 interchange to San Felipe Rd - would be maintained as 
a two-lane conventional highway.  The operational benefits of this alternative would not be fully realized 
until completion of the SR-25/US 101 4-lane improvements and the San Felipe to SR 156 4-lane 
segment. 
 
Alternative Resolution:  
 
This alternative was rejected as it was determined that does not construct a 4-lane facility or 
otherwise adequately address the purpose and need of the project.  
 
Comments:    
Aaron H – Disagree - For the future of the region it should be the full design. 
Steve L – Disagree - The disadvantages outweigh the advantages for this alternative. This option 
provides minor cost savings and avoids some environmental impacts. However, the project’s schedule 
won’t be reduced and, when construction is completed, there will still be a traffic bottleneck south of 
the newly constructed interchange. 
Steve M – Disagree - The title of this alternative incudes “but maintain SR-25 as a two-lane conventional 
highway,” which I cannot agree with.  If the intent is to say a 2-lane closed access highway then this 
would be a more reasonable interim proposal.  The cost savings associated with building 2-lanes instead 
of 4 lanes is quite small.  One typically builds the “ultimate” embankment and drainage system, and 
acquires the ultimate right of way.  The pavement structural section saving for two lanes south of SR 156 
would generate limited, short term financial saving.  I cannot agree with a conventional highway as it 
would not materially change the operational or safety attributes compared to the existing SR 25 
alignment.  If it is agreed that the intent is to build 2-lanes of the expressway as part of the ultimate, I 
can “agree with modifications;” change the title to ‘. . . two-lane expressway south of the SR-25 . . .’ 
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VA ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION ACTION VA ALTERNATIVE 3.0 
Construct South Segment only but widen the existing SR-25 facility to accommodate 
expressway standards 

Acceptance of alternatives denotes intent to implement, based on current information, in the given project 
development phase (PID, PA&ED or PS&E).  It is recognized that future conditions may change this disposition.  The 
validation of disposition and the cost and performance changes for the alternative are required by Caltrans to 
ensure that the project decision makers agree with the study results.  These validated results become the basis for 
the VA Program reportables. 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Responses prepared by:  Eric Trimble Date:  7/10/20 

Disposition:   Reject 
Validated Initial Cost Savings: $226,000,000 
Validated Schedule Savings:   12 months 
Validated Change in Performance: - 39 %  
 
Alternative Description: 

The alternative concept would widen and improve the existing SR-25 facility as a 4-lane expressway. This 
alternative focuses on the southern section of the overall project only – from San Felipe Rd to Hudner Ln 
and includes the SR-25/SR-156 interchange. This alternative would reconstruct the SB roadbed and 
would construct a new NB roadbed to accommodate the new NB lanes. The design includes a 46’ 
median. This alternative provides funding and phasing flexibility given the current constraints of the 
project. 
 
Alternative Resolution: 
 
This alternative was rejected as it was determined that does not construct a 4-lane facility or 
otherwise adequately address the purpose and need of the project.  
 
Comments:    
 
Aaron – Agree with Mod - Would need to evaluate the cost to the full design on the new alignment.  
Also, verify the existing alignment meets all standards. 
 
Steve L – Disagree - Both Alternative 3.0 and Alternative 4.0 construct a southerly expressway segment 
and the interchange. However, Alternative 3.0 is more costly than Alternative 4.0 while also having more 
negative attributes. Specifically, Alternative 3.0 will not avoid wetland and hazardous waste impacts. It 
will also require more disruption and impacts to residents and businesses than Alternative 4.0. 
 
Steve M – Disagree - This alternative is disruptive to land use along SR 25 and includes added cost.  It 
includes risk that underlying development rights would add cost by virtue of the entitlements or 
overtime private property improvements would occur and Measure G would then purchase the 
improvements.  It presumes the long-term plans in the community and the County is to not convert 
farmland to development and this is of higher value than building along the route adoption which was 
studied and approved.  This alterative has the added hidden cost of requiring development/developer 
within the City of Hollister’s sphere of influence to build the local road system, as the state facility would 
be a closed access expressway. 
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VA ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION ACTION VA ALTERNATIVE 4.0 
Construct South Segment only on new alignment per route adoption 

Acceptance of alternatives denotes intent to implement, based on current information, in the given project 
development phase (PID, PA&ED or PS&E).  It is recognized that future conditions may change this disposition.  The 
validation of disposition and the cost and performance changes for the alternative are required by Caltrans to 
ensure that the project decision makers agree with the study results.  These validated results become the basis for 
the VA Program reportables. 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Responses prepared by:  Eric Trimble Date:  7/10/20 

Disposition:   Accept 
Validated Initial Cost Savings: $236,000,000 
Validated Schedule Savings:   15 months 
Validated Change in Performance: + 8 %  
 
Alternative Description: 
 
The alternative concept would construct the southern segment of the Route Adoption SR-25 facility 
between San Felipe Rd to Hudner Ln – including the SR-25/SR-156 interchange. This alternative would 
not construct any of the Route Adoption north of Hudner Ln. This concept seeks to provide additional 
funding and phasing options given the constraints of the current project.  It as well serves the City of 
Hollister sphere of influence and associated logical termini. 
 
Alternative Resolution:  
 
This alternative was accepted to move forward into the next project phase in that it provides a 
standalone project element that may constitute a project phase and/or can be combined with other 
similar project elements as funding and timing dictates. 
 
Comments:    
 
Aaron – Agree - For this segment it would have the least impacts to the public during construction.  
Would need to verify cost to the other options. 
 
Steve L – Agree - This alternative avoids environmental impacts and can be constructed with minimal 
impacts to the existing SR-25 alignment during construction. Additionally, it provides the primary safety 
improvement with construction of the SR-25 / SR-156 interchange. It is unclear which alignment will be 
chosen for the Trade Corridor project. However, if that project moves forward, it is likely that the 
alignment could help provide additional capacity and connectivity between the County Line and the 
terminus (i.e. Hudner Lane) of this alternative. Note, approximately $30M will be required to provide 
PA/ED, PS&E, and Construction Administration services. Consequently, if the total available revenue falls 
within the range of $136M ($30M + $106M), Alternative 4.0 would be my recommended alternative. 
 
Steve M – Agree - This proposal has the added benefit of logical termini. 
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VA ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION ACTION VA ALTERNATIVE 5.0 
Construct grade separated interchange at SR-156/SR-25 intersection only 

Acceptance of alternatives denotes intent to implement, based on current information, in the given project 
development phase (PID, PA&ED or PS&E).  It is recognized that future conditions may change this disposition.  The 
validation of disposition and the cost and performance changes for the alternative are required by Caltrans to 
ensure that the project decision makers agree with the study results.  These validated results become the basis for 
the VA Program reportables. 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Responses prepared by:  Eric Trimble Date:  7/10/20 

Disposition:   Accept 
Validated Initial Cost Savings: $302,000,000 
Validated Schedule Savings:   30 months 
Validated Change in Performance: + 11 %  
 
Alternative Description: 
 
The alternative concept would be to focus on the SR-156/SR-25 interchange and to build this element as 
a first order of business. This would constitute Phase 1 of the project but could stand alone if funding for 
the entire project became an issue. 
 
Alternative Resolution: 
 
This alternative was accepted to move forward into the next project phase in that it provides a 
standalone project element that may constitute a project phase and/or can be combined with other 
similar project elements as funding and timing dictates. It was universally agreed that this concept 
represents the one required element that this project must accomplish. 
 
Comments:    
 
Aaron – Agree - This would open the route to keep traffic moving.  This alternative fits the ultimate 
design for the route. 
 
Steve L – Agree - The projected cost for construction and r/w acquisition for this new interchange is 
$40M. Approximately $12M will be required to provide PA/ED, PS&E, and Construction Administration 
services. Consequently, if the total available revenue falls within the range of $52M, Alternative 5.0 
would be my recommended alternative. 
 
Steve M – Agree with Mod - It is important to note the Alternative Concept Image shows the 
interchange on existing SR 25.  Make it known that the image is one of many concepts and the image 
does not define the location of the interchange. 
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VA ALTERNATIVE IMPLEMENTATION ACTION VA ALTERNATIVE 6.0 
Relinquish existing SR-25 facility between San Felipe Rd and County Line and County to 
widen facility to 4 lanes  

Acceptance of alternatives denotes intent to implement, based on current information, in the given project 
development phase (PID, PA&ED or PS&E).  It is recognized that future conditions may change this disposition.  The 
validation of disposition and the cost and performance changes for the alternative are required by Caltrans to 
ensure that the project decision makers agree with the study results.  These validated results become the basis for 
the VA Program reportables. 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Responses prepared by:  Eric Trimble Date:  7/10/20 

Disposition:   Accept with Modification 
Validated Initial Cost Savings: $216,000,000 
Validated Schedule Savings:   18 months 
Validated Change in Performance: - 13% 
 
Alternative Description: 
 
The alternative concept would relinquish the existing SR-25 facility to the County and the County 
would then widen the facility to 4 lanes – but not to “expressway” standards. The relinquishment 
would include the facility from San Felipe Rd to the County Line.   
 
Alternative Resolution: 
 
This alternative was accepted to move forward into the next project phase of the project. Although 
accepted, this alternative will follow a modified environmental approval path in partnership with San 
Benito County.   
 
Comments:    
 
Aaron – Disagree - This would increase the cost to the county and does not meet the need and purpose. 
 
Steve L – Agree with Mod - The advantages to this alternative are that it provides a four-lane highway, 
and the new interchange, for a construction and r/w acquisition cost of $126M, while decreasing the 
baseline project schedule by approximately 18 months. Note, support costs for PA/ED, PS&E, and 
Construction Administration services would be an additional $38M approximately. The disadvantages 
are that Caltrans would relinquish ownership of the facility to the County, and that the facility would not 
be constructed to meet full expressway standards as the footprint of the roadway has been narrowed to 
minimize r/w acquisition costs. The County would be responsible for maintenance of the facility and 
liability of any future traffic accidents. The modification that I’m requesting is to have a comparison 
provided between alternatives prior to consideration of this relinquishment option. I suggest that 
Alternative 1.0 be revised so that it terminates at the County line. Alternative 6.0 could then be 
compared to the revised Alternative 1.0 and an informed decision could be made by the Decision 
Makers. 
 
Steve M – Disagree - This decision would occur above my pay grade. 
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project  VA Alternatives 

VA ALTERNATIVES FINAL 
 

The results of this study are presented as individual alternatives to the baseline concept.  Each 
alternative consists of a summary of the baseline concept, a description of the suggested change, a 
listing of its advantages and disadvantages, a cost comparison, change in performance and value, 
discussion of schedule and risk impacts (if applicable), and a brief narrative comparing the baseline 
design with the alternative.  (Please refer to the Project Analysis section of this report for an 
explanation of how the performance attributes and value are calculated.)  Sketches, calculations, and 
performance attribute ratings are also presented where applicable. The cost comparisons reflect a 
comparable level of detail as in the baseline estimate.   

PROPOSED VA ALTERNATIVES / STRATEGIES 

Alternative No. & Description Initial Cost 
Savings 

Change in 
Schedule 

Performance 
Change 

Value 
Change 

1.0 Construct Route Adoption but use split 
alignment for the north segment * $101M No 

change + 6 % + 20 % 

2.0 Construct Route Adoption but maintain SR-25 
as two-lane conventional highway south of the 
SR-25 / SR-156 interchange  

$66M No 
change - 5 % + 3 % 

3.0 Construct South Segment only but widen the 
existing SR-25 facility to accommodate 
expressway standards  

$226M 12-month 
reduction - 36 % - 7 % 

4.0 Construct South Segment only on new 
alignment per route adoption * $236M 15-month 

reduction + 8 % + 64 % 

5.0 Construct grade separated interchange at SR-
25 / SR-156 interchange only * $302M 30-month 

reduction + 11 % + 112 % 

6.0 Relinquish existing SR-25 facility from San 
Felipe Rd to County Line and widen facility to 4 
lanes ** 

$216M 18-month 
reduction - 13 % + 30 % 

*Denotes an accepted VA Alternative / VA Strategy that will move forward into the next Caltrans 
project phase. 

**Denotes a VA Alternative / VA Strategy that will move forward into the next project phase, but on a 
modified path in partnership with San Benito County. 
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project  VA Alternatives 

DESIGN SUGGESTIONS 

AT-1 Construct Park and Ride lot in multiple locations  

This concept would seek to decrease the congestion of the SR-25 facility and increase the multi-
modal opportunities within the corridor by constructing one or more Park & Ride lot locations. 
Possibly the most logical locations would be the current the Wright Rd/SR-25 and the SR-25/SR-156 
intersections. While the material cost of constructing the Park & Ride lots is relatively low compared 
to the likely cost of R/W acquisition, the potential benefit of this concept is worthwhile given the 
potential development and economic growth of the area and the future cost of acquiring the 
necessary parcels. 

IM-4 Construct interchange and/or grade separation at Bolsa Rd/SR-25  

This concept would address the traffic movements at the Bolsa Rd/SR-25 location to reduce current 
and potential congestion by constructing either a grade separation or an interchange. The concept 
will need traffic flow and traffic movement analysis to determine if it would be an efficient use of 
resources. This concept will need to be coordinated with Santa Clara County and will need integration 
consideration with the current US-101/SR-25 interchange project. 

