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This Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) has been prepared by the County 
of San Luis Obispo General Service Agency – Parks (hereinafter “County of San Luis Obispo”, 
“County Parks” or “County”), as lead agency, pursuant to applicable provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its implementing guidelines (CEQA Guidelines). This RDEIR 
discloses revisions made to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the Bob 
Jones Pathway – San Luis Obispo to Ontario Road (hereinafter “proposed project”) pursuant to 
Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when 
significant new information is added to the DEIR after public notice is given of the availability of 
the DEIR but before certification of the document. This RDEIR specifically reflects changes made 
to Section 3.0, Alternatives.  

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

The County of San Luis Obispo prepared and distributed a DEIR for the proposed project in 
August 2013. Upon completion of the DEIR, the County filed a Notice of Completion (NOC) with 
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, in accordance with Section 15085 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. This began a 60-day public review period (Public Resources Code Section 21161) for 
the DEIR, which ended on October 21, 2013.  

Based on the County’s review of the comment letters received, as well as substantial input 
received at a public meeting on August 28, 2013, the County determined that one or more 
additional pathway alignments should be examined for viability in the EIR. The County is using 
this RDEIR document to address the issues raised through the analysis of an additional alternative 
pathway alignment. This analysis is presented within a revised Section 3.0 of the EIR.  

This additional alternative (Alternative 6) has been designed to further reduce the significant 
impacts of the project and more clearly documents the potential secondary effects of routing 
the path along San Luis Obispo Creek and under the Highway 101 Bridge (Bridge No. 49-0014R/L) 
at San Luis Obispo Creek. Supporting technical analysis, including supplemental biological, 
cultural resource and hydrology reports, is included in a series of appendices to the RDEIR. 

In light the additional research and analysis conducted for Alternative 6, some assumptions and 
conclusions regarding of the comparative impact analysis contained within Section 3.0 
Alternatives have changed. For example, potentially impacted habitat areas and changes to 
creek hydrology have been quantified, allowing for more fact-based conclusions.  Through this 
process the County has obtained important information and insight into the comparative merits 
and impacts of each of the alternatives, and the section has been updated accordingly. 

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

This RDEIR, together with the previously circulated DEIR and responses to all public comments, will 
constitute the Final EIR (FEIR) for the project. The California Environmental Quality Act and the 
County of San Luis Obispo encourage public participation in the planning and environmental 
review process. Through this process, additional opportunities will be provided for the public to 
submit comments and communicate concerns regarding the project and its environmental 
consequences. These opportunities include the public review and comment period and public 
hearings before the County of San Luis Obispo Parks and Recreation Commission, and the 
County of San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors. The review and certification process for the FEIR 
will involve the following procedural steps: 
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PUBLIC NOTICE/PUBLIC REVIEW 

Upon completion of the RDEIR, the County of San Luis Obispo will file a Notice of Availability 
(NOA) with the California Office of Planning and Research at the same time it sends a notice of 
completion (NOC), in accordance with Section 15086 of the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the 
County of San Luis Obispo will provide the NOA of the RDEIR for public review in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a) and circulate the document to responsible and trustee 
agencies, other affected agencies, surrounding land use agencies, and interested parties, as 
well as to all parties requesting a copy of the RDEIR in accordance with Public Resources Code 
Sections 21092(b) and 21092.1. During the 45-day public review period, the RDEIR is available for 
review at the County of San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building located at 
976 Osos Street, Room 300, San Luis Obispo, CA 93408. 

All written comments should be limited to the recirculated material and revised section 3.0 
included in the RDEIR only. Comments should be submitted to: 

Ryan Hostetter, LEED AP 
San Luis Obispo County  

Department of Planning and Building 
976 Osos Street, Room 300 
San Luis Obispo, CA  93408 
Telephone: (805) 788-2351 

 
E-mail comments to: rhostetter@co.slo.ca.us 
Fax comments to: (805) 788-2413 

Comments pertaining to the revised section are welcome during the 45-day public review 
period. Comments previously submitted on sections other than those being recirculated do not 
need to be resubmitted. Comments may be submitted in hard copy to the name and address 
above. The County also accepts comments via e-mail or facsimile but requests that you follow 
these instructions to ensure that the Department has received your comments.  

An e-mailed document should contain the name of the person or entity submitting the 
comments and contact information such as phone number, mailing address, and/or e-mail 
address and include any and all attachments referenced in the e-mail. To ensure a complete 
and accurate record, we request that you also provide a follow-up hard copy to the name and 
address listed above. If you do not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, please send a second 
e-mail requesting confirmation of receipt of comments with enough information to confirm that 
the entire document was received. If you do not receive e-mail confirmation of receipt of 
comments, then please submit a hard copy of your comments to ensure inclusion in the 
environmental record or contact the San Luis San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning 
and Building to ensure they have received your comments. 

Facsimile (fax) copies will be accepted with a cover page describing the extent (e.g., number 
of pages) being transmitted. A faxed document must contain a signature and all attachments 
referenced therein. Faxed documents should be sent to the contact noted above. To ensure a 
complete and accurate record, we request that you also provide a follow-up hard copy to the 
name and address listed above. If you do not wish to send a follow-up hard copy, please 
contact the San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building to confirm that the 
entire document was received.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS/FINAL EIR 

Upon completion of the 45-day public review period of this RDEIR, written responses to all 
significant environmental issues raised will be addressed in the FEIR. The FEIR will be made 
available for review at least 10 days prior to the public hearing before the final decision-making 
body, at which time the certification of the FEIR will be considered. The FEIR will consist of the 
DEIR, RDEIR, comments received, responses to comments on both the DEIR and RDEIR, and any 
resulting text changes.  

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR 

If the County of San Luis Obispo finds that the FEIR is “adequate and complete,” the County 
may certify the FEIR. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR can be certified if it: 
(1) shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information, and (2) provides 
sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in contemplation of 
environmental considerations. 

PROJECT CONSIDERATION 

Upon review and consideration of the FEIR, the County of San Luis Obispo may act on the 
proposed project. A decision to approve the proposed project or an alternative to the project 
would be accompanied by written Findings in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 
and, if applicable, Section 15093 (Statement of Overriding Considerations).  
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3.1 GENERAL CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the proposed project be described and considered within an environmental 
impact report (EIR). The alternatives considered should represent scenarios that could feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but will avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant environmental effects. The feasibility of an alternative may be determined based on 
a variety of factors including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries, and site accessibility and control (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)). 

The purpose of this process is to provide decision-makers and the public with a discussion of 
viable development options and to document that other options to the proposal were 
considered in the application process (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).  

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, 
to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. 
Where a lead agency has determined that even after the adoption of all feasible mitigation 
measures, a project as proposed will still cause significant environmental effects that cannot be 
substantially lessened or avoided, the agency, prior to approving the project as mitigated, must 
first determine whether, with respect to such impacts, there remain any project alternatives that 
are both environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA.  

CEQA provides the following guidelines for discussing project alternatives: 

 An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 
decision-making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). 

 An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a)). 

 The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)). 

 The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(c)). 

 The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)). 

 The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis and comparison with the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(d)). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) also requires that a No Project Alternative be described 
and its impacts evaluated. The “no project” analysis shall “discuss the existing conditions, as well 
as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were 
not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and 
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community services.” The EIR must also identify the environmentally superior alternative. If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, CEQA requires that the EIR also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)).  

3.2 RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Project objectives are used as the basis for comparing project alternatives and determining the 
extent that the objectives would be achieved relative to the proposed Bob Jones Pathway (BJP; 
project). The objectives of the proposed project are as follows:  

 Provide new and expanded recreation within the county consistent with the Park and 
Recreation Element of the General Plan. (Goal 2, Objective B) 

 Provide a viable multi-use trail system consistent with the Park and Recreation Element of 
the General Plan (Goal 2, Objective C), which respects private property and uses and 
balances public resources, community concerns, and environmental protection. 

 Provide a primarily Class I bicycle/pedestrian corridor that does not require excessive 
long-term maintenance costs due to design, location, or use.  

 Provide an alternative transportation corridor connecting the city of San Luis Obispo, 
from the Octagon Barn, with the community of Avila Beach. 

 Provide a safe and scenic bicycle/pedestrian route for a broad range of users (e.g., 
families, walkers, joggers, young cyclists, cycling enthusiasts, skaters, and the disabled). 

 Maximize users’ contact with the natural environment while avoiding environmental 
impacts 

3.3 PRELIMINARY DESIGN CONCEPTS/ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT SELECTED  

Alternative alignments for the proposed project were vetted through two feasibility studies, the 
Planning and Preliminary Engineering Study of Bob Jones Trail Routes Phase II prepared by the 
Morro Group and Questa Engineering Corporation in February 2002 and the Bob Jones Pathway 
Phase II Feasibility Study prepared by Alta Planning + Design and Questa Engineering 
Corporation in December 2003, which are included in Technical Appendix T7 of this DEIR. Based 
on the feasibility studies, several preliminary design concepts of various segments or portions of 
segments of the preferred alignment were evaluated and determined infeasible for various 
reasons. In the Bob Jones Pathway Phase II Feasibility Study, the preliminary design concepts 
were ranked on a scale of zero (low benefit or negative impact) to ten (high benefit or low 
negative impact) based on the following criteria: vehicle conflicts/safety; flood impacts; 
function/access; usage; cost; environmental impacts; private property impacts; right-of-way; 
and aesthetics. Environmental impacts included an evaluation of impacts to wetlands, visual 
resources, cultural resources, noise, and health. For CEQA purposes, criteria for determining a 
project infeasible included flood impacts, environmental impacts, and aesthetics impacts. 
Reasons for eliminating a design concept/alternative from further consideration included a 
determination that the design concept is infeasible (low ranking in flood impact, aesthetics, 
and/or environmental impacts), a finding that the design concept/alternative does not attain 
the basic objectives of the proposed project (see subsection 3.2, above), and identification that 
the design concept/alternative does not avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the 
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significant effects. Based on these criteria, the following preliminary design concepts/alternatives 
were considered and then rejected for further evaluation in the DEIR. 

SUB-SEGMENT 2A: DESIGN CONCEPT B 

Under this design concept, the southern end of Segment 1 and the northern portion of Segment 
2 would use a bridge adjacent to the existing bridge to cross over to the west side of the creek 
and tie into Clover Ridge Lane. This design concept offers a creekside environment that would 
provide beneficial impacts to aesthetics. Trail implementation in conjunction with creek 
enhancement and restoration activities in this area would provide beneficial impacts to 
biological resources as well.  