IP-1 Use extensive public outreach campaign to enhance local support 

This concept would pursue a significant public outreach campaign to enhance public awareness and 
build and maintain support for the expressway by informing the public of the project goals, 
objectives, and its progress towards completion. This is seen as a near essential component to the 
project given the public funding element and potential impacts that the project construction will have 
on the local community as well as the impacts that the completed project should have on local traffic 
flows and the local economy.    

IP-2 Use enhanced enforcement effort to help educate public and reduce learning curve of new 
 facilities 

This concept would explore the use of enhanced enforcement along the SR-25 facility to educate and 
increase public awareness to decrease the potential of traffic incidents in specific locations. This will 
be especially useful at the SR-25/SR-156 intersection, which will be replaced by a roundabout as part 
of the upcoming safety project. As roundabouts represent a departure from typical traffic control 
designs, the public’s learning curve in their operation can be longer than normal and can benefit from 
additional attention from law enforcement resources (in addition to a public outreach campaign).   

RM-1 Use reusable concrete panels to limit throwaway work elements  

This concept would seek to recycle the large amount of concrete in the interim safety project’s SR-
25/SR-156 roundabout facility when it is eventually replaced with this project’s more permanent 
interchange solution. Whether the individual concrete slabs can be re-used as-is or broken up and 
milled for use as an aggregate base material elsewhere in the project would need to be determined 
for the most efficient and effective use of this structural element and reduce the amount of overall 
throwaway resources on the project. 
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project  VA Alternatives 

SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENTS 

The Caltrans HQ VA Program requires the following information to enable reporting of performance 
to the FHWA.  Only the six standard Caltrans performance attributes, shown in the table below, are to 
be documented. Caltrans does not require reporting of the performance of any other attributes 
utilized in this study. 

Summary of Proposed VA Alternative Performance Improvements 

Alt. No. Mainline 
Operations 

Local 
Operations Maintainability Environmental 

Impacts 
Construction 

Impacts 
Project 

Schedule 

1.0       

2.0    Improved Improved  

3.0      Improved 

4.0    Improved Improved Improved 

5.0    Improved Improved Improved 

6.0    Improved  Improved 
 

Summary of Accepted VA Alternative Performance Improvements 

Alt. No. Mainline 
Operations 

Local 
Operations Maintainability Environmental 

Impacts 
Construction 

Impacts 
Project 

Schedule 

1.0       

4.0    Improved Improved Improved 

5.0    Improved Improved Improved 

6.0    Improved  Improved 
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VA ALTERNATIVE 1.0  
Construct Route Adoption but use split alignment for the north segment 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Initial Cost Savings:  $101,000,000 
Change in Schedule: No change 
Performance Change: + 6 % 
Value Change: + 20 % 

Description of Baseline Concept:    

The baseline concept constructs all four lanes of the planned SR-25 expressway on a new alignment 
and new roadbed for the northern segment of the project. The baseline concept is in keeping with 
the original design for the Route Adoption (RA) and is constructed to full expressway standards.        

Description of Alternative Concept:     

This concept proposes to construct the 4-lane route expressway with a partial interchange between 
San Felipe and SR 156. It proposes between SR 156 and Bloomfield to phase the improvements over 
time and to utilize the existing highway as an interim roadbed. The northern segment would be 
broken into phase 1 the northbound roadbed and a future phase - the southbound roadbed. The 
northbound lanes would be constructed on the proposed RA alignment and built to expressway 
standards. The southbound lanes would remain on the existing SR-25 alignment in the interim and 
would be resurfaced to accommodate a divided expressway design standards. The VA Study team 
direction included the suggestion that Bolsa Road be used an interim logical termini. The phase 1 
improvements in Santa Clara County include the northbound bridge at UPRR and the Pajaro River 
Bridge. The future improvements in the Santa Clara County include two Carnadero Creek bridges (NB 
& SB), and one UPRR Bridge (NB). The attached Santa Clara phase 2 preliminary capital and right of 
way cost estimate is estimated at $45M (FY 2020). 

Advantages: 

• Temporary Impacts – Reduces the traffic handling and construction on the north segment.  
• Phaseability – Provides a segmented approach that will allow for more funding options. The 

SB lanes of the north segment can be constructed when more funding becomes available. This 
concept also increases opportunities to incorporate the trade corridor in the future with 
limited impacts.  

Disadvantages: 

• Mainline Operations – This option does not result in the same 4-lane new alignment for the 
baseline (SB in the interim is degraded from baseline).  

• Local Operations – Degrades traffic movement for local access across the divided facility (in 
the interim).  

• Temporary Impacts – Will increase the extent of impacts to local landowners (more 
confusing)  

• Maintainability – Does not result in a new full-depth roadbed for the SB portion of the north 
segment (in the interim).  

21



VA ALTERNATIVE 1.0  
Construct Route Adoption but use split alignment for the north segment 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Discussion:    

The main benefit of this alternative concept is to provide phasing options that will allow for a 
significant portion of the route adoption to be constructed. This will allow for the full property 
acquisition of the new alignment to proceed to avoid future additional expense later. This will also 
accelerate the completion of the remaining portion when funding becomes available by avoiding 
additional environmental approval efforts.  

While this alternative may incur some negative public feedback for not completing the full facility 
approved by public vote, it can be argued that this provides the most complete facility for the funding 
available (i.e., within the $242M available over 30 years via the Measure G funds).  

Discussion of Schedule Impacts:    

This alternative concept does not represent a significant change to the project schedule’s critical path 
as the construction work – although reduced from the baseline – will still require a considerable 
effort on both the existing and new alignments.  

Discussion of Risk Impacts:    

The alternative concept may increase the amount of overall project risk due to the additional work 
being undertaken on the existing alignment and the potential for additional traffic-related incidents 
that may occur during construction in the work zone. 
  

Comparison of Performance 
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VA ALTERNATIVE 1.0  
Construct Route Adoption but use split alignment for the north segment 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Alternative Concept Images 

 

 
Graphic showing the northern segment with only the northbound lanes on the new alignment. Southbound 

lanes would remain on the existing alignment to the SR-25 SR-156 interchange.  
 
 

 
Graphic showing the southern segment which is identical to the baseline route adoption  

south of the SR-25 SR-156 interchange. 
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VA ALTERNATIVE 1.0  
Construct Route Adoption but use split alignment for the north segment 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Assumptions and Calculations:   

The initial cost assumption of the alternative concept assumes the baseline RA cost of $342M and 
strips out roughly $100M in cost impacts to the northern segment of the RA alignment between the 
SR-25 / SR-156 interchange and the project tie in with the SR-25 / US-101 project in Santa Clara 
County. These cost impacts include less roadway and structure construction.  

As stated before, the VA Study team direction included the suggestion that Bolsa Road be used an 
interim logical termini. The phase 1 improvements in Santa Clara County include the northbound 
bridge at UPRR and the Pajaro River Bridge. The future improvements in the Santa Clara County 
include two Carnadero Creek bridges (NB & SB), and one UPRR Bridge (NB). The attached Santa Clara 
phase 2 preliminary capital and right of way cost estimate is estimated at $45M (FY 2020). 

Despite the simplification of the construction effort, this concept assumes that there will not be a 
significant change in the construction schedule due to the work occuring on both the new and 
existing alignments. Additionally, the R/W cost remains constant as the project would purchase the 
necessary R/W to complete the full Route Adoption design in a later phase. 
 
Note: The escalated values were not used for this cost comparison due to the uncertain nature of the 
project schedule.  
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VA ALTERNATIVE 2.0 
Construct Route Adoption but maintain SR-25 as two-lane conventional highway south of the SR-25/ 
SR-156 interchange  

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Initial Cost Savings:  $66,000,000 
Change in Schedule: No change 
Performance Change: - 5 %
Value Change: + 3 %

Description of Baseline Concept:  

The baseline concept constructs all four lanes of the planned SR-25 expressway on a new alignment 
and new roadbed for the northern segment of the project. This is in keeping with the original design 
for the RA and is constructed to full expressway standards.        

Description of Alternative Concept:  

This alternative seeks to provide a significant portion of the project at a lower funding level than the 
full Route Adoption baseline design. The alternative concept would construct the SR-25/SR-156 
interchange as well as the northern segment of the project (Hudner Ln to Bloomfield Rd, assuming a 
logical termini and integration with the SR-25/US-101 project). The southern segment of the project – 
from the SR-25/SR-156 interchange to San Felipe Rd – would be maintained as a two-lane 
conventional highway. 

Advantages: 

• Temporary Impacts – Improved from RA baseline due to fewer impacts between interchange
and San Felipe (wetlands and hazardous waste).

• Permanent Impacts – Improved from RA baseline due to fewer permanent impacts between
the SR-25/SR-156 interchange and San Felipe (R/W, utility and farmland disturbance).

Disadvantages: 

• Mainline Operations – Degraded – Although this provides mainline operational improvements
to the SR-25/SR-156 interchange and the northern segment of the SR-25 facility (specifically at
Bolsa), this does not provide the full build of the RA. This alternative does not address
congestion and capacity issues south of the SR-25/SR-156 interchange -

• Local Operations – Degraded – Although this provides local operational improvements to the
interchange and northern segment of the SR-25 facility, this does not provide the full build of
the RA. Does not address local traffic movements and access concerns.

• Maintainability – Degraded – does not provide the full facility as proposed with the full Route
Adoption. The SR-25 facility will result in a segment between San Felipe to the SR-25/SR-156
interchange that has not been improved.

• Phaseability – Degraded – provides more funding for construction for a significant portion o
the project and while addressing the element of greatest need. However, this segment does
have issues with regards to procuring the needed funding as well as a potential risk in regards
to railroad interaction, environmental compliance and the need for the full build of the SR-
25/US-101 project to be completed first.
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VA ALTERNATIVE 2.0 
Construct Route Adoption but maintain SR-25 as two-lane conventional highway south of the SR-25/ 
SR-156 interchange  

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Discussion:  

The main benefit of this alternative concept is to provide funding and phasing options to construct as 
much of the full route adoption as possible. An important consideration of this alternative is that 
without the full route adoption being undertaken in the near future (or the widening of the existing 
alignment between the SR-25/SR-156 interchange and San Felipe Rd) this alternative has limited 
utility, given that traffic flow capacity on the SR-25 facility will not be adequately addressed (i.e., this  
alternative provides only a passing lane for the north segment). This alternative assumes that the 
ultimate SR-25/US-101 interchange project is complete and is ready to tie the Route Adoption 
project.  

Discussion of Schedule Impacts:  

This alternative concept does not represent a significant change to the project schedule’s critical path 
as the construction work – although reduced from the baseline – will still require a considerable 
effort on both the existing and new alignments.  

Discussion of Risk Impacts:  

The alternative concept may increase the amount of overall project risk due to the additional work 
being undertaken on the existing alignment and the potential for additional traffic-related incidents 
that may occur during construction in the work zone.  

Comparison of Performance 
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VA ALTERNATIVE 2.0 
Construct Route Adoption but maintain SR-25 as two-lane conventional highway south of the SR-25/ 
SR-156 interchange  

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Alternative Concept Image 

Graphic shows the full route adoption baseline design but with the portion of the SR-25 facility that 
will not be constructed on the new alignment and will remain a two-lane conventional highway. 

Assumptions and Calculations: 

The initial cost assumption of the alternative concept assumes the baseline route adoption cost of 
$342M and strips out the Route Adoption segment between San Felipe Rd and the SR-25 / SR-156 
interchange (estimate #5: $106M) but adds back in the cost of the interchange (estimate #6: $40M). 

The savings of this alternative, therefore, reflects the difference between these two estimates – or 
$66M. 

Note: The escalated value was not used for alternative comparison due to the uncertain nature of the 
project schedule. The full estimate can be provided upon request. 
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VA ALTERNATIVE 2.0 
Construct Route Adoption but maintain SR-25 as two-lane conventional highway south of the SR-25/ 
SR-156 interchange  

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Initial Cost Estimates 
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VA ALTERNATIVE 2.0 
Construct Route Adoption but maintain SR-25 as two-lane conventional highway south of the SR-25/ 
SR-156 interchange  

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 29



VA ALTERNATIVE 3.0 
Construct South Segment only but widen the existing SR-25 facility to accommodate expressway 
standards 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Initial Cost Savings:  $226,000,000 
Change in Schedule: 12-month reduction
Performance Change: - 36 %
Value Change: - 7 %

Description of Baseline Concept:  

The baseline concept constructs all four lanes of the planned SR-25 expressway on a new alignment 
and new roadbed for the northern segment of the project. This is in keeping with the original design 
for the route adoption and is constructed to full expressway standards.        

Description of Alternative Concept:  

The alternative concept would widen and improve the existing SR-25 facility to meet full expressway 
standards. This alternative focuses on the southern section of the overall project only – from San 
Felipe Rd to Hudner Ln and includes the SR-25/SR-156 interchange. This alternative would 
reconstruct the SB roadbed and would construct a new NB roadbed to accommodate the new 
northbound lanes. The design includes a 46-foot median. This alternative provides funding and 
phasing flexibility, given the current constraints of the project.   