However, this design concept would require the acquisition of an easement through private 
property from an unwilling property owner. The trail would be adjacent to existing farm 
operations, which may result in conflicts with agricultural operations and require buffers. Two 
bridges would be required to cross San Luis Obispo Creek (SLO Creek) at East Branch and at 
Davenport Creek, with potential environmental impacts. Due to potential easement issues and 
additional bridge impacts, this design concept was rejected; however, this design option may 
be considered at a future date if and when the easement becomes feasible. Any future BJP 
design alterations would be subject to further environmental review under CEQA and/or the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   

SUB-SEGMENT 3: DESIGN CONCEPT A 

This design concept would align Segment 3 between the SLO Creek Crossing (south of Clover 
Ridge Lane) and the Old Farm Bridge Crossing along the west side of SLO Creek. This design 
concept minimizes major flood impacts, vehicle conflicts, environmental impacts, and private 
property impacts. However, because the alignment is located adjacent to Highway 101, it 
would result in greater impacts to aesthetics and would have the potential for very high 
construction costs due to the terrain. Lack of sufficient right-of-way is a key flaw of this design 
concept.  

SUB-SEGMENT 3B: DESIGN CONCEPT A 

This design concept would align Segment 3 between an old farm bridge crossing of SLO Creek 
and San Luis Bay Drive along the west side of SLO Creek. Under this design concept, users would 
be provided an environment consisting of a riparian corridor and farmland. However, it may be 
challenging to acquire easements from property owners and the alignment may result in 
conflicts with adjacent agricultural operations. In addition, flooding may occur near the old farm 
bridge and the creek. Replacement of the existing farm bridge with a new clear span bridge 
would improve conditions of the floodway; however, bridge construction would result in its own 
environmental impacts.  

SUB-SEGMENT 3B: DESIGN CONCEPT B 

This design concept would align Segment 3 between an old farm bridge crossing and San Luis 
Bay Drive along the east side of SLO Creek, adjacent to the creek. Under this design concept, 
users would be provided an environment surrounded by riparian corridor and agriculture, which 
would provide beneficial aesthetic impacts. However, a new bridge would be required at San 
Luis Bay Drive, which may result in flooding impacts during major storm events.  
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3.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES AND COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS  

This alternatives discussion identifies and examines a range of feasible alternatives that would 
avoid or reduce the severity of one or more significant environmental effects and/or address the 
public comments received during the scoping process. The alternatives analyzed include the 
following: 

 Alternative 1 – No Project/No Development  

 Alternative 2 – Important Farmland Avoidance 

 Alternative 3 – Elimination of South Higuera Crossings 

 Alternative 4 – Highway 101 Undercrossing at Ontario Road Staging Area 

 Alternative 5 – Interim Improvements 

 Alternative 6 – Farming Operations and Conflict Avoidance  

The alignments of Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 6 are illustrated in Figure 3.0-1. Environmental impacts 
associated with each of the six alternatives are compared with impacts resulting from the 
proposed project. The impact level of the alternative as compared to the project (lesser, similar, 
or greater) is noted in parentheses at the beginning of each comparison. Table 3.0-1 in 
subsection 3.5 below provides a summary of the environmental impacts of each alternative by 
segment. Subsection 3.5 also includes identification of the environmentally superior alternative, 
as required by CEQA.  

ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO PROJECT 

Under Alternative 1, the proposed project would not be constructed. There would be no 
physical alteration of the environment, nor would the community receive the added benefit of a 
scenic Class I pathway between San Luis Obispo and Avila Beach. Cyclists would continue to 
have to share the roadway with vehicles. Use of the corridor would continue to be limited to 
more experienced cyclists. Use by pedestrians and users of all ages would be prohibited (or 
severely constrained) for safety reasons, which would not meet the objectives of the project. 
Alternative 1 is not consistent with the objectives for the proposed project. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternative 1 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 1 would not result in the benefit of a 
visually pleasing Class I pathway. Cyclists would continue to share the roadway with vehicles, 
which is not as scenic a route as the proposed project. However, no physical improvements (i.e., 
overcrossing, ramps) would be constructed nor vegetation removed, which would lessen the 
degree of impact to the visual character and quality along the Highway 101 corridor, which was 
identified as significant but mitigable.  

Agricultural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 1 would result in a lesser degree of impact to 
agricultural resources compared to the proposed project because this alternative would not 
require the conversion of important farmland or forestland, result in increased conflicts with 
existing agricultural zoning or operations, or increase runoff onto agricultural land. Users would, 
however, continue to use the right-of-way adjacent to agricultural land, which may continue to 
conflict with existing agricultural operations.  
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Air Quality – (Similar) Alternative 1 would result in a lesser degree of impact to air quality 
compared to the proposed project because this alternative would not result in the physical 
disturbance of the environment or the use of construction equipment; therefore, construction 
emissions would be less than the proposed project. However, without the proposed project, the 
community would not receive the benefits of a Class I pathway that may increase alternative 
forms of transportation during peak commute hours, which would potentially reduce regional 
mobile source emissions. Although this benefit is difficult to quantify, the County estimates that 
long-term use of the pathway by commuters who would otherwise be driving will eventually 
counterbalance (and possibly surpass) the near-term emissions caused by the project’s 
construction. For these reasons, this alternative would likely result in emissions similar to the 
proposed project.  

Biological and Natural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 1 would result in a lesser degree of impact 
to biological and natural resources compared to the proposed project because this alternative 
would not require the removal of vegetation, the disturbance of the SLO Creek corridor or 
surrounding habitat, or the trimming of trees. Since there would be no removal of vegetation or 
trimming of trees, the potential for impacts to special-status species and habitat would be 
reduced.  

Cultural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 1 would result in a lesser degree of impact to cultural 
resources compared to the proposed project because this alternative would not result in the 
physical disturbance of the environment. Since there would be no physical disturbance of the 
site, there would be no potential to affect the existing identified historical and archaeological 
resources or to disturb previously undiscovered cultural resources (archaeological, historical, 
and/or paleontological) or human remains. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in a lesser 
degree of impact to cultural resources than the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils – (Lesser) Alternative 1 would result in a lesser degree of impact to geology 
and soils compared to the proposed project because this alternative would not result in the 
physical disturbance of the site and no structures would be constructed. Since there would be 
no site disturbance, there would be no potential for erosion and no mitigation would be 
necessary. No structures would be constructed so there would be no seismic-related hazards of 
concern.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions – (Similar) Alternative 1 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
greenhouse gas emissions as the proposed project. This alternative would not result in the 
physical disturbance of the environment, removal of vegetation/trees, or use of construction 
equipment; therefore, GHG construction emissions and loss of carbon sequestration would be 
less than the proposed project in this regard. However, without the proposed project, the 
community would not receive the benefits of a Class I pathway that may increase alternative 
forms of transportation during peak commute hours, which would potentially reduce regional 
mobile source greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Although this benefit is difficult to quantify, it is a 
benefit that Alternative 1 would not provide. Overall, Alternative 1 would result in a similar 
degree of greenhouse gas emission impacts as the proposed project. 

Hazardous Materials/Hazards – (Similar) Alternative 1 would result in a similar degree of impact 
related to hazardous materials/hazards as the proposed project. This alternative would result in 
less potential for exposure to the use of on-site hazardous materials during construction than the 
proposed project because no construction would occur. Exposure to off-site hazardous 
materials would be greater than the proposed project, as users would continue to be exposed 
to hazardous materials being transported along Highway 101 and sprayed on the agricultural 
fields, as well as to exhaust fumes from vehicles on Highway 101 and shared roadways. Airport 
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and wildfire hazards would remain similar to the proposed project. Therefore, overall this 
alternative would result in a similar degree of impact related to hazardous materials/hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality – (Lesser) Alternative 1 would result in a lesser degree of impact to 
hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed project because this alternative would 
not result in the physical disturbance of the environment. Without site disturbance, the potential 
to degrade water quality would be lessened. Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts 
would be less than the proposed project.  

Land Use – (Greater) Alternative 1 would result in a greater degree of impacts to land use 
compared to the proposed project because not implementing the project would be 
inconsistent with the San Luis Obispo County General Plan Parks and Recreation Element, San 
Luis Obispo County Bikeways Plan 2010 Update, and 2010 Regional Transportation Plan and 
Preliminary Sustainability Communities Strategy. Although this alternative would not require the 
need to acquire easements on private property, the conflict with three existing planning 
documents would make this impact greater than the proposed project.  

Noise – (Lesser) Alternative 1 would result in a lesser degree of noise impacts compared to the 
proposed project because this alternative would not result in construction activities. Without 
construction activities, the potential to generate noise would be lessened. Noise impacts would 
be less than the proposed project.  

Public Services – (Lesser) Alternative 1 would result in a lesser degree of public service impacts 
than the proposed project because this alternative would not result in increased public access 
to agricultural land on private property, thus reducing the potential for trespassing and the 
potential to increase demand for police services. However, continued shared use within the 
right-of-way will continue to pose safety risks and potentially result in accidents requiring the 
services of police and emergency medical providers.  

Recreation and Parks – (Greater) Alternative 1 would result in a greater degree of impacts to 
recreation and parks compared to the proposed project in that it would not provide a priority 
recreation improvement that has been planned for decades.  

Transportation/Traffic – (Greater) Alternative 1 would result in a greater degree of traffic hazards 
compared to the proposed project because users would be required to continue to share the 
roadway with vehicles for almost the entire distance of the preferred alignment. This would 
expose them to increased safety hazards associated not just with vehicles on the roadway but 
with agricultural equipment that uses the roadway. Mitigation that would reduce conflicts 
between users and agricultural operators and promote safety would not be implemented. 

Utilities and Services Systems – (Similar) Alternative 1 would result in no impact to utilities and 
service systems. Because no development would be proposed, no utilities or services systems 
would be necessary. However, this alternative would also not implement the utilities benefits of 
the proposed project (i.e., repairing existing drainage culverts). Overall, impacts to utilities and 
service systems would be similar to the proposed project. 

Summary for Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 would not meet any of the project objectives. However, it would result in a similar or 
lesser degree of impact to most resources with the exception of land use, recreation and parks, 
and transportation/traffic, which would be greater.  