Advantages: 

• Temporary Impacts – Improved, as overall project duration is reduced to 3 years.

Disadvantages: 

• Mainline Operations – Degraded – does not provide the full facility under the RA build.
• Local Operations – Degraded – does not provide the full PA build as well as introducing traffic

movement and access concerns (quarry concerns).
• Temporary Impacts – Degraded – increases the level of traffic management needed. Delays,

access impacts, R/W, utility relocations, and temporary stormwater management are
increased as we are now constructing on the existing facility in lieu of a new alignment. A
large portion of traffic will be channelized through the county road. Additionally, there may be
environmental (wetlands) or hazardous waste that may need to be addressed (mitigation or
avoidance).

• Permanent Impacts – Degraded – will increase the permanent impacts in terms of the
additional RW needed for the widened alignment and the need to build frontage roads. There
are wetlands and hazardous waste along the current facility that will need to be mitigated.
May not provide as well for future growth as the RA does.

• Maintainability – Degraded – does not provide the full facility constructed under the baseline.
• Phaseability – Degraded – introduces new concerns regarding environmental aspects

(wetlands) as well as hazardous waste. Produces fewer future options for the project as the
project now becomes constrained by the existing facility alignment in the southern segment.
Note – the northern segment still has some flexibility.
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Discussion:  

The main benefit of this alternative concept is to provide funding and phasing options to construct as 
much of the full route adoption as possible. An important consideration of this alternative is that 
without the full route adoption being undertaken in the near future (or the widening of the existing 
alignment north of the SR-25/SR-156 interchange) this alternative has limited utility given that traffic 
flow capacity on the SR-25 facility will not be adequately addressed for a large portion of the facility.  

It should be noted that this concept as presented takes a conservative approach in that it provides a 
full roadbed build for the northbound and southbound lanes of the south section (Estimate 8 - 
$116M) although a more aggressive cost reduction option is possible where the full roadbed is 
constructed for the northbound lanes (as they would be new), but the southbound lanes receive only 
a cold plane and overlay structural treatment (Estimate 7 - $101M).   

Discussion of Schedule Impacts:  

This alternative concept represents a significant reduction to the project schedule’s critical path as 
the construction effort is limited to the interchange and southern segment and does not touch on the 
northern segment. The schedule reduction is estimated at 12 months – resulting in 3 years of 
construction or construction completion by December 2030.  

Discussion of Risk Impacts:  

Although this alternative concept reduces the project scope significantly, this alternative concept may 
increase the amount of overall project risk by increasing the amount of work being undertaken on the 
existing alignment and increasing the potential for additional traffic-related incidents that may occur 
during construction in the work zone. There will be an increase in potential schedule risk due to 
additional R/W impacts and the inclusion of wetlands and hazardous waste areas that were mostly 
avoided by the route adoption.   
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Comparison of Performance 

Alternative Concept Image 

Depicting the widening of SR-25 on the existing alignment and the new SR-25/SR-156 interchange 
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Assumptions and Calculations: 

The initial cost assumption of the alternative concept uses estimate #8, which provides a preliminary 
construction cost for SR-25 on the existing alignment between San Felipe Rd and the SR-25 / SR-156 
interchange. As mentioned before, the use of Estimate #8 represents a conservative option with 
regard to this concept – Estimate #7 provides additional saving opportunity if needed by using an 
overlay treatment of the southbound lanes in lieu of a new roadbed construction. 

Note: The escalated value was not used for alternative comparison due to the uncertain nature of the 
project schedule. The full estimate can be provided upon request. 

Initial Cost Estimate 
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Initial Cost Savings:  $236,000,000 
Change in Schedule: 15-month reduction
Performance Change: + 8 %
Value Change: + 64 %

Description of Baseline Concept:  

The baseline concept constructs all 4-lanes of the planned SR-25 expressway on a new alignment and 
new roadbed for the northern segment of the project. This is in keeping with the original design for 
the route adoption and is constructed to full expressway standards.        

Description of Alternative Concept:  

The alternative concept would construct the southern segment of the Route Adoption SR-25 facility 
between San Felipe Rd to Hudner Ln – including the SR-25/SR-156 interchange. This alternative would 
not construct any of the Route Adoption north of Hudner Ln. This concept seeks to provide additional 
funding and phasing options, given the constraints of the current project.  

Advantages: 

• Temporary Impacts – Reduces impacts in southern segment by constructing on new
alignment.  Wetlands and hazardous waste sites are mostly avoided or mitigated.  There will
still be significant impacts to interchange. Overall project duration is reduced by 1.25 years.

• Permanent Impacts – Reduces the amount agricultural land taken under the full RA. Will allow
avoidance of the identified wetlands and hazardous waste along the current facility.

• Phaseability – Produces more funding options for the project as it is now less constrained by
the existing facility alignment in the southern segment. Northern segment still retains some
flexibility.

Disadvantages: 

• Mainline Operations – Does not provide the full facility under the RA build.
• Local Operations – Does not provide the full RA build, however, does address several of the

southern segment traffic movement and access concerns (quarry concerns still remain).
• Maintainability – Does not provide the full facility constructed under the RA baseline.

Discussion:  

The main benefit of this alternative concept is to provide funding and phasing options to construct as 
much of the full route adoption as possible. An important consideration of this alternative is that 
without the full route adoption being undertaken in the near future (or the widening of the existing 
alignment north of the SR-25/SR-156 interchange), this alternative has limited utility given that traffic 
flow capacity on the SR-25 facility will not be adequately addressed for a large portion of the facility.  
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Discussion of Schedule Impacts:  

This alternative concept represents a significant reduction to the project schedule’s critical path as 
the construction effort is limited to the interchange and southern segment and does not touch on the 
northern segment. The schedule reduction is estimated at 15 months – requiring a total of 2.5 years 
of construction or project completion by June 2030.  

Discussion of Risk Impacts:  

This alternative concept reduces the overall project risk significantly – mainly by reducing project 
scope and the potential for additional traffic-related incidents that may occur during construction in 
the work zone.   

Comparison of Performance 
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Alternative Concept Image 

Showing the southern segment of the project constructed on the Route Adoption alignment and the 
SR-25/SR-156 interchange 

Assumptions and Calculations: 

The initial cost assumption of the alternative concept uses estimate #5, which provides a preliminary 
construction cost for SR-25 on the Route Adoption alignment between San Felipe Rd and the SR-25 / 
SR-156 interchange.  

Note: The escalated value was not used for alternative comparison due to the uncertain nature of the 
project schedule. The full estimate can be provided upon request. 

36



VA ALTERNATIVE 4.0 
Construct South Segment only on new alignment per route adoption 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Alternatives 

Initial Cost Estimate 
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Initial Cost Savings:  $302,000,000 
Change in Schedule: 30-month reduction
Performance Change: + 11 %
Value Change: + 112 %

Description of Baseline Concept:  

The baseline concept constructs all 4-lanes of the planned SR-25 expressway on a new alignment and 
new roadbed for the northern segment of the project. This is in keeping with the original design for 
the route adoption and is constructed to full expressway standards.        

Description of Alternative Concept:  

The alternative concept would focus on the SR-156/SR-25 interchange and build this element only. 
This alternative would hopefully constitute Phase 1 of a larger project phasing approach, but at least 
ensures that this project element is constructed as a first order of business. If necessary, this single 
project element could stand alone if funding for the entire project became an issue. This alternative 
would seek to provide funding and phasing flexibility for the overall project given current limitations. 

Advantages: 

• Mainline Operations – Improved – at the interchange location only. Addresses traffic
volumes and movements at the interchange and addresses traffic conflicts with a more
permanent (see disadvantages).

• Temporary Impacts – Improved – reduces temporary local impacts due to less
construction, but will still have a high impact, less duration (2+ seasons).

• Permanent Impacts – Improved – reduces permanent local impacts due to less R/W
acquisition, utility work, environmental disturbance, and project duration.

• Phaseability – Improved – provides more funding and construction phasing flexibility while
addressing the element of greatest need.

Disadvantages: 

• Mainline Operations – Degraded – does not provide the full RA facility on new roadbed. The
facility remains on existing (older) roadbed with fewer lanes and non-standard features.

• Local Operations – Degraded – Does not address existing traffic movements or congestion
concerns on the local road network.

• Maintainability – Degraded – requires additional maintenance on existing facilities.

Discussion:  

The main benefit of this alternative concept is to ensure that a more permanent solution for the SR-
25 / SR-156 interchange is constructed and replaces the interim roundabout safety project that is 
currently underway (RTL in March 2021, Award in June 2021, and complete by September 2022). This 
alternative would provide a minimum of two lanes for SR-25 and two lanes for SR-156. The design 
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would not preclude further widening of each facility in future phases, although the current Route 
Adoption build for this interchange provides four lanes for SR-25 and two lanes for SR-156.   

Discussion of Schedule Impacts:  

This alternative concept represents a significant reduction to the project schedule’s critical path as 
the construction effort is limited to the interchange and does not touch on the larger northern and 
southern segments. The schedule reduction is estimated at 30 months – requiring 1.5 years to 
construct and completing the project by July 2029.  

Discussion of Risk Impacts:  

The alternative concept should significantly reduce the overall project risk – although this mostly due 
to the reduction in total project scope and avoiding a large amount of construction. The proposed 
alternative reduces possible work zone-related traffic conflicts and project schedule delays, which 
may be attributed to other areas of the project limits. 

Comparison of Performance 
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Alternative Concept Image 

Showing a preliminary concept design and layout of the improved SR-25/SR-156 interchange) 

Assumptions and Calculations: 

The initial cost assumption of the alternative concept uses estimate #6, which provides a preliminary 
construction cost for the SR-25 / SR-156 interchange.  

Note: The escalated value was not used for alternative comparison due to the uncertain nature of the 
project schedule. The full estimate can be provided upon request. 
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Initial Cost Estimate
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Initial Cost Savings:  $216,000,000 
Change in Schedule: 18-month reduction
Performance Change: - 13 %
Value Change: + 30 %

Description of Baseline Concept:  

The baseline concept constructs all four lanes of the planned SR-25 expressway on a new alignment 
and new roadbed for the northern segment of the project. This is in keeping with the original design 
for the route adoption and is constructed to full expressway standards.       

Description of Alternative Concept:  

The alternative concept would relinquish the existing SR-25 facility to the County between San Felipe 
Rd to the UPRR Crossing near the County Line. The County would then undertake the widening of the 
facility to four lanes – but not to “expressway” standards. This alternative would be constructed as a 
multilane highway per AASHTO standards. The opposing lanes will be separated by 5-foot shoulders 
and a concrete barrier in lieu of the Expressway median width. This concept includes replacing the 
interim roundabout safety project and building the SR-25/SR-156 grade-separated interchange. This 
concept also used an overlay treatment for the existing SR-25 roadway structural sections.  

Note: this concept does not include Santa Clara County portion. Relinquishment consideration and 
coordination with Santa Clara County will be required. 

Advantages: 

• Permanent Impacts – Reduces impacts to agricultural properties. However, may need to
address wetlands and hazardous waste locations in both the northern and southern
segments.

• Phaseability – Provides additional funding flexibility; however, the schedule impacts are
unknown due to open relinquishment and bonding questions.

Disadvantages: 

• Mainline Operations – Results in a facility with more access points along the facility, no
unpaved / wide median, and narrower shoulders. Will increase risk of additional traffic
conflicts.

• Local Operations – Results in additional access points along the facility. Will increase risk of
additional traffic conflicts.

• Temporary Impacts – Will increase construction-related impacts to the existing facility:
additional access impacts, utility relocations, drainage upgrades, and traffic management
efforts. However overall project duration is reduced.

• Maintainability – Results in a facility that is not constructed to full Caltrans standards (will
result in higher LCC with County maintenance).
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Discussion:  

The main benefit of this alternative concept is to provide a functioning facility that will address the 
major concerns of the purpose and need of the project – but do so in the most cost-effective means 
possible. Due to the relinquishment of the facility to the County, the resulting facility would lose its 
official designation as a State Route and would become instead a 4-lane County Road within San 
Benito County. It has not yet been determined how this County Road facility would tie in with the 
remaining SR-25 portion in Santa Clara County between the UPRR crossing (which acts as a logical 
terminus for this concept) to the SR-25/US-101 interchange.   

As stated above, the limits of the north segment are the UPRR crossing near the County Line. While 
this is one possible terminus, the future alignment of a possible Trade Corridor would likely be 
another logical terminus pending the schedule of that project. 

The non-expressway standards would provide more flexibility to the County in terms of design 
standards and construction compared to the Route Adoption, but will require additional design and 
operational considerations including utility involvement, R/W acquisition, maintaining local access 
points, use of medians, shoulder widths and anticipated operational speeds.  

Potential issues for the County to consider relating to taking over the facility from the State include 
the unknowns of the relinquishment process (regulatory aspects, necessary approvals, and duration), 
liability regarding potential future traffic conflicts, and future maintenance costs. 