3.0 ALTERNATIVES 

County of San Luis Obispo Bob Jones Pathway – San Luis Obispo to Ontario Road 
October 2014 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-9 

ALTERNATIVE 2 – IMPORTANT FARMLAND AVOIDANCE  

Alternative 2 would begin the same way as the proposed project, with Segment 1 crossing South 
Higuera Street near the Octagon Barn. However, instead of crossing back over the roadway, the 
pathway alignment would continue south along the western side of the roadway as a Class I 
pathway where feasible and as a Class II facility through the existing Highway 101 underpass 
near Ontario Road.  

On the western side of Highway 101, the pathway would continue as a Class I pathway 
between Ontario Road and Highway 101 where terrain would allow. At the San Luis Bay Drive 
intersection/off-ramp, the intersection would be formalized and the Class I pathway would 
continue on the east side of Ontario Road, where feasible, to the existing Ontario Road Staging 
Area. The segment between San Luis Bay Drive and the Ontario Road Staging Area is similar to 
preliminary Design Concept A for Sub-Segment 5 as analyzed in the Bob Jones Pathway Phase II 
Feasibility Study (Technical Appendix T7); however, that design concept had the pathway within 
the roadway right-of-way, not as a separated pathway. The feasibility study rejected the design 
concept for real and perceived safety, usage, and user enjoyment issues. This alternative would 
be a slightly different design from the preliminary design concept in that it would provide a 
separated pathway on the eastern side of the roadway, where feasible. This would require 
acquiring easements on private property. The alignment of Alternative 2 is illustrated in orange 
on Figure 3.0-1. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternative 2  

Aesthetics and Visual Resources – (Similar) Alternative 2 would not provide a Class I pathway, 
and cyclists would continue to share the roadway with vehicles for a portion of the alignment. In 
addition, a majority of the alignment would be located between a roadway and highway, 
which would be less aesthetically pleasing to users than the proposed project alignment 
adjacent to the SLO Creek corridor and agricultural land.  

Alternative 2 would require less bridge construction, and the need for an overcrossing structure 
and ramps would be eliminated, which would reduce visual impacts to viewers on Highway 101. 
However, the segment of pathway located between Ontario Road and Highway 101 would be 
visible to those traveling on Highway 101. Although the visual impact of a pathway would be less 
intrusive than an overcrossing structure, the length of exposure would be for a longer duration 
and likely include long retaining wall structures that would require mitigation similar to the 
proposed project.  

Additionally, the removal of vegetation associated with this section of pathway would be more 
visible to viewers on Highway 101 because it would be in the foreground in a less vegetated 
area rather than in the background in a more vegetated area. Any vegetation removal would 
require revegetation as soon as possible to reduce the potential for erosion. A landscaping plan 
would be necessary to help screen any massive walls or structures and to discourage graffiti. 
However, since the pathway would be adjacent to another roadway, the pathway, as 
mitigated, would not substantially degrade the existing visual character. Overall, Alternative 2 
would result in a similar degree of impacts to aesthetics and visual resources as the proposed 
project. 

Agricultural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 2 would result in a lesser degree of impact to 
agricultural resources compared to the proposed project because the alignment would not 
require easements on private property designated as important farmland or under Williamson 
Act contract. In addition, a majority of the alignment would not be located adjacent to 
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agricultural land uses so the potential for conflicts with agricultural operations would be reduced 
accordingly.  

Air Quality – (Similar) Alternative 2 would result in a similar degree of air quality impact as the 
proposed project because they would both result in similar construction emissions and have 
virtually no operational emissions. Due to the topography and terrain between Ontario Road 
and Highway 101, more extensive grading may be required with this alternative; however, other 
portions may require no grading where the pathway would be Class II.  

Biological and Natural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 2 would result in a lesser degree of impact 
to biological and natural resources compared to the proposed project because there would be 
less disturbance of sensitive habitat and vegetation within the SLO Creek corridor. Less tree 
removal and trimming would be necessary. Although impacts to riparian, agricultural, and 
grassland habitat would be reduced, impacts to coastal scrub habitat would increase. Overall, 
Alternative 2 would result in a lesser degree of impact to biological and natural resources than 
the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources – (Similar) Alternative 2 would result in a similar degree of impact to cultural 
resources as the proposed project because this alternative would eliminate the potential to 
disturb the identified archaeological site. However, this alternative may be located in proximity 
to identified Avila Valley Historic Site (H) (CA-SLO-802), which is a recorded historic and 
archaeological site (0.59 acre) that contains the remnants of a historical building with scattered 
artifacts (e.g., tile, bottles, and crockery). If so, similar mitigation as required for the proposed 
project would be applicable to this alternative but in a different location. Alternative 2 would 
result in similar impacts to the identified historical site and would have the same potential to 
discover previously undiscovered sites.  

Geology and Soils – (Greater) Alternative 2 would result in a greater degree of impact to 
geology and soils compared to the proposed project because the portion of the pathway 
located between Ontario Road and Highway 101 would be located on steep slopes. The same 
erosion control measures would be required for this alternative as for the proposed project. 
However, due to the terrain along the segment, the potential for slope failure and erosion would 
increase and may require additional post-construction measures. This alternative would also 
likely require retaining walls in various locations. Where the slope is cut, there is the chance for 
slope failure during seismic ground shaking. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in slightly greater 
impacts to geology and soils than the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions – (Similar) Alternative 2 would result in a similar degree of impact with 
respect to greenhouse gas emissions compared to the proposed project. This alternative would 
result in similar to slightly greater physical disturbance of the environment due to increased 
grading required within Segments 2 through 4, similar to slightly less removal of vegetation/trees 
within all segments, and similar use of construction equipment. For these reasons, GHG 
construction emissions and loss of carbon sequestration would be similar to the proposed 
project.  

Hazardous Materials/Hazards – (Greater) Alternative 2 would result in hazardous materials and 
related hazards impacts slightly greater as compared to the proposed project. This alternative 
would result in a similar potential for exposure to the use of on-site hazardous materials during 
construction as the proposed project. Exposure to off-site hazardous materials, however, would 
be greater than the proposed project, as route users would continue to be subject to hazardous 
materials being transported along Highway 101, sprayed on the agricultural fields, and subject 
to higher concentrations of vehicles on shared roadways. Airport and wildfire hazards would 
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remain similar to the proposed project. Therefore, overall Alternative 2 would result in a slightly 
greater degree of impact related to hazardous materials/hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality – (Lesser) Alternative 2 would result in a lesser degree of impact to 
hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed project because this alternative would 
reduce the amount of physical disturbance near SLO Creek, which would reduce the potential 
to degrade water quality. Mitigation would be reduced to requiring erosion control plans and a 
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). The minor increased demand for groundwater 
associated with this alternative would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, and the 
alternative itself would not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. The alignment 
would be mostly removed from the floodplain. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in a lesser 
degree of hydrology and water quality impacts than the proposed project.  

Land Use – (Similar) Alternative 2 would result in a similar degree of impact to land use as the 
proposed project because it would continue to connect (not divide) a community and would 
not result in the development or displacement of housing. The need to acquire easements 
would remain; however, more easements would be required on public land (right-of-way) than 
on private property. Where easements are not obtainable, the pathway would be required to 
become a Class II pathway, which would not meet the primary objectives of the project. 
Overall, this alternative would result in a similar degree of impact to land use as the proposed 
project. 

Noise – (Greater) Alternative 2 would result in a greater degree of noise impact compared to 
the proposed project because this alternative would be located near more sensitive receptors 
that may be affected by elevated noise levels generated during construction. Due to the 
proximity of this alternative to existing sensitive noise receptors, surrounding vegetation, and 
existing noise ambient levels, the noise levels generated by Alternative 2 are not anticipated to 
result in a substantial permanent increase (greater than 5 dB) in ambient noise.  

In addition, users would be exposed to elevated existing mobile noise levels while riding on the 
pathway due to the proximity to mobile sources along Highway 101. These exposures to 
elevated noise levels would be short term in duration, as construction activities would be 
temporary and the users would be moving along the pathway. Similar to the project, this 
alternative would limit construction to between the hours of 7 AM and 9 PM Monday through 
Friday and between 8 AM and 5 PM on Saturdays and Sundays, which would exempt this 
alternative from the noise standards. However, since users would be subject to elevated noise 
levels compared to the project, the noise impacts would be greater with this alternative than 
with the proposed project.  

Public Services – (Similar) Alternative 2 would result in a similar degree of public service impact as 
the proposed project because this alternative would not result in any increase in demand for 
police or fire protection that requires the need for new facilities in order to maintain service 
response ratios. This alternative would reduce the potential for trespassing onto private 
agricultural land. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have similar public service impacts as the 
proposed project. 

Recreation and Parks – (Greater) Alternative 2 would result in a greater degree of impact to 
recreation and parks as the proposed project in that it would provide a recreation improvement 
that does not meet the objectives of a facility that has been planned for decades and 
identified as a priority. Any increased use of other sections of the trail associated with this 
alternative or the proposed project has been anticipated in the planning of the entire Bob Jones 
Pathway. Because this alternative would not meet many of the objectives of the proposed 
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project, it would have a greater impact to recreation and parks as compared to the proposed 
project. 

Transportation/Traffic – (Greater) Alternative 2 would result in a greater degree of traffic safety 
impact compared to the proposed project. Although it would eliminate one of the at-grade 
crossings at South Higuera Street, users would have to cross a Highway 101 on-ramp, share the 
roadway along a portion of South Higuera Street where there is a dangerous undercrossing and 
an off-ramp with a history of accidents, and navigate a congested section where San Luis Bay 
Drive intersects the Highway 101 off-ramp/on-ramp and Ontario Road. Additional mitigation 
would be necessary to provide safety enhancements where the pathway would share the 
roadway and cross on- and off-ramp facilities.  

The San Luis Bay Drive intersections would need to be formalized. Even with additional safety 
measures in place, these safety issues would likely limit the use of the pathway to experienced 
bicycle riders, which would not be consistent with the primary objectives of the proposed 
project. Shared use with the roadway would make use by pedestrians hazardous. The grade of 
the pathway along Ontario Road would also make it difficult for less experienced riders to use 
the pathway. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in a greater degree of transportation/traffic 
impact as compared to the proposed project.  

Utilities and Services Systems – (Similar) Alternative 2 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
utilities and service systems as the proposed project. This alternative would not result in an 
increased demand for treatment or conveyance of wastewater and/or water that would result 
in the construction or expansion of existing or new facilities. Similar to the proposed project, 
water demand would be limited to restrooms at the trailhead near the Octagon Barn Center, 
which would not exceed the capacity of existing entitlements for that property. This alternative 
would not be connected to a stormwater drainage system except where stormwater needs to 
be captured to control erosion and allowed to infiltrate. In addition, this alternative would not 
generate solid waste to a level that would exceed the permit capacity of the landfill. Therefore, 
Alternative 2 would result in a similar degree of impact to utilities and service systems as the 
proposed project. 

Summary for Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 does not meet some of the objectives of the proposed project. It would not 
provide a multi-use trail or a primarily Class I bicycle/pedestrian corridor but would continue to 
provide a Class II or Class III bicycle route. Due to the Class II and Class III sections, use would 
likely be more conducive to more advanced bicyclists and deter use by pedestrians. It would 
not provide a safe and scenic bicycle and pedestrian route for a broad range of users nor 
would it maximize users’ contact with the natural environment. 

Alternative 2 would minimize easements requirements on important farmland, which would 
lessen the degree of impact on this resource. Farmland impacts have already been identified in 
the EIR as less than significant. Conversely, this alternative would result in a greater degree of 
hazards exposure, geology and soils, noise, parks and recreation, and traffic safety impacts than 
the proposed project. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 – ELIMINATION OF SOUTH HIGUERA CROSSINGS  

Alternative 3 would have the same alignment as the proposed project with the exception of 
changes in Segment 1. Under Alternative 3, Segment 1 between the Octagon Barn and the 
South Higuera Street crossing of SLO Creek would be aligned so that the pathway would not 
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cross South Higuera Street (twice), but instead would continue to run along South Higuera Street 
on the south/east side of the roadway as illustrated in yellow on Figure 3.0-1. This alternative 
would avoid any safety concerns associated with the road crossing, while providing function 
and access. This alternative is similar to Design Concept B for Sub-Segment 1a analyzed in the 
Bob Jones Pathway Phase II Feasibility Study (Technical Appendix T7).  

Comparative Analysis of Alternative 3  

Aesthetics and Visual Resources – (Similar) Alternative 3 would continue to provide a Class I 
pathway; however, the northern section of Segment 1 aligned on the east side of South Higuera 
Street adjacent to agricultural land would be less aesthetically pleasing to users than the 
proposed project alignment adjacent to the SLO Creek corridor. Alternative 3 would require 
similar bridge construction, and the need for an overcrossing structure and ramps would remain, 
which would result in a similar degree of visual impacts to viewers on Highway 101 as the 
proposed project. The same mitigation as required for the proposed project would be 
applicable to this alternative. Overall, Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impacts to 
aesthetics and visual resources as the proposed project.  

Agricultural Resources – (Greater) Alternative 3 would result in a greater degree of impact to 
agricultural resources compared to the proposed project because the alignment would require 
obtaining additional easements on private property designated as important farmland (Prime 
Farmland) along South Higuera Street. However, most of the alignment would likely be located 
within the public right-of-way on the margins of existing farmland. The existing agricultural road 
and proximity to South Higuera Road currently limit existing agricultural operations where 
Segment 1 would be realigned under Alternative 3. Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in a 
slightly greater degree of impacts with respect to the conversion of productive important 
farmland and potential conflicts with agricultural operations. The same mitigation as required for 
the proposed project would be applicable to this alternative.  

Air Quality – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of air quality impact as the 
proposed project because they would both result in similar construction emissions and have 
virtually no operational emissions. The same mitigation as required for the proposed project 
would be applicable to this alternative.  

Biological and Natural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 3 would result in a lesser degree of impact 
to biological and natural resources compared to the proposed project because there would be 
less disturbance of sensitive habitat and vegetation within the SLO Creek corridor but more 
disturbance of agricultural habitat. Although impacts to riparian habitat would be reduced, 
impacts to agricultural habitat, which support some special-status species but not as many as 
riparian habitat, would increase. The same mitigation as required for the proposed project 
would be applicable to this alternative. Overall, Alternative 3 would result in a lesser degree of 
impact to biological and natural resources compared to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to cultural 
resources as the proposed project because this alternative would result in the same potential to 
disturb the identified archaeological site and historical resources. Alternative 3 would also have 
the same potential to discover previously undiscovered sites. The same mitigation as required for 
the proposed project would be applicable to this alternative. Therefore, Alternative 3 would 
result in a similar degree of impact to cultural resources as the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to geology 
and soils as the proposed project because similar areas of the environment would be disturbed. 
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The same erosion control measures would be required for this alternative as for the proposed 
project. Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to geology and soils as 
the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
greenhouse gas emissions as the proposed project. It would result in similar to slightly greater 
physical disturbance of the environment, similar to slightly less removal of vegetation/trees, and 
similar use of construction equipment. The same mitigation as required for the proposed project 
would be applicable to this alternative. For these reasons, GHG construction emissions and loss 
of carbon sequestration would be similar to the proposed project. 

Hazardous Materials/Hazards – (Similar) Similar to the project, this alternative would result in 
limited potential for exposure to on-site hazardous materials during construction. Exposure to off-
site hazardous materials would also be similar to the proposed project, as users of this alignment 
would experience similar exposure to vehicle emissions and hazardous materials being 
transported along Highway 101. For a short distance, users would be physically closer to 
herbicides and pesticides that are applied to the adjacent agricultural fields. Airport and wildfire 
hazards would remain similar to the proposed project. Overall, Alternative 3 would result in a 
similar degree of impact related to hazardous materials/hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
hydrology and water quality as the proposed project because this alternative would only slightly 
reduce the amount of physical disturbance near SLO Creek. Mitigation required for the 
proposed project would remain applicable to this alternative. The demand for groundwater 
associated with this alternative would be similar to the proposed project and would not 
substantially deplete groundwater supplies, and the alternative itself would not substantially 
interfere with groundwater recharge. The alignment would remain mostly within the floodplain. 
Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to hydrology and water quality 
as the proposed project.  

Land Use – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to land use as the 
proposed project because it would continue to connect (not divide) a community and would 
not result in the development or displacement of housing. The need to acquire easements 
would remain; however, more easements would be required on private property designated for 
agricultural use. Overall, Alternative 3 would result in similar impacts to land as the proposed 
project. 

Noise – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of noise impact as the proposed 
project because this alternative would be near the same number of sensitive receptors and use 
similar construction equipment, which would result in similar construction noise levels. The same 
mitigation as required for the proposed project would be applicable to this alternative. 
Therefore, Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of noise impacts compared to the 
proposed project.  

Public Services – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of public service impact as 
the proposed project because this alternative would not result in any increase in demand for 
police or fire protection that requires the need for new facilities in order to maintain service 
response ratios. Although potential conflicts between pathway users and agricultural operations 
may increase due to an increase in pathway area adjacent to agricultural land, mitigation 
provided for the proposed project would remain applicable to this alternative, which would 
reduce the potential for trespass and increased demand for police services. Therefore, 
Alternative 3 would have similar public service impacts as compared to the proposed project. 
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Recreation and Parks – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
recreation and parks as the proposed project in that it would provide a significant recreation 
facility that has been planned for decades and identified as a priority. Any increased use of 
other sections of the trail associated with this alternative has been anticipated in the planning of 
the entire Bob Jones Pathway. Therefore, this alternative would have similar impacts to 
recreation and parks as the proposed project. 

Transportation/Traffic – (Lesser) Alternative 3 would result in a lesser degree of potential conflicts 
with the County’s 2011 Public Improvements Standards compared to the proposed project. This 
alternative would eliminate the need for two at-grade crossings at South Higuera Street. 
However, one at-grade crossing may still be required to provide connectivity to the City of San 
Luis Obispo’s portion of the BJP. Mitigation provided for the proposed project would remain 
applicable to this alternative in order to ensure consistency with the 2011 Public Improvement 
Standards and to ensure any potential safety impacts associated with an interim at-grade 
crossing are reduced by providing warning lights, striping, and signage prior to the construction 
of the signalized intersection. Since the need for two at-grade crossings would be eliminated, 
Alternative 3 would result in a lesser degree of transportation/traffic impact compared to the 
proposed project.  

Utilities and Services Systems – (Similar) Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
utilities and service systems as the proposed project. This alternative would not result in an 
increased demand for treatment or conveyance of wastewater and/or water that would result 
in the construction or expansion of existing or new facilities. Similar to the proposed project, 
water demand would be limited to restrooms at the trailhead near the Octagon Barn Center, 
which would not exceed the capacity of existing entitlements for that property. This alternative 
would not be connected to a stormwater drainage system except where stormwater needs to 
be captured to control erosion and allowed to infiltrate. In addition, this alternative would not 
generate solid waste to a level that would exceed the permit capacity of the landfill. Therefore, 
Alternative 3 would result in a similar degree of impact to utilities and service systems as the 
proposed project. 

Summary for Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 meets most of the primary objectives of the proposed project. While it would 
improve traffic safety by eliminating the at-grade crossings on South Higuera Street, this 
alternative also results in a slightly greater degree of impact to agricultural resources and 
hazardous material exposure when compared to the proposed project. 

ALTERNATIVE 4 – HIGHWAY 101 UNDERCROSSING AT ONTARIO ROAD STAGING AREA 

Alternative 4 would have the same alignment as the proposed project with the exception of 
Segment 5. Alternative 4 would align Segment 5 between San Luis Bay Drive and the Ontario 
Road Staging Area to cross Highway 101 under an existing bridge instead of constructing a new 
overcrossing structure and associated ramps as illustrated in green on Figure 3.0-3. Within 
Segment 5, the pathway would extend south along a farm road within a Caltrans easement that 
is adjacent to the east side of Highway 101. At the Highway 101 Bridge (Bridge No. 49-0014R/L) 
at SLO Creek, the pathway would go under the highway and connect to the existing Ontario 
Road Staging Area. This alternative is similar to Design Concept B for Sub-Segment 5 as analyzed 
in the Bob Jones Pathway Phase II Feasibility Study (Technical Appendix T7).  
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Comparative Analysis of Alternative 4  

Aesthetics and Visual Resources – (Lesser) Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 4 
would result in a lesser overall degree of impact to visual quality and character to those 
traveling on Highway 101, primarily because Segment 5 crosses under an existing highway 
bridge structure in lieu of the new overcrossing structure and associated ramps. The result is a 
“less visible” project concept that appeals to some members of the community. Although the 
environmental and visual impacts from the overcrossing as proposed could be fully mitigated, 
this structure is an iconic component of the project that has generated much public input and 
opinion. The undercrossing alternative addresses those opinions regarding the project’s visibility. 
Alternative 4 would also serve to provide users with excellent views of agricultural land and 
riparian habitat along the creek corridor; however, the vistas to be gained by the elevated 
bridge crossing would be lost.   