Discussion of Schedule Impacts:  

This alternative concept represents a significant reduction to the project schedule’s critical path due 
to the reduction of scope, the avoidance of the construction of several structures north of the County 
Line, and the use of overlay in lieu of concrete in the roadway construction where possible. The 
schedule reduction is estimated at roughly 18 months – resulting in 2.5 years of construction or 
construction completion by July 2030.  

Discussion of Risk Impacts:  

Although this alternative concept reduces the project scope significantly, this alternative concept may 
increase the amount of overall project risk by increasing the amount of work being undertaken on the 
existing alignment. The proposed approach increases the potential for additional traffic-related 
incidents that may occur during construction in the work zone. Additionally, there will be an increase 
in potential schedule risk due to additional R/W impacts and the inclusion of wetlands and hazardous 
waste areas that were mostly avoided by the route adoption. 
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Comparison of Performance 

Alternative Concept Image 

Highlighting the existing SR-25 alignment to be widened between San Felipe Rd to the UPRR Crossing 
near the County Line and including the SR-25/SR-156 interchange  
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Assumptions and Calculations: 

The initial cost assumption of the alternative concept uses the aggregation of two segment estimates, 
which provide preliminary construction costs for SR-25 between San Felipe Rd and Hudner Ln and 
from Hudner Ln to the UPRR crossing near the County Line. The total of these two estimates is $126M 
and assumes a cold plane and overlay treatment to the existing structural sections on SR-25. Note 
that a concrete structural section can be constructed for these same SR-25 roadway portions, which 
would increase the overall cost estimate to $150M. The delta of approximately $24M can be 
attributed to the material of the pavement structural section of the new roadway section. The $150M 
included a concrete roadway pavement section (for the two new multi-lane highway lane segments) 
as most new Caltrans Expressways are now constructed of concrete. The revised updates incorporate 
an asphalt roadway pavement section that results in a savings of $24M. The team is aware of the 
different performance characteristics inherent to concrete roadways and asphalt roadways.  

The escalated value was not used for alternative comparison due to the uncertain nature of the 
project schedule. The full estimate can be provided upon request. 

Initial Cost Estimates 
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PROJECT INFORMATION  

BACKGROUND 

Route 25 begins at Route 198 in Monterey County. It travels north-northwest through San Benito and 
Santa Clara Counties, ending at the junction with US Route 101 south of the City of Gilroy. The route 
is 74.6 miles in length and is principally a rural, two-lane conventional highway, except for the section 
in the City of Hollister, where the facility varies from two to six lanes. 

Sweeping agricultural vistas, distant mountains, and rural residential development generally 
characterize the existing highway. Through the City of Hollister, Route 25 follows the Hollister Bypass 
four-lane conventional highway alignment located east of the city core. While the bypass is a 
conventional highway, access is restricted along most of the alignment to public road intersections. 
This bypass allows traffic to go around the central business district (CBD) and downtown residential 
neighborhood(s). The bypass ends at the intersection of San Felipe Road and Bolsa Road.  

North of Hollister, within San Benito and Santa Clara Counties, Route 25 is surrounded by flat 
agricultural land. It carries a growing mix of local, regional, and interregional traffic. Along this 
stretch, slower-moving farm vehicles readily use Route 25. Route 25 is the primary route between the 
employment opportunities in Silicon Valley and affordable housing in San Benito County. Increasing 
traffic, a lack of alternate routes, and conflict between slower-moving agricultural and commuter 
traffic increase congestion and safety concerns within the project limits. 

In San Benito County, within the project limits, Route 25 is a two-lane undivided conventional 
highway. It is a north-south route consisting of one 12-foot lane for each direction of travel. There is a 
4-foot-wide striped rumble strip soft median barrier between San Felipe Road to Hudner Lane and a 
concrete barrier (Type K) separates traffic from Hudner Lane to the north of Shore Road near the 
Santa Clara County line. The paved outside shoulder width varies from 8 to 10 feet. This segment of 
Route 25 passes through agricultural fields and provides unrestricted access for agricultural 
equipment and activities, as well as rural residential housing.  

This same segment in San Benito County (SBt) contains five 3-legged local street intersections, three 
4-legged local street intersections, approximately 45 driveways, one river crossing, one railroad 
crossing, and two at-grade signalized intersections at San Felipe Road and at Route 156.  

In Santa Clara County (SCl), within the project limits, Route 25 has a 4-foot-wide striped rumble strip 
median. Route 25 contains two three-legged local street intersections, approximately nine driveways, 
one river crossing, one creek crossing, one railroad crossing, and a grade-separated interchange at its 
junction to US Route 101. The land use is predominately agricultural farming. 

Within the project limits, Route 156 is a two-lane expressway that passes through agricultural lands. 
It serves as a rural minor arterial that carries local, regional, and interregional traffic. Local 
commuters from San Benito County travel to and from Hollister and the San Juan Valley, as well as 
north on Route 25 toward Silicon Valley. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

This project proposes to adopt a new corridor for SR-25 as the first step in the development of a new 
interregional south/north route in San Benito and Santa Clara Counties. This route adoption project is 
approximately 11 miles in length, measured along the center of the proposed corridor. The preferred 
alignment under consideration is Alternative 2. The limits extend from San Felipe Road, within the 
City of Hollister in San Benito County, to US-101 at Post Mile 2.6 in Santa Clara County. The ultimate 
facility is expected to be a four-lane divided expressway or freeway, depending on funding, that 
would provide improved interregional system connectivity and improved regional traffic operations. 
This project was initiated at the request of the Council of San Benito County Governments (SBCOG) in 
coordination with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). 

The project was programmed for PA&ED Support, with a combination of local funds (SBCOG & VTA). 
Future funding is expected to be phased in segments due to the high cost of the improvements and 
the need to construct usable segments. This project has been assigned the Project Development 
Processing Category 1 due to the conversion of SR-25 from a conventional highway to an expressway 
with access control and new right of way. 

The purpose of the proposed Route Adoption project is to: 

• Select a corridor for SR-25 between the City of Hollister and the City of Gilroy that will 
accommodate existing and future travel demand and provide a controlled access facility for 
improved mobility along the corridor. 

• Facilitate local and regional land use planning by identifying future right-of-way needed for 
the SR-25 corridor. 

Additionally, the project facility needs to improve operation and safety through the reduction / 
elimination of at-grade turning movements and driveway openings. Slow-moving farm vehicles 
entering the conventional two-lane roadway impede through-traffic speeds. A combination of 
consolidated access points, frontage roads, and additional lanes are currently needed to avoid the 
conflicts between vehicles moving through the corridor and those accessing the corridor for local 
trips.  

Capacity deficiencies due to increases in commute hour traffic are a result of the job-housing 
imbalance that exists in San Benito and Santa Clara Counties. On SR-25, vehicles can find it difficult to 
locate gaps to cross opposing lanes of traffic. Vehicles turning onto (acceleration lanes) and from 
(deceleration lanes) the state highway have limited opportunities outside of the through lanes. 
Consolidation of access points should occur at selected locations within the project limits to reduce 
traffic conflicts.  
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RECOMMENDED DESIGN ALTERNATIVE (VA STUDY BASELINE)  

The PDT recommended design alternative - based on engineering, environmental analysis, and 
community/agency input - is the Route Adoption design alternative (Design Alternative 2). While all 
of the alternatives (except for the No Action Alternative) would have met the purpose and need of 
the project, Alternative 2 (Route Adoption) was recommended based on avoiding wetlands, fewer 
business/ housing relocations, and lower construction and right of way costs. Impacts were calculated 
based on the 2038 expressway footprint. 

The Route Adoption preliminary design was modified based on the comments received during the 
circulation review of the draft environmental document. These modifications included reducing the 
median width from 62 to 46 feet, reducing the right of way width, moving the alignment closer to the 
existing highway from SR-156 to Hudner Lane, and eliminating some frontage roads while adding 
private access easements. These modifications reduced farmland impacts and lowered project costs. 

Alternative 2 (Route Adoption) proposes an alignment that is located west of the existing alignment 
from San Felipe Road to 0.6-miles north of the proposed Grant Line Road at-grade intersection. 
Wright Road and Briggs Road would connect to the proposed SR-25 facility, which is within the 
existing Sphere of Influence for the City of Hollister. Private access easements or additions to the 
local road system would be used to perpetuate access to properties in this area. Existing SR-25 would 
remain as the easterly frontage road.  

The SR-25/SR-156 interchange would be constructed just west of the existing SR-25/SR-156 at-grade 
signalized intersection. This interchange would be a spread diamond (Type L-2) with space required 
for future loop ramps. The SR-25/SR-156 interchange anticipates that urbanization would occur south 
of SR-156. The Briggs Road at-grade intersection is located approximately 1.3 miles south of the 
interchange. The proposed Grant Line Road at-grade intersection is two miles north of the SR-25/SR-
156 interchange, representing the long-term transition to a rural environment and meeting the two-
mile interchange spacing standard.  

SR-156 would be elevated over SR-25 and remain a two-lane facility. Private access easements would 
be used to maintain access to properties in the interchange area. A frontage road west of SR-25 
would connect traffic from Hudner Lane to the Grant Line Road intersection. Just north of the Grant 
Line intersection, SR-25 would cross the existing facility and remain east of the highway until the end 
of the project. Existing driveways and local streets connecting to SR-25 on the west side would 
remain unchanged and use the existing SR-25 as a frontage road to connect to SR-25 through the 
Grant Line Road intersection. Shore Road would connect to SR-25 from the east as an intersection.  

SR-25 would span over the Pajaro River, Union Pacific Railroad (Hollister Line), Carnadero Creek, and 
the Union Pacific Railroad (Mainline). Bolsa Road would connect to SR-25 south of its current 
location. These locations provide for future interchange spacing from the US-101/SR-25 interchange. 
The existing SR-25 would remain as a frontage road and would connect to SR-25 at the Bolsa Road 
intersection. Bloomfield Road would not connect to SR-25; traffic in this area would use the Bolsa 
Road intersection for access to SR-25. The SR-25 alignment north of the Pajaro River is located within 
a floodplain. The highway profile is elevated to a minimum height of seven feet.  
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The Route Adoption would affect 51 parcels and is anticipated to require the acquisition of 497 acres 
of property.  

INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE VA TEAM 

The following project documents were provided to the VA team for their use during the study:  

• Route Adoption Project Report – In San Benito and Santa Clara Counties in and near Hollister 
on Route 25 from San Felipe Road to US Route 101 at PM 2.6 and on Route 156 from Hudner 
Overhead to 0.8 Mile East of Route 25/156 Intersection, Caltrans, May 2016 

• Final Environmental Impact Report and Tier I Environmental Impact Statement - Volume I & II 
– Hollister to Gilroy State Route 25 Widening and Route Adoption - Draft – Caltrans, 2012. 

• Value Analysis Report – Hollister to Gilroy SR-25 / US-101 Widening – OAC-MHA LLC for 
Caltrans, 2005 

PROJECT DRAWINGS 

The project team provided preliminary concept layouts for the VA team during the VA study. The 
project area and typical baseline cross-sections are included on the following pages.  

PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

The VA study used an updated project cost estimate for the Route Adoption design concept. The 
revised estimate reflects the preferred design option at the time of the study and details the fully 
supported and escalated project cost at $342,000,000. This updated estimate is attached at the end 
of this section.  
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$
$

$

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS (Not Escallated) $

$

Form revised 8/21/07

242,889,000

District Program Manager:  

TOTAL PROJECT CAPITAL OUTLAY COSTS

Phone Number:

Reviewed by

Approved by Project Manager:  

(Signature)

(Signature) (Date)   

342,315,113

(Date)   

35,375,000

278,264,000

ROADWAY ITEMS
ROADSIDE ITEMS
ROADWAY ADDITIONS

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS

TOTAL ROADWAY Total of Sections 1 - 10 shown above
TOTAL STRUCTURES

05-SBt-25
PM 51.5 to 60.1 & 0.0-2.6
05-485400
20.10.400.000

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

156,309,000
9,712,000

76,868,000

Proposed 
Improvement:

PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Limits: IN SAN BENITO AND SANTA CLARA COUNTIES IN AND NEAR HOLLISTER 
ON ROUTE 25 FROM SAN FELIPE ROAD TO US ROUTE 101 AT PM 2.6 AND ON ROUTE 
156 FROM HUDNER OVERHEAD TO 0.8 MILE EAST OF ROUTE 25/156 INTERSECTION 

This project proposes a 4-lane expressway.