Agricultural Resources – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
agricultural resources as the proposed project, which was found to be less than significant. The 
alignment of Segment 5 would require obtaining similar easements on private property 
designated as important farmland (Prime Farmland). Productivity of this land is currently 
restricted, as it is limited to a farm road and not in production. Therefore, Alternative 4 would 
result in similar degree of impact to agricultural resources within Segment 5 as the proposed 
project.  

Air Quality – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of air quality impact as the 
proposed project because they would both result in similar construction emissions and have 
virtually no operational emissions. 

Biological and Natural Resources – (Greater) Alternative 4 would result in a greater degree of 
impact to biological and natural resources compared to the proposed project because there 
would be more disturbance of sensitive habitat and vegetation within the SLO Creek corridor. 
The additional work required within the floodway would increase the potential for 
sedimentation. The undercrossing improvements would likely require additional vegetation 
removal and alteration of the creek itself, which may affect special-status species and their 
habitat. Increased noise levels under the bridge may disturb nesting birds, but not to a significant 
degree. Mitigation required for the proposed project would also be required for this alternative; 
however, the final Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) would need to be expanded 
to the area to be disturbed under the bridge.  

Cultural Resources – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of impact to cultural 
resources as the proposed project because this alternative would result in the same potential to 
disturb the identified archaeological site and historical resources. Alternative 4 would have 
greater potential to discover previously undiscovered sites because more earthwork would be 
done adjacent to the creek where previously undiscovered sites are likely to be located. The 
same mitigation as required for the proposed project would be applicable to this alternative to 
reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level, and thus the impacts would be 
similar.  

Geology and Soils – (Lesser) Alternative 4 would result in a lesser degree of impact with respect 
to geology and soils compared to the proposed project primarily because it would avoid the 
earthwork necessary for the Highway 101 overpass and associated ramp construction. Although 
the highway undercrossing would require additional earthwork in the floodway adjacent to 
footings and supporting piers of Bridge 49-0014R/L, the physical impacts associated with 
geological hazards, erosion, and volume of material to be graded would be less, based on the 
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path location and detailed drawings of the alignment (Questa Engineering, 2014). For example, 
the 65-foot and 50-foot long earthfill approach ramps and associated retaining walls, multiple 
drilled piers required to support the bridge trusses and larger construction staging areas, 
together with all associated grading and earthwork for those features, will no longer be required. 
By removing the overcrossing trusses, Alternative 4 would also eliminate a new structure that 
could be susceptible to seismic shaking.  

Although earthwork would be required within the SLO Creek floodway under Alternative 4 to 
establish the pathway and protect existing abutments, the pathway would be located at the 
edge of the channel as far away as possible from the creek centerline. The pathway in this 
location would be prone to accumulation of sediment and debris after storm events, and 
maintenance would be required to clear debris after storms. Such maintenance activities may 
result in secondary impacts associated with occasional mobilization and operation of machinery 
and clearing equipment. However, compared to the overpass and its larger footprint and 
associated grading impacts, these activities are minor in scope and less impacting. The trail may 
also be subject to seasonal closure at San Luis Bay Drive based on creek flows. 

The design of the Alternative 4 pathway under the existing highway bridge would require 
trenching with rock rip-rap  to protect against scouring action and undermining of the pathway, 
as well as existing bridge support structures. In addition, there is high groundwater (at an 
elevation of approximately 21 feet) (Caltrans 2006b) at the undercrossing in Segment 5, so any 
excavation would require additional treatment to accommodate high groundwater and 
protect water quality during construction. The same erosion control measures would be required 
for this alternative as for the proposed project. But overall, Alternative 4 would result in a lesser 
degree of impacts to geology and soils than the proposed project for the reasons stated above. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
greenhouse gas emission as the proposed project. Both would result in similar to slightly greater 
physical disturbance of the environment, similar to slightly less removal of vegetation/trees, and 
similar use of construction equipment. For these reasons, GHG construction emissions and loss of 
carbon sequestration would be similar to the proposed project. 

Hazardous Materials/Hazards – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in similar exposure to hazardous 
materials/hazards as the proposed project. Under this alternative, user exposure to on-site 
hazardous materials during construction would be similar, users would continue to be exposed to 
similar off-site hazardous materials being transported along Highway 101 and sprayed on the 
agricultural fields, and airport and wildfire hazards would remain similar to the proposed project. 
Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of impact to hazardous 
materials/hazards as the proposed project.  

Hydrology and Water Quality – (Similar) Impacts to drainage and existing hydraulics associated 
with the US 101 undercrossing would be minimal. Since the concrete pad pathway proposed for 
Alternative 4 is located at channel grade, there will be no hydraulic or increased flooding 
impacts caused by the pathway undercrossing the highway. Based on the Location Hydraulic 
Study (Questa Engineering, July 2014), channel hydraulic information at his location supplied by 
Caltrans and discussions with Caltrans’ hydraulic engineer1, no new hydraulic analysis would be 
necessary for this alternative if the project does not reduce water way or increase roughness. 

                                                      

1 Communications between Syd Temple, Questa Engineering, and Lyn Wickham, Caltrans District 
5 Hydraulic Engineer, June 2014. 
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This new study provides the County with important information regarding the feasibility and level 
of impact that was previously unavailable. 

Because the undercrossing is located within the active floodplain of SLO Creek, it will need to be 
closed for weeks at a time during periods of creek high flow. Each year the operators of the trail 
will need to clear the concrete pad pathway of debris and sediment and make any necessary 
repairs. However, these operational and maintenance issues are not an environmental impact 
under CEQA. 

As discussed under Geology and Soils, the design of the Alternative 4 pathway under the existing 
highway bridge would require trenching with rock rip-rap to protect against scouring action and 
undermining of the pathway, as well as existing bridge support structures. Rock-filled trenches 3 
feet deep on each side of the path would prevent scour along the pathway. Due to high 
groundwater (at an elevation of approximately 21 feet) (Caltrans 2006b) at the undercrossing in 
Segment 5, any excavation for trenches and base material would require additional treatment 
to accommodate high groundwater and preserve water quality during construction.  

The same mitigation measures to control runoff and minimize erosion for the proposed project 
would be applicable to this alternative. Construction activities adjacent to the creek would 
have similar impacts as the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would be 
applicable. Mitigation measures for the proposed project that require obtaining a Section 1602 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
and coordinating with the State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (SWRCB/RWQCB) regarding the need for a Section 13263(a) general waste discharge 
requirement would remain applicable to this alternative.  

Land Use – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of impact to land use 
compared to the proposed project because the alignment would require use of land 
purchased by the State (Caltrans) that has limited rights of use and passage. The State does not 
hold the land as a right-of-way for the benefit of the public at large but as a fee holding 
encumbered by the grantors’ right to use it as a cattle path for access to public roads from their 
fields (Caltrans 2006a). Therefore, the abutting owners have a real interest in the property, and 
their permission would be necessary to allow the use of the land for the BJP (Caltrans 2006a). This 
may require purchasing an easement or acquiring the rights for the affected owners to use the 
land, which would require the County to enter into an agreement or obtain an encroachment 
permit from Caltrans with an indemnification and hold harmless agreement and assurances that 
the County would maintain the improvements (Caltrans 2006a).  

Noise – (Lesser) Noise sources from Alternative 4, similar to the project, would consist of 
temporary construction noise. Construction methods and equipment would be essentially the 
same. However, Alternative 4 would be expected to result in a lower degree of temporary noise 
impacts, as this alternative would minimize construction staging areas and construction of the 
highway overcrossing and associated ramps in the vicinity of sensitive receptors such as the 
Santa Fe Historic Schoolhouse.  

Public Services – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of public service impacts 
as the proposed project because this alternative would not result in any increase in demand for 
police or fire protection that requires the need for new facilities in order to maintain service 
response ratios. Although potential conflicts between pathway users and agricultural operations 
may increase as there will be an increase in pathway use adjacent to agricultural land, 
mitigation provided for the proposed project would remain applicable to this alternative, which 
would reduce the potential for trespass and increased demand for police services.  
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Recreation and Parks – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
recreation and parks as the proposed project in that it would provide a recreation improvement 
that has been planned for decades and identified as a priority. Any increased use of other 
sections of the trail associated with this alternative has been anticipated in the planning of the 
entire Bob Jones Pathway. Therefore, this alternative would have similar impacts to recreation 
and parks as the proposed project. 

Transportation/Traffic – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of traffic safety 
impact as the proposed project. This alternative would retain the same alignment except for the 
overcrossing, which did not pose a safety hazard. Therefore, Alternative 4 would result in a similar 
degree of transportation/traffic impact as the proposed project.  

Utilities and Services Systems – (Similar) Alternative 4 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
utilities and service systems as the proposed project. This alternative would not result in an 
increased demand for treatment or conveyance of wastewater and/or water that would result 
in the construction or expansion of existing or new facilities. Similar to the proposed project, 
water demand would be limited to restrooms at the trailhead near the Octagon Barn Center, 
which would not exceed the capacity of existing entitlements for that property. This alternative 
would not be connected to a stormwater drainage system except where stormwater needs to 
be captured to control erosion and allowed to infiltrate. In addition, this alternative would not 
generate solid waste to a level that would exceed the permit capacity of the landfill.  

Summary for Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 meets most of the primary objectives of the proposed project but would result in a 
greater degree of impacts compared to the proposed project with regard to biological and 
natural resources. This alternative also lessens the degree of certain impact areas, such as 
aesthetics, geology and noise. 

The undercrossing alternative would significantly reduce visual impacts and have negligible 
impacts with respect to drainage and hydrology under the existing highway bridge. Based on 
lead agency and design team discussions with Caltrans, any modifications within the floodway 
will require other agency (Caltrans) approval and oversight, but not to the degree that would 
jeopardize project feasibility. Approvals needed from Caltrans include access easements and 
an encroachment permit to construct the improvements. 