(Scope of Work)

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE

Alternative:  Alternative 2 - Route Adoption

64,051,113

Page 1 of 8
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05-SBt-25
PM 51.5 to 60.1 & 0.0-2.6
05-485400
20.10.400.000

PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

Quantity Unit
91,600 CY $5

3,900,000 CY $15

1 LS $300,000

1 LS $200,000

Subtotal Earthwork:

Depth 170,000 CY $250

Depth 0 CY $0

140,000 Tons $110

0 CY $75

565,000 SQYD $10

53,000 CY $30

0 CY $0

160,000 CY $40

0 FT2
$0

Subtotal Structural Section:

1 LS $10,000,000

0 $120,000

0 $0

0 $0

    (X-Drains, overside, etc.)
130,000 FT $4

0 FT $0

RCP 0 FT $0

Subtotal Drainage:

$458,000

Rounding (Contour Grading)

Section 2 - Pavement Structural Section*

Section 1 - Earthwork

I. ROADWAY ITEMS

$58,500,000
$300,000

$0

Item CostUnit Price

$200,000
$0

$71,540,000

$10,520,000

$0

$520,000
$0
$0

$15,400,000
$0

$5,650,000

$6,400,000
$0
$0

$1,590,000
$0

$0
$0

$10,000,000
$0

Lime Treated Soil
Aggregate Base

Pavement Reinforcing Fabric

Treated Permeable Base

* Reference sketch showing typical pavement structural section elements of the roadway.  Include (if
available) T.I., R-Value and date when tests were performed.

Aggregate Subbase

AC Dike

Edge Drains

Section 3 - Drainage

Roadway Excavation

Project Drainage

Imported Borrow
Clearing & Grubbing
Develop Water Supply
Top Soil Reapplication
Stepped Slopes and Slope

Lean Concrete Base

Section Cost

Large Drainage Facilities
Storm Drains
Pumping Plants

Asphalt Concrete
PCC Pvmt
PCC Pvmt

CMP

$59,458,000

$42,500,000

$0

$0

$0

Page 2 of 8
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05-SBt-25
PM 51.5 to 60.1 & 0.0-2.6
05-485400
20.10.400.000

PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

Quantity Unit
0 $0

0 $0

1 LS $250,000

0 $0

115,000 FT $11

1 LS $1,000,000

1 LS $20,000

1 LS $5,000,000

1 LS $1,600,000

Subtotal Specialty Items:

1 LS $304,000

1 LS $752,000

1 LS $800,000

1 LS $48,000

1 LS $120,000

1 LS $640,000

1 LS $160,000

1 LS $32,000

1 LS $320,000

1 LS $80,000

1 LS $2,400,000

Subtotal Traffic Items:

TOTAL ROADWAY ITEMS Sections 1 thru 5

Unit Price

$304,000

$80,000
$320,000

$120,000
$640,000
$160,000

Maintain Traffic

$800,000
$48,000

$9,135,000

$5,000,000

$0
$1,000,000

$20,000

$0
$0

Section CostItem Cost

$752,000

$5,656,000

$156,309,000

$0

$0

Traffic Management Plan
Construction Area Signs
Roadside Sign

$32,000

and/or Mitigation Work

$250,000
$0
$0

CMS
COZEEP

$1,600,000

$1,265,000

SWPPP Implementation

Lighting

Traffic Signals

Resident Engineer Office

Section 4 - Specialty Items

Right of Way Fence

Traffic Delineation

Overhead Sign $2,400,000

Traffic Control Systems

Section 5 - Traffic Items

Equipment/Animal Passes

SWPPP Preparation
Relinquish SR25

Noise Barriers
Barriers and Guardrails

Retaining Walls

$0

Page 3 of 8
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05-SBt-25
PM 51.5 to 60.1 & 0.0-2.6
05-485400
20.10.400.000

PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

Quantity Unit
1 LS $4,000,000

0 $0
0 $0
0 $0
0 $0

0 $0

Subtotal Planting and Irrigation Section:

1 LS $800,000
1 LS $128,000

0 LS $0
0 LS $0
1 LS $4,320,000

1 LS $240,000

0 LS $0

1 LS $64,000

1 LS $160,000

0 LS $0
Points, Transit, Park & Ride)

0 LS $0

0 LS $0
0 LS $0
0 LS $0
Subtotal Roadside Management and Safety Section:

TOTAL ROADSIDE ITEMS Sections 6 thru 7 $9,712,000

Section 6 Planting and Irrigation Unit Price Item Cost

Vegetation Control Treatments

Errosion Control

$0
$0

Side Slopes/Embankment Slopes

$0

Roadside Facilities (Vista $0

Relocating roadside

Maintenance Vehicle Pullouts $64,000

facilities/features
$0

Off-freeway Access $160,000
(gates, stairways, etc.)

Miscellaneous Paving

Slope Protection $240,000
$0

$0

Gore Area Pavement $128,000
Pavement beyond the gore area

Section 7: Roadside Management and Safety Section

$0
$0
$0

Facilities $0

Irrigation Corssovers $0
$0

$0
Irrigation Modification $0
Relocate Existing Irrigation $0

$4,000,000

$800,000

$5,712,000

$4,000,000

$0
$0

$4,320,000

Section Cost
Highway Planting

II. ROADSIDE ITEMS

Replacement Planting

Page 4 of 8
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05-SBt-25
PM 51.5 to 60.1 & 0.0-2.6
05-485400
20.10.400.000

PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

Item Cost Section Cost

x 0.10 =
(5 to 10%)

x 0.13 =
(10%)

x 0.05 =
(5 to 10%)

x 0.15 =
(**%)

TOTAL ROADWAY ADDITIONS Sections 8 thru 10:

Phone: 03/15/11
(Print or Type Name) (Date)

Phone: 03/23/11
(Print or Type Name) (Date)

$76,867,723

$23,741,003

$16,602,100

Section 8 - Minor Items

Minor Items:

Section 10 - Supplemental Work & Contingencies

$182,623,100 $9,131,155

$36,524,620

$166,021,000

$242,888,723

$23,741,003

559 243-3550

Supplemental Work & Contingencies:

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 8)
$182,623,100

TOTAL ROADWAY:

559 243-3861

$27,393,465

**Use appropriate percentage per PDPM, Part 3 Chapter 20.
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/pdpm/pdpm.htm - pdpm

$16,602,100

Roadway Mobilization:

Jose Bautista

Section 9 - Roadway Mobilization

Estimate 
Checked by:

Supplemental Work

Contingencies

Estimate 
Prepared by:

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 10)

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 8)

III. ROADWAY ADDITIONS

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 8)

(Subtotal Sections 1 thru 7)

$182,623,100
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05-SBt-25
PM 51.5 to 60.1 & 0.0-2.6
05-485400
20.10.400.000

PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

No. 1 No. 2 No. 3
Bridge Name Rte 25/Rte156 Pajaro River Br UPRR(Holl) OH

Structure Type SEP UC (Rt & Lt) UC (Rt & Lt)

COMMENTS:

II. STRUCTURE ITEMS

$8,702,000

$25,145,000

$0

See comments on next page

$0 $0

SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

$4,648,000

Footing Type (pile/spread)

$11,795,000

* Add additional structures as necessary

Span Length - (ft)

Total Cost for Structure

Total Area - ft2

Width  (out to out) - (ft)

STRUCTURE

Cost Per ft2 (incl. 10% mobilization & 25% 
contingencies

$25,145,000

Other $0

Railroad Related Costs (Not incl. in R/W Est)

Page 6 of 8
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05-SBt-25
PM 51.5 to 60.1 & 0.0-2.6
05-485400
20.10.400.000

PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

No. 4 No. 5 No. 6
Carnadero Crk UPRR(Main)

UC (Rt & Lt)

COMMENTS:

Phone: 12/27/10
(Print or Type Name) (Date)

$10,230,000

Railroad Related Costs (Not incl. in R/W Est) $0

TOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS $35,375,000

25/156 Sep changed to pref alt which has 156 go over Rte 25. For estimate we used the current 
APS for this structure.
For UPRR(Main RR line) assuming one structure is part of SBT 25 project, the second structure 
would be part of Rte 101/25 project.

Estimate 
Prepared by: Michael Downs

Other $0 $0 $0

* Add additional structures as necessary
SUBTOTAL STRUCTURES ITEMS

(916) 227-9365

Cost Per ft2 (incl. 10% mobilization & 25% 
contingencies
Total Cost for Structure $6,230,000 $4,000,000 $0

Total Area - ft2

Footing Type (pile/spread)

Span Length - (ft)

Bridge Name
Structure Type

STRUCTURE

Width  (out to out) - (ft)

Page 7 of 8
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05-SBt-25
PM 51.5 to 60.1 & 0.0-2.6
05-485400
20.10.400.000

PROJECT REPORT COST ESTIMATE

Dist-Co-Rte:
PM:
EA:

Program Code:

Escalation
Rates

5.0%
5.0%
5.0%
5.0%
5.0%
0.0%

03/01/16

Phone: 02/11/11
(Print or Type Name) (Date)

Construction Contract Work

$127,500
Permit Fees
Expert Witness

III. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS

$127,500

$0

$574,327
$374,328

$0
$0

$450,000
$293,296

$0

$356,250 $454,675
$2,080,339

Current Values

Acquisition, including excess lands and 
damages to remainder(s) and Goodwill

Clearance/Demolition
$1,630,000Utility Relocation (State share)

$45,421,585

Values*
Escalated

(Future Use)

RAP
Title and Escrow Fees

$48,905,254
ESCALLATED VALUE*

Date to which Values are Escalated:

* Escalated to assumed year of advertising.

TOTAL RIGHT OF WAY**

(If appropriate, attach additional pages and backup including Right of Way Data Sheet and Environmental 
Mitigation and Compliance Cost Estimate Sheet).

Connie Shelloe(D5)/Enid Lau(D4) (805) 549-3396
Estimate 
Prepared by:  

** Current total value for use on Sheet 1

$35,589,000

$64,051,113
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

   



D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Project Analysis 

PROJECT ANALYSIS  

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS 

The following analysis tools were used to study the project: 
 

• Key Project Factors  
• Cost Model 
• Function Analysis  
• Value Metrics 

KEY PROJECT FACTORS 

The first day of the VA study included meetings with the project stakeholders. The following 
summarizes key project issues and site visit observations identified during these sessions. 

Project Issues 

Project Budget – The current Route Adoption concept is estimated far in excess of the voter-
approved Measure G funding for the project (available over 30 years). The project will, therefore, 
need to determine value alternatives that deliver as much benefit to the community and the end-
users of the facility as possible – and do so within the current funding and schedule constraints.  

Potential Environmental Impacts – Project designers will need to be very mindful of the potential 
environmental impacts that working in and around the river, creek and wetlands implies. The project 
will need to either avoid impacts or mitigate appropriately through design and during construction to 
minimize lasting impacts 

R/W Acquisitions – The Route Adoption concept requires a significant amount of agricultural land as 
well as other business and residential property that will need to be acquired and cleared for the new 
alignment. The R/W concerns extend to potential utility relocations, temporary construction 
easements, and railroad involvement.  

Construction Staging – The current design will be challenging to construct while maintaining 
adequate SR-25 and SR-156 traffic volumes. Although the off-alignment construction of the Route 
Adoption will make this easier, several locations will still be affected in terms of access and flow, 
especially at the SR-25/SR-156 interchange location. Extensive traffic control will be required 
 
 
  

62



D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Project Analysis 

Site Visit Observations 

A site visit was conducted by the VA study team in order to visually assess the project’s site 
conditions and to provide context to all project design components. Through this effort and through 
the use of several project plan sheets, the VA team was able to more fully understand the constraints, 
challenges and issues relating to this unique rehabilitation project.  

COST MODEL 

The VA team leader prepared a cost model from the cost estimate presented in the Project 
Information section of this report. The model is based on the updated project cost estimate dated 
May 26, 2020, which was made available during the VA study and is organized to identify major 
construction elements or trade categories, the original estimated costs, and the percent of total 
project cost for the significant cost items. The cost model and Pareto chart below provide a concise 
perspective of where major cost items reside within the project cost estimate: 

Cost Model  
 

Item  Cost % of Total Cumulative % 

Pavement Structural Section $71,540,000 20.9 % 20.9 % 

Right of Way $64,051,000 18.7 % 39.6 % 

Earthwork $59,458,000 17.4 % 57.0 % 

Contingency $27,393,000 8.0 % 65.0 % 

Roadway Mobilization $23,741,000 6.9 % 71.9 % 

Minor Items $16,602,100 4.8 % 76.8 % 

Pajaro River Bridge Structure $11,795,000 3.4 % 80.2 % 

Drainage $10,520,000 3.1 % 83.3 % 

Specialty Items $9,135,000 2.7 % 86.0 % 

Supplemental Work $9,131,000 2.7 % 88.6 % 

UPRR OH Bridge Structure $8,702,000 2.5 % 91.2 % 

Camadero Creek UC Structure $6,230,000 1.8 % 93.0 % 

Roadside Management & Safety $5,712,000 1.7 % 94.7 % 

Traffic Items $5,656,000 1.7 % 96.3 % 

SR-25/SR-156 IC Structure $4,648,000 1.4 % 97.7 % 

Planting & Irrigation $4,000,000 1.2 % 98.8 % 

UPRR Main Structure $4,000,000 1.2 % 100.0 % 

TOTAL $342,314,100   
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Project Analysis 

 
Pareto Chart 

 
 
 
The baseline estimate includes percentage-based mark-ups (not included in the initial cost of 
construction). The mark-ups shown above include 10% for Minor Items, 13% for Mobilization, 5% for 
Supplemental Work, and 15% for Roadway Contingency. Escalation was not included in the baseline 
estimate shown above. The mark-up for each initial construction cost item, therefore, cumulatively 
amounts to 46.3% for roadway construction items. These mark-ups were also applied to the estimate 
prepared for the VA alternatives to provide a consistent means of comparing VA alternatives to the 
project baseline.  
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Project Analysis 

FUNCTION ANALYSIS  

Function analysis was performed and a Function Analysis System Technique (FAST) Diagram was 
produced, which revealed the key functional relationships for the project. This analysis provided a 
greater understanding of the total project and how the project’s performance, cost, time, and risk 
characteristics are related to the various functions identified. The FAST diagram arranges the 
functions in logical order so that when read from left to right, the functions answer the question, 
“How?” If the diagram is read from right to left, the functions answer the question, “Why?” Functions 
connected with a vertical line are those that happen at the same time as, or are caused by, the 
function at the top of the column (a “When?” relationship). 

Random Function Determination 
 

Project Element Function 

Design Accom. Bicycles 
Design Accom. Pedestrians 
Design Accom. Vehicles 
Design Accommodate Transit 
Design Acquire Property 

Hydraulics Collect Water 
R/W Connect Utilities 

Design Control Access 
Design Control Traffic 

Hydraulics Convey Water 
Proj. Mgmt. Coord. Government 

Design Enhance 
Maintenance 

Design Enhance Safety 
Design Illuminate Area 
Design Improve Mobility 
Design Improve Operations 

Proj. Mgmt. Inform Public 
Design Introduce Vehicles 
Design Maintain Access 
 Design Maintain BMPs 

Proj. Mgmt. Maintain Budget 
Proj. Mgmt. Maintain Operations 

Project Element Function 

Proj. Mgmt. Maintain Schedule 
Design Maintain Standards 

R/W Maintain Utilities 
Proj. Mgmt. Manage Risk 

Design Match Existing 
Proj. Mgmt Notify Public 
Proj. Mgmt. Obtain Funding 

R/W Obtain Permits 
Proj. Mgmt Phase Project 

Construction  Prepare Site 
Environment Protect Environment 

 Structures Design Protect Structures 
Design Provide Access 

Construction Recycle Material 
Design Reduce VMT 

Construction Remove Existing 
Hydraulics Remove Water 

 Structures Design Retain Earth 
Design Separate Traffic 

 Construction Stage Construction 
Structures Design Support Load 
Structures Design Support Pavement 

Hydraulics Treat Water 
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Project Analysis 

The study team concluded that the higher order function of the project is to Improve Operations 
through the basic functions of Improve Mobility, Reduce Maintenance, and Enhance Safety. Key 
secondary functions include Reduce Congestion, Increase Capacity, Reduce Travel Times, 
Accommodate Vehicles, Control Traffic, and Support Load. Essential requirements included Maintain 
Existing Operations, Maintain Access, Protect Environment, Meet Budget, Meet Schedule, Meet 
Standards and Reduce Risk. The project’s FAST diagram is below. 

FAST Diagram 
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Project Analysis 

VALUE METRICS 

Value Methodology (VM) has traditionally been perceived as an effective means for reducing project 
costs. This paradigm only addresses one part of the value equation, oftentimes at the expense of the 
role that VM can play with regard to improving project performance. Project costs are fairly easy to 
quantify and compare; performance is not.  

Project performance must be properly defined and agreed to by the stakeholders at the beginning of 
the VA study. The performance requirements and attributes developed are then used throughout the 
study to identify, evaluate, and document alternatives. This process, Value Metrics, emphasizes the 
interrelationship between the elements of performance, cost, and time and can be quantified and 
compared in terms of how they contribute to overall value. The basic equation for value is:  

 

Value Metrics provides a standardized means of identifying, defining, evaluating, and measuring 
performance. Once this has been achieved and costs for all VA alternatives have been developed, 
measuring value is very straightforward.  

The following pages describe the steps in the Value Metrics process. 

Define Performance Requirements 

Performance requirements represent essential, non-discretionary aspects of project performance. 
Any concept that fails to meet the project’s performance requirements, regardless of whether it was 
developed during the project’s design process or during the course of the VA study, cannot be 
considered as a viable solution. Concepts that do not meet a performance requirement cannot be 
considered further unless such shortcomings are addressed through the VA study process in the form 
of VA alternatives. It should be noted that in some cases, a performance requirement may also 
represent the minimum acceptable level of a performance attribute. The following performance 
requirements were selected for this project. 

Performance Requirement Definition 

Highway Design 
Standards  

Any deviation from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual must be 
approvable by the District’s Design Reviewer. 

Structural Design 
Standards  

Any structure on the project must comply with current seismic design 
standards and meet the Load Resistance Design Factor. 

Environmental Review 
Process  

Any concept or design modification considered must comply with 
state and federal environmental law and be compatible with the 
environmental review process. 

Project Milestones 

Several critical schedule milestones must be met in order to meet 
legislative and/or funding requirements; these milestones are 
somewhat in flux, but an aggressive schedule for complete delivery of 
the baseline project is December 2031 (4-year construction).  
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Project Analysis 

Define Performance Attributes and Scales 

Performance attributes represent those aspects of a project’s scope that may possess a range of 
potential values. For example, an attribute called “Environmental Impacts” may have a range of 
acceptable values for a project ranging from 1 acre to 20 acres of wetlands mitigation. It is clear that 
a concept that offered 15 acres of mitigation would perform at a higher level than one that offered 
5 acres, but both would meet the project’s need and purpose, and their values (i.e., the relationship 
between performance and cost) could be rationally compared. The following performance attributes 
were selected for this project. 

Mainline Operations 

An assessment of traffic operations and safety on the mainline facility(s), including off-ramps and 
collector-distributor roads. Operational considerations include level of service relative to the 20-year 
traffic projections, as well as geometric considerations such as design speed, sight distance, lane 
widths, and shoulder widths. This attribute also includes ride quality - a qualitative measure of the 
smoothness of the pavement surface and also considers noise and vibration. 

Rating Label Description 

0.0 Unacceptable Mainline operations equivalent to LOS F during peak hour. Very poor 
level of traffic operations. May require multiple design exceptions. 

2.0 Poor Mainline operations equivalent to LOS E during peak hour. Poor level of 
traffic operations. May require multiple design exceptions. 

4.0 Fair Mainline operations equivalent to LOS D during peak hour. Fair level of 
traffic operations. May require some design exceptions. 

6.0 Good Mainline operations equivalent to LOS C during peak hour. Good level 
of traffic operations. Meets all or most design standards. 

8.0 Very Good 
Mainline operations equivalent to LOS B during peak hour. High level of 
traffic operations. Meets all mandatory design standards. Meets all or 
most advisory design standards. 

10.0 Excellent Mainline operations equivalent to LOS A during peak hour. Highest 
level of traffic operations. Meets or exceeds all design standards. 

Local Operations 

An assessment of traffic operations and safety on the local roadway infrastructure, including on-
ramps and frontage roads. Operational considerations include level of service relative to the 20-year 
traffic projections; geometric considerations such as design speed, sight distance, and lane widths; 
bicycle and pedestrian operations and access. 
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D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Project Analysis 

Rating Label Description 

0.0 Unacceptable 
Local operations equivalent to LOS F during peak hour. Very poor level 
of traffic operations. Severely impacts existing local access. May 
require multiple design exceptions. 

2.0 Poor 
Local operations equivalent to LOS E during peak hour. Poor level of 
traffic operations. Significantly impacts existing local access. May 
require multiple design exceptions. 

4.0 Fair 
Local operations equivalent to LOS D during peak hour. Fair level of 
traffic operations. Somewhat impacts existing local access. May require 
some design exceptions. 

6.0 Good 
Local operations equivalent to LOS C during peak hour. Good level of 
traffic operations. Maintains existing local access. Meets all or most 
design standards. 

8.0 Very Good 

Local operations equivalent to LOS B during peak hour. High level of 
traffic operations. Maintains or improves existing local access. Meets 
all mandatory design standards. Meets all or most advisory design 
standards. 

10.0 Excellent 
Local operations equivalent to LOS A during peak hour. Highest level of 
traffic operations. Significantly maintains or improves upon existing 
local access. Meets or exceeds all design standards. 

 
Temporary Impacts (Short Term / Construction Impacts) 
 
An assessment of the temporary impacts to the public during construction related to traffic 
disruptions, detours, and delays; impacts to businesses and residents relative to access, visual, noise, 
vibration, dust, and construction traffic; environmental impacts related to water quality, air quality, 
soil erosion, and local flora and fauna. 

Rating Label Description 

0.0 Unacceptable Temporary traffic and/or environmental impacts will be severe and 
create impacts that are unacceptable to the public. 

2.0 Poor 

Temporary traffic impacts will be extensive, lengthy, and very 
disruptive. Temporary environmental impacts will require 
extraordinary mitigation measures and create major inconveniences to 
the public. 

4.0 Fair 

Temporary traffic impacts will be significant and be much greater than 
what would normally be anticipated for similar projects. Temporary 
environmental impacts will be more significant in nature and require 
greater mitigation measures and/or inconveniences to the public. 
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Rating Label Description 

6.0 Good 

There will be some nighttime lane closures and/or temporary ramp 
closures. There will be some minor to moderate temporary 
environmental impacts. Impacts will be fairly "typical" for this type of 
project and can be handled through normal processes and procedures. 

8.0 Very Good There will be some minor temporary traffic and/or environmental 
impacts expected during construction. Impacts will be less than typical. 

10.0 Excellent There will be no temporary traffic or environmental impacts during 
construction. 

 
Permanent Impacts (Long Term / Environmental Impacts) 
 
An assessment of the permanent impacts to the environment, including ecological (i.e., flora, fauna, 
air quality, water quality, visual, noise); socioeconomic impacts (i.e., environmental justice); impacts 
to cultural, recreational, and historic resources. Also considered under this attribute are drainage and 
hydraulic issues. 

Rating Label Description 

0.0 Unacceptable The environmental impacts are severe and the project does not comply 
with state and/or federal environmental laws. 

2.0 Poor The project introduces environmental impacts that are both significant 
in number and impact that require extensive mitigation. 

4.0 Fair The project introduces many new environmental impacts that will 
require extensive mitigation. 

6.0 Good The project introduces some new environmental impacts that can be 
addressed through standard and accepted mitigation approaches. 

8.0 Very Good The project introduces no new environmental impacts. 

10.0 Excellent The project improves upon the existing environmental conditions while 
introducing no new environmental impacts. 

 
Maintainability 

An assessment of the long-term maintainability of the transportation facility(s). Maintenance 
considerations include the overall durability, longevity, and maintainability of pavements, structures, 
and systems; ease of maintenance; accessibility and safety considerations for maintenance 
personnel. 

Rating Label Description 

0.0 Unacceptable The anticipated level of maintenance for the project will be extreme 
and unacceptably high. 
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Rating Label Description 

2.0 Poor The project is expected to require maintenance that far exceeds the 
norm for a facility of its kind. 

4.0 Fair The highway facility is expected to require greater than normal 
maintenance due to existing site conditions or materials selection. 

6.0 Good The project provides a satisfactory level of maintainability and is typical 
of a highway facility of this kind statewide. 

8.0 Very Good 
The project provides a high level of maintainability. The facility utilizes 
many low maintenance features and is better than average in terms of 
expected maintenance. 

10.0 Excellent 

The project provides the highest possible level of maintainability and 
far exceeds expectations when compared to comparable facilities 
statewide. Examples are the use of long-life pavement, low 
maintenance water quality facilities, low maintenance structures, etc. 

 
Phaseability 
 
An assessment of how easily a transportation facility can be improved or expanded upon at some 
future date. This attribute considers the degree of “throwaway work” involved, as well as future 
traffic and public impacts when the planned future improvements are made. 

Rating Label Description 

0.0 Unacceptable It is not possible for the project to be built in phases. 

2.0 Poor Constructing the project in multiple phases is possible but faces severe 
challenges. Interim benefits may be negligible. 

4.0 Fair 
The project can be built in multiple phases; however, the interim 
benefits will be limited in nature and/or significant “throwaway” work 
will be required. 

6.0 Good 
The project can be built in multiple phases while providing some 
interim benefits, however, moderate “throwaway” work will be 
required. 

8.0 Very Good The project can be built in multiple phases while providing interim 
benefits that will require some “throwaway” work. 

10.0 Excellent The project can be easily built in multiple phases while providing 
interim benefits that will require little or no “throwaway” work.  
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Prioritize Performance Attributes 

The performance attributes of a project are seldom of equal importance. Therefore, a systematic 
approach must be utilized in order to determine their relative importance in meeting the project’s 
need and purpose.  

Once the performance attributes were defined and their scales developed, the Project Team and 
stakeholders prioritized them based on their relative importance to the project. The Analytic 
Hierarchy Process (AHP) was utilized in the prioritization process. The performance attributes were 
systematically compared in pairs, asking the question: “An improvement to which attribute will 
provide the greatest benefit relative to the project’s need and purpose?” Participants were then 
asked to indicate their priorities and the relative intensities of their preferences. The chart below 
provides the results of this analysis and includes the complete breakdown of the priorities, expressed 
as a percentage of the whole.  