If Caltrans programs future improvements to the Highway 101 bridge structure (i.e., retrofitting or 
other upgrades), pathway improvements could be incorporated into the design of those 
improvements. Incorporating the pathway into the design of future Caltrans bridge 
improvements may allow for a pathway undercrossing that is located at a higher elevation and 
outside of the floodway, incorporating environmental mitigation and spreading the costs 
associated with maintenance and permitting across all improvements. Any future improvements 
to the bridge structure would be subject to Caltrans’ design, review, and approval process, 
which would include subsequent environmental review. Caltrans currently does not have a 
timeline for improvements at this particular bridge. 

The undercrossing being located in a floodway would result in greater maintenance and 
operational costs, as well as seasonal closures. In addition, the undercrossing could attract illegal 
camping and related activities associated with use by transients, which may also increase 
maintenance costs and result in secondary environmental consequences. As discussed above, 
resource permitting, encroachment and access agreements may also be required to conduct 
work in the floodway and within the State right of way, requiring additional agency review and 
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oversight. However, based on the information researched for this SEIR, these actions are not 
expected to affect the feasibility of the alternative and must be balanced against the visual 
and other impacts of the project.   

ALTERNATIVE 5 – INTERIM IMPROVEMENTS 

Alternative 5 would retain the same Class II route but provide interim safety improvements (i.e., 
barricades, bollards, flashing lights), directional signage, and striping to better identify bike lanes 
and protect users until a more formal pathway can be constructed. Cyclists would continue to 
share the roadway with vehicles but with improved safety features. Use by pedestrians may 
continue to be prohibited in some areas for safety reasons, and thus Alternative 5 would not 
meet all of the stated objectives of the project. This alternative—or similar interim 
improvements—may also be implemented along various segments during the construction 
timeline or while easements are in the process of being obtained.  

Comparative Analysis of Alternative 5  

Aesthetics and Visual Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 5 would not result in the benefit of a 
visually pleasing Class I pathway. Cyclists would continue to share the roadway with vehicles, 
which is not as scenic a route as the proposed project. However, no physical improvements (i.e., 
overcrossing, ramps) would be constructed nor vegetation removed, which would lessen the 
degree of impact to the visual character and quality along the Highway 101 corridor. Therefore, 
Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of impact to aesthetics and visual resources 
compared to the proposed project. 

Agricultural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of impact to 
agricultural resources compared to the proposed project because this alternative would not 
require the conversion of important farmland or forestland, conflict with Williamson Act land, or 
result in conflicts with existing zoning. Users would, however, continue to use the right-of-way 
adjacent to agricultural land, which may conflict with existing agricultural operations.  

Air Quality – (Lesser) Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of impact to air quality 
compared to the proposed project because this alternative would result in minimal physical 
disturbance of the environment and limited use of construction equipment; therefore, 
construction emissions would be less than the proposed project. However, without the proposed 
project, the community would not receive the benefits of an improved alternative mode of 
transportation that would reduce regional emissions. Overall, Alternative 5 would result in a lesser 
degree of impact to short-term air quality than the proposed project.  

Biological and Natural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of impact 
to biological and natural resources compared to the proposed project because this alternative 
would not require the removal of vegetation, the disturbance of the SLO Creek corridor or 
surrounding habitat, or the trimming of trees. Since there would be no removal of vegetation or 
trimming of trees, potential for impacts to special-status species and habitat would be reduced. 
Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of impact to biological and natural 
resources than the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of impact to cultural 
resources compared to the proposed project because this alternative would not result in the 
physical disturbance of the environment. Since there would be no physical disturbance of the 
site, there would be no potential to affect the existing identified historical and archaeological 
resources or disturb previously undiscovered cultural resources (archaeological, historical, 



3.0 ALTERNATIVES 

County of San Luis Obispo Bob Jones Pathway – San Luis Obispo to Ontario Road 
October 2014 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-21 

and/or paleontological) or human remains. Therefore, Alternative 5 would result in a lesser 
degree of impact to cultural resources than the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils – (Lesser) Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of impact to geology 
and soils compared to the proposed project because this alternative would not result in the 
physical disturbance of previously undisturbed/developed land and no structures would be 
constructed. Since there would be no potential to disturb previously undisturbed/developed 
land, there would no potential for erosion and no mitigation would be necessary. No structures 
would be constructed, so there would be no seismic-related hazards of concern.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions – (Similar) Alternative 5 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
greenhouse gas emissions as the proposed project. This alternative would result in similar to 
slightly greater physical disturbance of the environment, similar to slightly less removal of 
vegetation/trees, and similar use of construction equipment. For these reasons, GHG 
construction emissions and loss of carbon sequestration would be similar to the proposed 
project. 

Hazardous Materials/Hazards – (Similar) Alternative 5 would result in a similar degree of impact 
related to hazardous materials/hazards as the proposed project. This alternative would result in 
less potential for exposure to the use of on-site hazardous materials during construction than the 
proposed project since no construction would occur. Exposure to off-site hazardous materials 
would be greater than the proposed project, as users would continue to be exposed to 
hazardous materials being transported along Highway 101 and sprayed on the agricultural 
fields, as well as to exhaust fumes from vehicles on Highway 101 and shared roadways. Airport 
and wildfire hazards would remain similar to the proposed project. Therefore, overall this 
alternative would result in a similar degree of impact related to hazardous materials/hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality – (Lesser) Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of impact to 
hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed project because this alternative would 
not result in the physical disturbance of the environment. Without site disturbance, the potential 
to degrade water quality would be lessened. Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts 
would be less than the proposed project.  

Land Use – (Greater) Alternative 5 would result in a greater degree of impact to land use 
compared to the proposed project because not implementing the project would be 
inconsistent with the San Luis Obispo County General Plan Parks and Recreation Element, San 
Luis Obispo County Bikeways Plan 2010 Update, and 2010 Regional Transportation Plan and 
Preliminary Sustainability Communities Strategy. Although this alternative would not require the 
need to acquire easements on private property, the conflict with three existing planning 
documents would make this impact greater than the proposed project. However, if this 
alternative were implemented in combination with the proposed project or other alternatives 
that meet more of the project objectives, this impact would be reduced.  

Noise – (Lesser) Alternative 5 would result in a lesser degree of noise impacts compared to the 
proposed project because this alternative would result in limited construction activities. With 
limited construction activities, the potential to generate noise would be reduced.  

Public Services – (Similar) Alternative 5 would result in a similar degree of public service impacts 
compared to the proposed project. Although this alternative would not increase public access 
to agricultural areas, thus reducing the potential for trespassing on private land, the lack of a 
Class I pathway would retain the shared use within the right-of-way, which poses safety risks and 
could potentially result in more accidents over time requiring the services of police and 
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emergency medical providers. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar degree demand 
for public services. 

Recreation and Parks – (Greater) Alternative 5 would result in a greater degree of impact to 
recreation and parks compared to the proposed project in that it would not provide a priority 
recreation improvement that has been planned for decades.  

Transportation/Traffic – (Greater) Alternative 5 would result in a greater degree of traffic hazards 
compared to the proposed project because users would be required to continue to share the 
roadway with vehicles for almost the entire distance of the pathway alignment. This would 
expose users to increased safety hazards associated not just with vehicles on the roadway but 
with agricultural equipment that uses the roadway. Mitigation that would reduce conflicts 
between users and agricultural operators and promote safety would remain applicable along 
certain segments. 

Utilities and Services Systems – (Similar) Alternative 5 would result in no impact to utilities and 
service systems. Because no development would be proposed, no utilities or services systems 
would be necessary. However, this alternative would also not implement the utilities benefits of 
the proposed project (i.e., repairing existing drainage culverts). Overall, impacts to utilities and 
service systems would be similar to those of the proposed project. 

Summary for Alternative 5 

Alternative 5 would not meet any of the project objectives. However, it would result in a similar or 
a lesser degree of impact to most resources, with the exception for land use, recreation and 
parks, and transportation/traffic, which would be greater. This alternative could be implemented 
as a stand-alone alternative if funding became limited or in conjunction with the proposed 
project or other preferred alternative, where portions of the pathway construction may be 
delayed for various reasons (e.g., easements, funding). 

ALTERNATIVE 6 – FARMING OPERATIONS AND CONFLICT AVOIDANCE 

The objective of this alternative (referred herein as Alternative 6A and 6B) is to (a) reduce 
potential conflicts with day-to-day agricultural operations associated with active farming along 
the alignment; (b) incorporate the highway undercrossing concept instead of the Highway 101 
overcrossing; and (c) improve safety by eliminating key at-grade crossings. The primary 
difference between Alternative 6A and 6B is a variation in the alignment (a stretch of 
approximately 2,000 feet) within a portion of Segment 3. One variation (6A) places the path 
closer to San Luis Obispo Creek (SLO Creek), while the other (6B) runs parallel Highway 101. 

Under this alternative, the Class 1 pathway has been designed and analyzed with a 12 foot 
pavement width with 2-foot shoulders. Shoulder width may be reduced to zero, if necessary, to 
avoid specific resources or constraints such as wetlands, riparian habitat, and the highway 
undercrossing. Trail width at bridge crossings remains 10 feet. 

A segment by segment description of the alternative is provided below to allow for a meaningful 
comparison against the original project analyzed in the Draft EIR. Preliminary plans for Alternative 
6 are included as an appendix to this RDEIR. 

Segment 1: Octagon Barn to South Higuera Street Crossing. Under Alternative 6, Segment 1 
would be aligned similar to Alternative 3. Segment 1 between the Octagon Barn and the South 
Higuera Street crossing of SLO Creek would be aligned so that the Class I pathway would not 
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cross South Higuera Street (twice), but instead would continue to run along the south/east side 
of the roadway. This alignment would avoid safety concerns associated with the dual road 
crossings, while providing function and access. 

Segment 2: South Higuera Creek Street Crossing to Bunnell Crossing. This segment remains 
unchanged from the project as proposed in the Draft EIR. 

Segment 3: Bunnell Crossing to San Luis Bay Drive. After crossing to the east side of SLO Creek at 
the Bunnell property, the path alignment would follow the creek similar to the original alignment. 
At a location approximately 1,300 feet south of the crossing, however, the trail would continue 
along the east side of the creek in the location of an existing farm road, near the riparian edge, 
instead of shifting to Monte Road. 