Performance Attribute Prioritization 

 
Measure Performance of Baseline Concept 

The project team and stakeholders evaluated the performance of the Baseline Concept relative to the 
scales previously identified. The information below reflects the performance ratings and associated 
rationale for each attribute. 

 
Permanent Impacts 
Rating: 5.0 
Rationale: Average – the current Route Adoption design will have significant permanent 
impacts due to its very nature of laying out a new alignment for SR-25 through agricultural 
land as well as the types of permanent structures being constructed. The design does make a 
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considerable effort to minimize impacts where possible – especially with regard to limiting 
R/W acquisitions, local access, residential and business impacts, wildlife habitat, wetlands, 
and agricultural land-use. The design will attempt to thoroughly mitigate these impacts as 
needed. 
 
Phaseability 
Rating: 3.0 
Rationale: Poor – at present the baseline design does not appear to be affordable under the 
Measure G funding source. The design assumes one large project with an anticipated (and 
conservative) delivery date of December 2031. These two elements – the cost and the 
schedule – do not appear to be in keeping with the project that local public have voted for.  
 
Maintainability 
Rating: 8.0 
Rationale: Very good – the current route adoption design will result in a new facility on a new 
alignment built to full Caltrans standards for quality and access, which will greatly enhance 
future maintenance efforts on SR-25 and reduce LCC.  
 
Mainline Operations 
Rating: 8.0 
Rationale: Very Good – the proposed route adoption is anticipated to provide improvements 
to overall traffic flow through the area by reducing congestion from commuter and 
agricultural freight movement and addressing traffic movements. The project should also 
reduce traffic incident concerns in concert with the safety project already underway.  

 
Local Operations 
Rating: 6.0 
Rationale: Good – the proposed route adoption project should provide a facility that will 
improve upon local traffic flow and address traffic conflict concerns. The project should also 
provide opportunities for multi-modal transportation while minimizing impacts to local access.  
 
Temporary Impacts 
Rating: 7.0 
Rationale: Good – the project’s temporary impacts are regarded as better than average due 
to the construction of the majority of the route off of the current alignment. The project will 
have a significant amount of traffic impacts as well as temporary environmental, access, and 
utility impacts, but less than constructing on the current alignment.   

Measure Performance of VA Alternatives 

The VA team prepared performance assessments of each of the VA alternatives during the 
Development Phase of the VA study. For each VA alternative, the VA team rated its performance 
using the previously defined scale for each performance attribute. The rationale for any change in 
performance as compared to the Baseline Concept was recorded. Please refer to the individual 
performance assessments for each VA alternative are presented in the VA Alternatives section of this 
report. 
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Define VA Alternatives/Strategies 

The VA team identified six VA alternatives, which also serve as stand-alone strategies for the PDT’s 
consideration. VA strategies reflect different combinations of complimentary VA alternatives when 
appropriate. The VA alternatives/strategies are summarized in the table below. 

Summary of VA Alternatives/Strategies 

Strategy Description Initial Cost  
Savings 

Change in 
Schedule 

Performance 
Change 

Value 
Change 

1 - North Segment Split Alignment  $101,000,000 -- +6 % +20 % 

2 - North Segment Only  $66,000,000 -- -5 % +3 % 

3 - South Segment Only - Widen Existing  $226,000,000 -12 months -36 % -7 % 

4 - South Segment Only - RA Alignment  $236,000,000 -15 months +8 % +64 % 

5 - Interchange Only  $302,000,000 -30 months +11 % +112 % 

6 - Relinquishment of Facility  $216,000,000 -18 months -13 % +30 % 

Compare Performance – Baseline Concept and VA Alternatives/Strategies 

The VA team considered the combined effect of all VA alternatives for each VA strategy. The total 
performance scores reflect the performance rating for each attribute multiplied by its overall priority 
(weight) expressed using a ratio scale. A total performance score of “1” would indicate the highest 
level of desired performance (i.e., “ideal” performance). The chart below compares the total 
performance scores for the Baseline Concept and the VA alternatives/strategies.  

Comparison of Performance 
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Rating Rationale for VA Alternatives/Strategies 

The rating rationale for the performance of the Baseline Concept was presented previously in this 
section. The rating rationale for the VA alternatives/strategies that were developed by the VA team is 
provided below. 

VA Alternative/Strategy 1.0 – North Segment Split Alignment  
Permanent Impacts 
Rating: 5.0 
Phaseability  
Rating: 7.0  
Maintainability 
Rating: 6.5  
Mainline Operations 
Rating: 7.0 
Local Operations 
Rating: 3.0  
Temporary Impacts 
Rating: 7.0  

VA Alternative/Strategy 2.0 – North Segment Only  
Permanent Impacts 
Rating: 7.0 
Phaseability 
Rating: 2.0 
Maintainability 
Rating: 6.0 
Mainline Operations 
Rating: 6.0 
Local Operations 
Rating: 4.0 
Temporary Impacts 
Rating: 8.0 

VA Alternative/Strategy 3.0 – South Segment Only – Widen Existing  
Permanent Impacts 
Rating: 2.5 
Phaseability 
Rating: 1.0 
Maintainability 
Rating: 6.0 
Mainline Operations 
Rating: 7.0 
Local Operations 
Rating: 5.0 
Temporary Impacts 
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Rating: 3.0 

VA Alternative/Strategy 4.0 – South Segment Only – RA Alignment  
Permanent Impacts 
Rating: 6.0 
Phaseability 
Rating: 5.0 
Maintainability 
Rating: 7.0 
Mainline Operations 
Rating: 7.0 
Local Operations 
Rating: 5.0 
Temporary Impacts 
Rating: 8.0 

VA Alternative/Strategy 5.0 – Interchange Only  
Permanent Impacts 
Rating: 8.0 
Phaseability 
Rating: 7.8 
Maintainability 
Rating: 4.0 
Mainline Operations 
Rating: 3.0 
Local Operations 
Rating: 3.0 
Temporary Impacts 
Rating: 8.0 

VA Alternative/Strategy 6.0 – Relinquishment of Facility  
Permanent Impacts 
Rating: 7.0 
Phaseability 
Rating: 3.0 
Maintainability 
Rating: 4.0 
Mainline Operations 
Rating: 5.0 
Local Operations 
Rating: 4.0 
Temporary Impacts 
Rating: 3.0 
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Compare Value 

The cost and time (i.e., schedule) elements were compared and normalized for the Baseline Concept 
and the VA alternatives/strategies using the following tables. These tables illustrate how cost and 
time (schedule) scores were derived. In this comparison, a lower score is desirable as the project will 
benefit from lower costs and a shorter schedule. 

Alternatives/Strategies Cost Score 

0 - Route Adoption Baseline $342,000,000 0.274 

1 - North Segment Split Alignment  $241,000,000 0.193 

2 - North Segment Only  $276,000,000 0.221 

3 - South Segment Only - Widen Existing  $116,000,000 0.093 

4 - South Segment Only - RA Alignment  $106,000,000 0.085 

5 - Interchange Only  $40,000,000 0.032 

6 - Relinquishment of Facility  $126,000,000 0.101 

TOTAL $1,247,000,000 1.000 
 

Alternatives/Strategies Time Score 

0 - Route Adoption Baseline 136 months 0.155 

1 - North Segment Split Alignment  136 months 0.155 

2 - North Segment Only  136 months 0.155 

3 - South Segment Only - Widen Existing  124 months 0.141 

4 - South Segment Only - RA Alignment  121 months 0.138 

5 - Interchange Only  106 months 0.121 

6 - Relinquishment of Facility  118 months 0.135 

TOTAL 877 months 1.000 

Project Management indicated the following preferences in considering trade-offs between cost and 
time: 

Relative Importance 

COST 27.00 % 

TIME 73.00 % 
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Once relative scores for performance, cost and time have been derived, the next step is to synthesize 
a value index for the Baseline Concept and each of the VA strategies. This is achieved by applying the 
following algorithm for value: 

• V = Value • P = Performance • t = Time 
• f = Function • C = Cost • α = Risk 

 

A Value Matrix was prepared, which facilitated the comparison of competing strategies by organizing 
and summarizing this data into a tabular format. The performance scores for each strategy were 
divided by the total cost/time scores for each strategy to derive a value index. The value indices for 
the VA strategies are then compared against the value index of the Baseline Concept and the 
difference is expressed as a percent (±%) deviation. 
 

Value Matrix 
Baseline Concept and VA Alternatives/Strategies 

Strategies Perf. 
Score 

Change in 
Perf. 

Cost/Time 
Score 

Net  
Change 

Value  
Index 

Change in 
Value 

0 - Route Adoption Baseline 0.561 -- 0.187 -- 2.994 -- 

1 - North Segment Split 
Alignment  0.593 +6 % 0.165 -12 % 3.584 +20 % 

2 - North Segment Only  0.533 -5 % 0.173 -8 % 3.080 +3 % 

3 - South Segment Only - Widen 
Existing  0.357 -36 % 0.128 -31 % 2.783 -7 % 

4 - South Segment Only - RA 
Alignment  0.608 +8 % 0.124 -34 % 4.916 +64 % 

5 - Interchange Only  0.620 +11 % 0.097 -48 % 6.397 +112 % 

6 - Relinquishment of Facility  0.487 -13 % 0.126 -33 % 3.880 +30 % 
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Comparison of Value 
Baseline Concept and VA Alternatives/Strategies 
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IDEA EVALUATION 

The ideas generated by the VA team were carefully evaluated, and project-specific attributes were 
applied to each idea to assure an objective evaluation. 

PERFORMANCE ATTRIBUTES 

The following are key performance attributes identified for this project and used to assist the VA 
team in evaluating the ideas: 

• Permanent Impacts
• Phaseability
• Maintainability
• Mainline Operations
• Local Operations
• Temporary Impacts

The VA team enlisted the assistance of the stakeholders and project team (when available) to 
develop these attributes so that the evaluation would reflect their specific requirements.   

EVALUATION PROCESS 

The VA team generated and evaluated ideas on how to perform the various project functions using 
other approaches.  The idea list was grouped by function or major project element.  Each idea was 
evaluated with respect to the functional requirements of the project.  Performance, cost, time, and 
risk may also have been considered during this evaluation.   

Once each idea was fully evaluated, it was given a total rating number.  This is based on a scale of 
1 to 7, as indicated by the rating index described in the VA Process section of this report.  Ideas rated 
4 to 7 were developed further, and those that were found to have the greatest potential for value 
improvement are documented in the VA Alternatives section of this report.   

IDEA SUMMARY 

All of the ideas generated during the Creative Phase using brainstorming techniques are recorded on 
the following pages. Each idea received an idea code based on the function statement under which it 
was brainstormed.  The following table indicates the functions related to each idea code. 

Idea Code Related Function 

AP Acquire Property 
AT Accommodate Transit 
CT Control Traffic 
IM Improve Mobility 

Idea Code Related Function 

IP Inform Public 
PP Phase Project 
RM Recycle Material 
RV Reduce VMT 
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A detailed idea evaluation is also included to provide additional information related to how each idea 
improves or degrades the elements of performance, cost, time (schedule), and risk.  Only those 
elements where the idea differs from the baseline concept are included in this summary.   

IDEA SUMMARY LIST 

Idea Code and Description Rating 

AP-1: Reduce median width to reduce R/W acquisition DIS 

AT-1: Construct Park and Ride lot in multiple locations DS 

CT-1: Use planned roundabout in conjunction with interchange at SR-25/SR-156 
intersection  DS 

CT-2: Consolidate the Wright Rd. & Briggs Rd. intersections into a single access point DS 

CT-3: Construct a bridge to direct traffic at SR-25/SR-156 intersection vs. a roundabout DIS 

CT-4: Use full interchange at SR-25/SR-156 intersection as proposed in route adoption 5 

CT-5: Construct South Segment only on new alignment per route adoption 5 

IM-1: Relocate SR-25 to San Felipe Rd. and relinquish existing SR-25 DIS 

IM-2: Widen existing SR-25 to accommodate expressway standards 5 

IM-3: Widen existing SR-25 and relinquish to County 5 

IM-4: Construct interchange / grade separation at SR-25 / Bolsa Rd. DS 

IM-5: Construct Route Adoption and maintain SR-25 as two-lane conventional highway 
south of SR-156  5 

IM-6: Use managed shoulder to accommodate peak traffic DIS 

IP-1: Use extensive public outreach campaign to enhance local support DS 

IP-2: Use enhanced enforcement effort to help educate public and reduce learning 
curve of new facilities DS 

PP-1: Use split alignment phasing to construct route adoption design 6 

PP-2: Focus on Hudner Ln. to San Felipe Rd. segment as an individual project phase DEV 

PP-3: Focus on Hudner Ln. to County line as separate phase of the project DEV 

RM-1: Use reusable concrete panels to limit throwaway work elements DS 

RV-1: Investigate use of transit on UPRR to reduce VMT ABD 

RV-2: Construct reversible lane along SR-25 to reduce VMT DIS 

DS:  Design Suggestion 
DEV: Develop / Combine with Alternative or Design Suggestion 
ABD:  Already Being Done [in the Baseline Concept] 
DIS:  Dismissed 

81



D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project Idea Evaluation 

DETAILED IDEA EVALUATION 

Overall Rating: 
AP-1: Reduce median width to reduce R/W acquisition DIS 

General comments:  Dismiss - team discussion determined that the cost savings and perm impact 
reductions do not warrant a reduction in median width which may be needed later for future facility 
expansion. There are also significant traffic impact considerations to be included with a narrower 
median (and need for a concrete barrier) as well as a design exception.   