At the approximate midpoint of Segment 3 in the Baron Canyon area, the trail would shift to the 
south, crossing SLO Creek approximately 4,200 feet south of the Bunnell Bike/Pedestrian Bridge. 
This bridge would be of a similar type as the other crossings along the proposed alignment, 
although the span would be longer (approximately 120 feet) based on creek conditions in this 
area. This bridge would be constructed from top of bank to top of bank, with no center pier 
required. Immediately past this new crossing, Alternative 6A would continue along the west side 
of the creek between existing agricultural fields and riparian vegetation. There is a dirt farm road 
in this location. After following the creek for approximately 2,000 feet, the alignment would dip 
westward toward Highway 101 at the Gable property and PG&E transmission line easement. 

Alternative 6B, instead of following the creek, would dip westward immediately after the creek 
crossing, turning south and ultimately following a route parallel to Highway 101. The pathway 
would be located on SLO Land Conservancy property immediately adjacent to the Caltrans 
right-of-way. 

Alternative 6A and 6B reconnect near the highway at the Gable property and PG&E 
transmission line easement. The alignment continues parallel to the highway until reaching San 
Luis Bay Drive in Segment 4. Please see Figure 3.0-2 for the alignment and location of Alternative 
6, Options 6A and 6B. Figure 3.0-3 illustrates the design concept for the new bridge crossing. 
Detailed plans for this alternative are also included as an appendix to this RDEIR. 

Segment 4: San Luis Bay Drive Crossing. At San Luis Bay Drive, the pathway would cross under the 
roadway.  

To pass under San Luis Bay Drive, a new bike/pedestrian tunnel would be constructed under the 
roadway, which is elevated in this location. This 80-foot tunnel would also connect to the original 
trail alignment to the south. Figure 3.0-4 illustrates the tunnel undercrossing, and details of the 
tunnel concept are included as an appendix to this RDEIR. This option would provide a more 
direct connection and eliminate an at-grade crossing. 

In addition to the tunnel, paved pathways will be included north and south of San Luis Bay Drive, 
east of the pathway, serving as trail access ramps to and from San Luis Bay Drive. These ramps 
are critical to allow trail access (and exit) in this location. The ramp pathways will also serve as 
trail access and exit points during seasonal closures in Segment 5 caused by high creek flows 
under US 101, where users would be required to detour onto Ontario Road.  

Segment 5: San Luis Bay Drive to Ontario Road Staging Area. This segment of Alternative 6 would 
be similar to that described for Alternative 4. Similar to Alternative 4, Alternative 6 would align 
Segment 5 between San Luis Bay Drive and the Ontario Road Staging Area to cross Highway 101 
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under an existing bridge instead of constructing a new overcrossing structure and associated 
ramps. Within Segment 5, the pathway would extend south along a farm road within a Caltrans 
easement that is adjacent to the east side of the highway. At the Highway 101 bridge (Bridge 
No. 49-0014R/L) at SLO Creek, the pathway would go under the highway and connect to the 
existing Ontario Road Staging Area. 

The highway undercrossing would be located near the outer edge of the active SLO Creek 
channel floodplain (in the second bridge barrel on the north side of the bridges) near the 
Ontario Road staging area. The undercrossing structure would consist of an at-grade 12-foot 
wide, 6-inch thick unreinforced concrete slab in 12-foot long sections abutting the existing 
concrete structure along the north side of the bridge. The path would be at channel grade, and 
the slab would be placed on an aggregate base section. A 3-foot (minimum) trench, backfilled 
with ½ ton grouted rock, would be placed on one or both sides of the concrete slab to minimize 
scour and undermining of the pathway. 

Because the maximum height of the undercrossing at the edge of the trail section is less than 8 
feet, signage will be required on the approaches to the undercrossing advising trail users to 
dismount and walk bicycles. 

Comparative Analysis of Alternative 6  

Aesthetics and Visual Resources – (Lesser) Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 6 
would result in a lesser overall degree of impact to visual quality and character to those 
traveling on Highway 101, Ontario Road, and Monte Road. Segment 3 and Segment 4 would no 
longer be immediately adjacent to Monte Road, and Segment 5 would cross under an existing 
highway bridge structure instead of constructing a new span over Highway 101.    

Within Segments 3 and 4, there would be a greater visual impact on those traveling on Highway 
101 caused by the short-term construction and permanent location of the trail parallel to the 
east side of the highway within Segment 3 for approximately 1,300 to 2,600 feet, depending on 
which alignment option (A or B) is chosen. Option B necessitates a longer section parallel to the 
highway. Views of the pathway from Highway 101, currently not designated but recommended 
by the County to be included in the State Scenic Highway program, would be more prominent 
compared to the original project within Segments 3 and 4. However, all mitigation measures and 
existing Highway Corridor Design Standards applicable to the project, as identified in the EIR, 
would be capable of fully mitigating visual impacts near the highway, primarily through planting 
and landscape plans that are compatible with Caltrans requirements. 

With respect to visual character and quality, Alternative 6 would no longer be applicable to Key 
Viewing Areas (KVA) 3-1 (Monte Road), 4-1 (San Luis Bay Drive Bike/Pedestrian Bridge), and 5-3 
(Highway 101 overcrossing). In Segment 3, Alternative 6 would avoid the impacts in scenic value 
along Monte Road. However, as described above, the trail location may involve new viewer 
sensitivity along Highway 101. In Segment 4, Alternative 6 would cross San Luis Bay Drive before 
the creek, eliminating the need for the creek crossing in the original project. The location of the 
trail’s approach along the northbound Highway 101 on-ramp, however, will require some 
grading and removal of vegetation. This will be the case whether the trail is located over or 
under San Luis Bay Drive. Construction of a tunnel under San Luis Bay Drive would be visually 
preferable, since the longer ramps required for an at-grade crossing could be eliminated and 
the project would be less visible. Visually, there are clearly some environmental tradeoffs in 
locating the trail along the highway, rather than along Monte Road. In either case, all impacts 
can be mitigated to a less than significant level by the measures contained in the EIR. 
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Figure 3.0-2
Alternative 6A and 6B Alignment Location Detail
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CONCEPTUAL BRIDGE PLAN
SCALE: 1" = 50'

1. ELEVATIONS REFERENCED TO NAVD88 IN FEET.
2. 2-FT LiDAR CONTOURS BY AIRBORNE 1, SHOWN.
3. CREEK CHANNEL CROSS SECTION GROUND SURVEY BY TERRAIN, JUNE, 2014.
4. 100-YEAR FLOOD WATER SURFACE ELEVATION 56.7 FEET @ PROPOSED BRIDGE LOCATION.
5. 10-FT MINIMUM DECK WIDTH SHOWN; WIDTH MAY INCREASE BASED ON PROJECTED USAGE.
6. ALL ELEVATED TRAIL SEGMENTS ASSUME PRE-FABRICATED STEEL TRUSSES WITH

CONCRETE DECKS & MINIMUM 54" HIGH RAILINGS.

NOTES:
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Figure 3.0-3
Baron Canyon Bridge Detail
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CONCEPTUAL BRIDGE PLAN (OPTION A)
SCALE: 1" = 50'

1. ELEVATIONS REFERENCED TO NAVD88 IN FEET.
2. 2-FT LiDAR CONTOURS BY AIRBORNE 1, SHOWN.
3. CREEK CHANNEL CROSS SECTION GROUND SURVEY BY TERRAIN, JUNE, 2014.
4. 100-YEAR FLOOD WATER SURFACE ELEVATION 56.7 FEET @ PROPOSED BRIDGE LOCATION.
5. 10-FT MINIMUM DECK WIDTH SHOWN; WIDTH MAY INCREASE BASED ON PROJECTED USAGE.
6. ALL ELEVATED TRAIL SEGMENTS ASSUME PRE-FABRICATED STEEL TRUSSES WITH

CONCRETE DECKS & MINIMUM 54" HIGH RAILINGS.
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Figure 3.0-3a
Baron Canyon Bridge Detail (Option A)
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CONCEPTUAL BRIDGE PLAN (OPTION B)
SCALE: 1" = 50'

CONCEPTUAL BRIDGE PROFILE (OPTION B)

NOTES:

1. ELEVATIONS REFERENCED TO NAVD88 IN FEET.
2. 2-FT LiDAR CONTOURS BY AIRBORNE 1, SHOWN.
3. CREEK CHANNEL CROSS SECTION GROUND

SURVEY BY TERRAIN, JUNE, 2014.
4. 100-YEAR FLOOD WATER SURFACE ELEVATION

55.0 FEET @ PROPOSED BRIDGE LOCATION.
5. 10-FT MINIMUM DECK WIDTH SHOWN; WIDTH MAY

INCREASE BASED ON PROJECTED USAGE.
6. ALL ELEVATED TRAIL SEGMENTS ASSUME

PRE-FABRICATED STEEL TRUSSES WITH
CONCRETE DECKS & MINIMUM 54" HIGH
RAILINGS.
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Figure 3.0-3b
Baron Canyon Bridge Detail (Option B)
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Figure 3.0-4
San Luis Bay Drive Undercrossing

Not To Scale       
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Alternative 6, similar to Alternative 4, would locate the trail under the existing Highway 101 bridge 
instead of constructing an overcrossing. This is the primary visual difference between Alternative 
6 and the project. Although the environmental and visual impacts from the overcrossing as 
proposed could be fully mitigated, this structure is an iconic component of the project that has 
generated much public input and opinion. The undercrossing alternative addresses those issues 
regarding the project’s visibility.  

Agricultural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 6 would result in a lesser degree of impact to 
agricultural resources compared to the proposed project because the trail location would avoid 
known and existing agriculture operations, access points and equipment staging areas. By 
routing the alignment along the creek and/or highway, away from farming activity along Monte 
Road, this alternative will avoid potential conflicts with existing operations. In terms of agricultural 
land conversion, Alternative 6 would avoid approximately 800 linear feet of impact to Prime 
Farmland within Segment 3 because the alignment would follow the creek in an area absent of 
Prime Farmland. Similar to the project, the alignment in Segments 3 and 4 adjacent to Highway 
101 would be located in an area near or underlain by Prime Farmland but along existing dirt 
roads that are not productive. The total impact to prime and productive soils under Alternative 6 
would be minimal and similar to the project. 