Overall Rating: 
AT-1: Construct Park and Ride lot in multiple locations DS 

General comments:   This concept should be pursued as a designed suggestion. Possible locations 
include Wright Rd/SR-25 and SR-25/SR-156. 

CT-1: Use planned roundabout in conjunction with interchange at SR-25/SR-156 Overall Rating: 
intersection  DS 

General comments:  The roundabout is being pursued in the current safety project as an interim 
solution to address the traffic incident concerns at this intersection. Although integrating the 
roundabout into the final SR-25 expressway design may have positive sustainability benefits, there 
does not appear to be significant savings or design advantages to warrant this approach at present. 
This concept will continue to be considered as a possible solution to the interchange as the design 
moves forward. It is important to note that the roundabout is not currently considered as a 
permanent solution and would likely need to be upgraded or partially reconstructed to bring it to 
this standard.     

Overall Rating: 
CT-2: Consolidate the Wright Rd. & Briggs Rd. intersections into a single access point DS 

General comments:  Will increase R/W required for frontage roads but reduces number of 
interchanges / access points to construct. This concept should be pursued as a design suggestion. 

CT-3: Construct a bridge to direct traffic at SR-25/SR-156 intersection in lieu of Overall Rating: 
roundabout DIS 

General comments:  The interim safety project is now too far along with its roundabout design and 
approval process to begin a new design and environmental document effort. This concept therefor 
represents an unacceptable additional schedule delay in light of the ongoing risk of potential traffic 
incidents.  
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CT-4: Use full interchange at SR-25/SR-156 intersection as proposed in route Overall Rating: 
adoption 5 

General comments:  This concept has potential and should be developed as an alternative (VA Alt 5). 

Overall Rating: 
CT-5: Construct South Segment only on new alignment per route adoption 5 

General comments:  This concept has potential and should be developed as an alternative (VA Alt 4). 

Overall Rating: 
IM-1: Relocate SR-25 to San Felipe and relinquish existing SR-25 to County DIS 

General comments:   The concept would relinquish existing SR-25 to County from SR-156 to San 
Felipe Rd. and construct connector from SR-25 to SR-156 north of airport. This is cost-prohibitive, 
does not appear to support current and expected traffic volumes, introduces more complex 
movements within the space available which may act counter to providing access/egress to the new 
industrial area, and will introduce significant impacts to San Felipe Rd. 

Overall Rating: 
IM-2: Widen existing SR-25 to accommodate expressway standards 5 

General comments:  This concept has potential and should be developed as an alternative (VA Alt 3). 

Overall Rating: 
IM-3: Widen existing SR-25 and relinquish to County 5 

General comments:  This concept would avoid "expressway" designation/standards. This concept 
has potential and should be developed as an alternative (VA Alt 6). 

Overall Rating: 
IM-4: Construct interchange / grade separation at SR-25 / Bolsa Rd DS 

General comments:  This concept would seek to reduce congestion and addresses a location outside 
the current scope of the project, however this concept should be discussed with Santa Clara County 
with relation to the current 101/25 interchange project. 
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IM-5: Construct Route Adoption and maintain SR-25 as two-lane conventional Overall Rating: 
highway south of SR-156  5 

General comments:  This concept would allow north segment to become phase 1. It has potential 
and should be developed as an alternative (VA Alt 2).  

IM-6: Use managed shoulder to accommodate peak traffic volumes on RA or existing Overall Rating: 
SR-25 DIS 

General comments:  Dismiss - this would introduce safety and operational concerns and is not a 
viable option.  

Overall Rating: 
IP-1: Use extensive public outreach campaign to enhance local support DS 

General comments:   This concept should be pursued as a designed suggestion. 

IP-2: Use enhanced enforcement effort to help educate public and reduce learning Overall Rating: 
curve of new facilities DS 

General comments:   This concept should be pursued as a designed suggestion. 

Overall Rating: 
PP-1: Use split alignment phasing to construct route adoption design 6 

General comments:  This concept has potential and should be developed as an alternative (VA Alt 1). 

PP-2: Focus on Hudner Ln. to San Felipe segment as an individual phase of the Overall Rating: 
project  DEV 

General comments:   This concept should be pursued in combination with other concepts (integrate 
with VA Alternatives 3.0 & 4.0)  

Overall Rating: 
PP-3: Focus on Hudner Ln. to county line as separate phase of the project DEV 

General comments:   This concept should be pursued in combination with other concepts (integrate 
with VA Alternative 2.0) 
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Overall Rating: 
RM-1: Use reusable concrete panels to limit throwaway work elements DS 

General comments:  This concept addresses the roundabout and would stockpile and use the 
concrete in another local location. 

Overall Rating: 
RV-1: Investigate use of transit on UPRR to reduce VMT ABD 

General comments:   It was determined that this concept is already in development. 

Overall Rating: 
RV-2: Construct reversible lane along SR-25 to reduce VMT DIS 

General comments:  Dismiss - this concept would introduce safety and operational concerns and is 
not a viable option. 
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Route 25 Expressway Conversion Project 
District 5 

VA Study Agenda 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Process 

WORKSHOP 1 – INFORMATION & ANALYSIS 

Workshop 1 Location San Benito County Resource Management Agency 
2301 Technology Pkwy., Hollister, CA 
Second Floor Conference Room 

Day 1 – Tuesday, March 10th 

8:00 Facilitator Set-up 
8:30 Sponsor (PM, Design Team & VE Facilitator) In-Brief 

• Need & Purpose
• Overview of Current Project Status
• Study Process
• Study Deliverables

10:30 Discuss and Weight Performance Measures (Review) 
10:45 Discuss and Score Current Design 
12:00 Lunch 
1:00 Site Visit (Hard Hats & Vests Required) 
3:30 Team Discussion of Site Visit Observations 
4:00 Adjourn 

Day 2 – Wednesday, March 11th 

7:45 Facilitator Set-up 
8:00 Review Agenda 
8:15 Team Review and Discussion of Design Documentation, Estimate & Risk Register 
10:00 FAST Analysis Discussion Risk 
11:30 Lunch 
12:30 Team Brainstorming 
2:30 Team Evaluation of VA Ideas 
4:00 Adjourn 

Day 3 – Thursday, March 12th 

7:45 Facilitator Set-up 
8:00 Review Agenda 
8:15 Technical Review of VA Ideas 
10:00 Team Development of VA Alternatives 
11:30 Lunch 
12:30 Team Development of VA Alternatives (cont.) 
4:00 Adjourn 
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VA Study Agenda 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Process 

WORKSHOP 2 – DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Workshop 2 Location San Luis Obispo – Midway Bldg. Office & Sand Conference Room 

Day 1 – Tuesday, May 26th 

7:45 Facilitator Set-up 
8:00 Review Agenda 
8:15 Review Team Development of VA Alternatives 
9:00 Team Development of VA Alternatives (cont.) 
11:30 Lunch 
12:30 Team Development of VA Alternatives (cont.) 
4:00 Adjourn 

Day 2 – Wednesday, May 27th 

7:45 Facilitator Set-up 
8:00 Review Agenda 
8:15 Review Team Development of VA Alternatives 
9:00 Team Development of VA Alternatives (cont.) 
11:30 Lunch 
12:30 Team Development of VA Alternatives (cont.) 
4:00 Adjourn 

Day 3 – Thursday, May 28th 

7:45 Facilitator Set-up 
8:00 Review Agenda 
8:15 Finalization of VA Alternatives 
10:00 Determine and Score Team Recommended VA Strategy 
11:30 Lunch 
12:30 Team Review of VA Study Presentation 
2:00 Presentation of Initial VA Study Results (Team Recommended VA Strategy) 
4:00 Adjourn 
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D5 ROUTE 25 EXPRESSWAY CONVERSION PROJECT 
VA STUDY MEETING ATTENDEES – Interim Check-in, Workshop 2, & Implementation Meeting 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project VA Process  

5/7 5/26 5/27 5/28 7/10 Name Organization Position/Role Telephone E-mail

X X X X X Eric Trimble VMS VA Study Team Leader (206) 679-8029 Eric.trimble@vms-inc.com

X X X X X Bob Johnson Caltrans – D5 DVAC (559) 243-3564 robert.j.johnson@dot.ca.gov

X X X X X Brandy Rider Caltrans – D5 Project Manager (805) 549-3798 brandy.rider@dot.ca.gov

X X X Katrina Hernandez Caltrans – D5 Asst. Project Manager (805) 549-3425 Katrina.Hernandez@dot.ca.gov

X X X X X Steve McDonald Caltrans – D5 Design Manager (559) 243-3861 steven.j.mcdonald@dot.ca.gov

X X X X Aaron Henkel Caltrans – D5 Interim Project Manager (805) 549-3084 aaron.henkel@dot.ca.gov

X X Tim Gubbins Caltrans – D5 District Director (805)549-3127 tim.gubbins@dot.ca.gov 

X X Sara Von Schwind Caltrans – D5 Maint. Deputy (805)549-3281 sara.von.schwind@dot.ca.gov 

X X X X Lara Bertaina Caltrans – D5 Environmental (805) 542-4610 lara.bertaina@dot.ca.gov

X X X X Garin Schneider Caltrans – D5 Advanced Planning garin.schneider@dot.ca.gov 

X X X X Bing Yu Caltrans – D5 Traffic Operations (805) 549-3664 bing.yu@dot.ca.gov

X X X Baljinder Brar Caltrans – D5 Roadway Construction baljinder.s.brar@dot.ca.gov 

X X X X Ken Nowak Caltrans – D5 Structures Construction ken.nowak@dot.ca.gov 

X X X X Paul Peterson Caltrans – D5 Structure Design (916) 227-8492 paul.peterson@dot.ca.gov

X X X X Mary Gilbert San Benito – COG Executive Director (831) 637-7665 mary@sanbenitocog.org

X X X X X Veronica Lezama San Benito – COG Planning (831) 637-7665 veronica@sanbenitocog.org

X X X X X Greg Bucknell COSB Engineer (831) 902-2160 Gbucknell@cosb.us

X X X X X Russ Nygaard COSB Engineer / Structures (916) 496-2093 Russ.nygaard@nv5.com

X X Ignacio Velazquez City of Hollister Mayor (831) 905-3720 mayor@hollister.ca.gov

X X X X X Steve Loupe WMH Corp Engineer (415) 806-6900 sloupe@wmhcorporation.com

X X X Harry Mavrogenes RMA Director (831) 313-3550 hmavrogenes@cosb.us

X X X X Chadi Chazbeck Kimley Horn Engineer chadi.chazbek@kimley-horn.com 

X X X Jose Bautista Caltrans – D5 Design jose.bautista@dot.ca.gov 

X X Chris Armstrong CHP Captain 
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D5 ROUTE 25 EXPRESSWAY CONVERSION PROJECT 

VA STUDY MEETING ATTENDEES – Interim Check-in, Workshop 2, & Implementation Meeting 

D-5 SR-25 Expressway Conversion Project  VA Process  

5/7 5/26 5/27 5/28 7/10 Name Organization  Position/Role Telephone E-mail 

   X  Michael Downs Caltrans – D5 Structures Liaison (916) 227-9365 michael.downs@dot.ca.gov 

   X X Roger Barnes Caltrans – D5   roger.d.barnes@dot.ca.gov 

   X  Neil Weller Caltrans – D5 Structures - Construction (805) 471-2109 neil.weller@dot.ca.gov 

   X X Julie Mousavi Caltrans – D5   Julia.Mousavi@dot.ca.gov 

   X X Jill Leal Caltrans – D5    

    X John Olejnik Caltrans – D5 Planning   

    X Marshall Garcia 
Caltrans – D5 Central Region R/W 

Deputy   

    X Tim Campbell Caltrans – D5    
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  APPENDIX A:
SBCOG VA Study Goals



Goals 
State Route 25 Expressway Value Analysis – 2020 

1. Ensure that project alternatives meet the need to improve safety and reduce congestion on the

corridor

2. Accelerate project delievery.

3. Identify fundable, constructible phases of the project, including opportunities to ensure expressway

conversion in the future.

4. Reduce project cost.

5. Minimize right of way impacts, identify ways to use as much existing right of way as feasible.

6. Reduce impacts to agricultural land.

7. Maintain planned grade separation at intersection of SR 25 & SR 156

8. Ensure project is eligible for State and Federal matching funds, currently or in the future.

9. Ensure Stakeholder Acceptance

10. Public Acceptance- deliver a project as committed to the voter-approved Measure G Transportation

Safety and Investment Plan.

11. Ensure project concepts are coordinated with San Benito/Santa Clara Mobility Partnership efforts for

the State Route 152 Trade Corridor planning.



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Value Management Strategies, Inc. 

Offices in Escondido, California; Grand Junction, Colorado;  
Portland, Oregon; Seattle, Washington; Chicago, Illinois; New York, New York
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