In terms of conflict avoidance, however, Alternative 6 is superior. By locating the trail along the 
highway right-of-way and away from regular agricultural traffic and access points along Monte 
Road, there is an opportunity for fewer direct conflicts and secondary consequences such as 
temporary trail closures. Mitigation measures of the EIR requiring a Farmland Conflict Reduction 
Plan remain applicable to the project; however, under Alternative 6 it is anticipated that the 
scope and implementation of such as plan would be simplified. 

Air Quality – (Similar) Alternative 6 would result in a similar degree of air quality impact as the 
proposed project because they would both result in similar construction emissions and have 
virtually no operational emissions. As a multi-use trail intended to promote alternative 
transportation and recreation, air quality is not considered a topic of controversy. Although the 
trail alignment would place trail users closer to Highway 101 in Segments 3 and 4, exposure of 
individual trail users to highway pollutants would not be expected to cause acute impacts or 
trigger significance thresholds associated with sensitive receptors. 

Biological and Natural Resources – (Greater) Alternative 6 would result in a greater degree of 
impact to biological and natural resources compared to the proposed project because there 
would be more disturbance of sensitive habitat and vegetation within the SLO Creek corridor. 
According to the Biological Resources Assessment for the Bob Jones Pathway Project Conflict 
Avoidance Alignment (SWCA Environmental Consultants, August 2014) and previous biological 
assessments prepared for the project, the additional work required within the floodway in 
Segment 5 would increase the potential for sedimentation. The undercrossing improvements 
would likely require additional vegetation removal and alteration of the floodway of the creek 
itself, which may affect special-status species and their habitat. Increased noise levels under the 
bridge may disturb nesting birds, but not to a significant degree.  

In addition to the undercrossing along the creek in Segment 5, Alternative 6 results in important 
alignment changes within Segments 3 and 4. The alignment in these segments is largely situated 
in agricultural land but in some locations is adjacent to the SLO Creek riparian corridor. Whereas 
the original project travels along Monte Road in this area, Alternative 6 would more closely 
follow the creek where riparian habitat is expected. Within Segments 3 and 4, the BRA expects 
impacts of 0. 46 and 0.62 acres of CDFW/RWQCB jurisdictional riparian area for options 6A and 
6B, respectively. 
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Similar to the project, pre-construction authorizations will likely be required from the USACE, 
CDFW, and RWQCB. Pursuant to Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act, consultation 
will be necessary with NOAA Fisheries for impacts to south-central California coast steelhead 
evolutionary significant units and with USFWS for impacts to California red-legged frog. 

Mitigation required for the proposed project would also be required for this alternative; however, 
the final Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) would need to be expanded to the 
areas to be disturbed in Segments 3 and 4, as well as Segment 5 under the bridge.  

Cultural Resources – (Lesser) Alternative 6 would result in a lesser degree of potential impact to 
cultural resources, as this alternative would avoid the potential to disturb an identified sensitive 
site (H) (CA-SLO-2592H), which is a recorded historic and archeological site (0.78 acres) that 
contains the remnants of a historical building, the remnants of a historical furnace, and 
scattered artifacts (i.e., glass and dinnerware) near the base of Baron Canyon.  

To further assess potential impacts of Alternative 6, the County prepared a supplemental 
Archaeological Survey Report (Far Western Anthropological Research Group, June 2014) for the 
additional land area included in Alternative 6 (Options A and B). The supplemental report found 
no evidence of additional cultural resources within the alternative alignment. As the alternative 
would avoid a known resource, mitigation regarding that resource (Mitigation Measure 2.4-1a) 
would no longer be required. All mitigation regarding the potential for discovery of unknown 
resources, however, would remain in effect.   

Geology and Soils – (Lesser) Alternative 6 would result in a lesser degree of impact with respect 
to geology and soils compared to the proposed project primarily because it would avoid the 
earthwork necessary for the Highway 101 overpass and associated ramp construction. Although 
the Alternative 6 pathway is wider (12 feet versus 8 feet for the project) and the highway 
undercrossing would require additional earthwork in the floodway adjacent to footings and 
supporting piers of Bridge 49-0014R/L, the physical impacts associated with geological hazards, 
erosion, and volume of material to be graded would be less, based on the path location and 
detailed drawings of the alignment (Questa Engineering, 2014). For example, the 65-foot and 50-
foot long earthfill approach ramps and associated retaining walls, multiple drilled piers required 
to support the bridge trusses and larger construction staging areas, together with all associated 
grading and earthwork for those features, will no longer be required. By removing the 
overcrossing trusses, Alternative 6 would also eliminate a new structure that could be susceptible 
to seismic shaking.  

Although earthwork would be required within the SLO Creek floodway under Alternative 6 to 
establish the pathway and protect existing abutments, the pathway would be located at the 
edge of the channel as far away as possible from the creek centerline. The pathway in this 
location would be prone to accumulation of sediment and debris after storm events, and 
maintenance would be required to clear debris after storms. Such maintenance activities may 
result in secondary impacts associated with occasional mobilization and operation of machinery 
and clearing equipment. However, compared to the overpass and its larger footprint and 
associated grading impacts, these activities are minor in scope and less impacting. The trail may 
also be subject to seasonal closure at San Luis Bay Drive based on creek flows. 

The design of the Alternative 6 pathway under the existing highway bridge would require 
trenching with rock rip-rap  to protect against scouring action and undermining of the pathway, 
as well as existing bridge support structures. In addition, there is high groundwater (at an 
elevation of approximately 21 feet) (Caltrans 2006b) at the undercrossing in Segment 5, so any 
excavation would require additional treatment to accommodate high groundwater and 
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protect water quality during construction. The same erosion control measures would be required 
for this alternative as for the proposed project. But overall, Alternative 6 would result in a lesser 
degree of impacts to geology and soils than the proposed project for the reasons stated above. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions – (Similar) Compared to the project, Alternative 6 would result in a 
similar degree of impact due to the generation of greenhouse gas emissions. All emissions would 
be construction-related, with virtually no operational emissions. This alternative would result in 
similar to slightly less physical ground disturbance, similar to slightly less removal of vegetation 
and trees, and similar use of construction equipment. GHGs associated with the ramps and span 
of the Highway 101 overcrossing would not occur, resulting in slightly fewer emissions associated 
with those features. For these reasons, GHG construction emissions and temporary loss of carbon 
sequestration benefits would generally be similar to the proposed project. As a multi-use trail 
intended to promote alternative transportation and recreation, greenhouse gas emissions are 
not considered a topic of controversy. 

Hazardous Materials/Hazards – (Similar) Alternative 6 would result in a similar degree of impact 
related to hazardous materials/hazards as compared to the proposed project. Similar to the 
project, all potential impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.  

Under this alternative, trail user exposure to on-site hazardous materials during construction 
would be similar, as would exposure to agricultural fields and orchards, airports, or wildfire. The 
primary difference between the project and Alternative 6 is that Segments 3 and 4 are located 
adjacent to Highway 101, which in turn could create more prolonged exposure to hazards or 
hazardous materials being transported along Highway 101 (and the risk of upset of those 
materials). These risks, similar to increased exposure to mobile source pollutants, will remain less 
than significant and do not pose any acute or unusual risk to trail users in this location.  

Hydrology and Water Quality – (Greater) Alternative 6 could affect the volume and direction of 
SLO Creek at two key locations: 1) at the new Baron Canyon Bridge location, and 2) at the US 
101 undercrossing. Supporting analysis is contained within the Bob Jones Location Hydraulic 
Study, as revised (Questa Engineering, July 2014). This information is included as an appendix to 
this RDEIR. 

At the new Baron Canyon Bridge location, the water surface elevations immediately upstream 
from the bridge would be approximately 0.5 feet higher than existing conditions. Questa notes 
that the findings represent a conservative modeling approach, which underestimates the 
amount of bridge opening area (which in turn likely overestimates modeled surface water 
elevations). The potential 100-year flooding impacts of this bridge are greater than those of the 
other bridges evaluated. However, this bridge is in a rural/agricultural area and no existing 
structures would be impacted by the potential rise of surface waters during storm events. 
Construction of the bridge would not cause flooding of US 101; however, flooding depths on 
Monte Road, which currently does flood, could increase by several inches. 

Compared to the project as proposed, substituting the Baron Canyon Bridge for the hydraulic 
changes modeled for the San Luis Bay Drive bridge would result in slightly greater impacts with 
respect to rises in surface elevations. The same mitigation measures to control runoff and 
minimize erosion for the proposed project would be applicable to this alternative. Construction 
activities adjacent to the creek would have similar impacts as the proposed project and the 
same mitigation measures would be applicable. Mitigation measures for the proposed project 
that require obtaining a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and coordinating with the State Water Resources 
Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board (SWRCB/RWQCB) regarding the need for a 
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Section 13263(a) general waste discharge requirement would remain applicable to this 
alternative.  

Impacts to drainage and existing hydraulics associated with the US 101 undercrossing would be 
minimal. Since the concrete pad pathway proposed for Alternative 6 is located at channel 
grade, there will be no hydraulic or increased flooding impacts caused by the pathway 
undercrossing the highway. Based on the Location Hydraulic Study (Questa Engineering, July 
2014), channel hydraulic information at his location supplied by Caltrans and discussions with 
Caltrans’ hydraulic engineer, no new hydraulic analysis would be necessary for this alternative. 
This new study provides the County with important information regarding the feasibility and level 
of impact that was previously unavailable. 

Because the undercrossing is located within the active floodplain of SLO Creek, it will need to be 
closed for weeks at a time during periods of creek high flow. Each year the operators of the trail 
will need to clear the concrete pad pathway of debris and sediment and make any necessary 
repairs. However, these operational and maintenance issues are not an environmental impact 
under CEQA. 

As discussed under Geology and Soils, the design of the Alternative 6 pathway under the existing 
highway bridge would require trenching with rock rip-rap to protect against scouring action and 
undermining of the pathway, as well as existing bridge support structures. Rock-filled trenches 3 
feet deep on each side of the path would prevent scour along the pathway. Due to high 
groundwater (at an elevation of approximately 21 feet) (Caltrans 2006b) at the undercrossing in 
Segment 5, any excavation for trenches and base material would require additional treatment 
to accommodate high groundwater and preserve water quality during construction.  

The same mitigation measures to control runoff and minimize erosion for the proposed project 
would be applicable to this alternative. Construction activities adjacent to the creek would 
have similar impacts as the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would be 
applicable. Mitigation measures for the proposed project that require obtaining a Section 1602 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
and coordinating with the State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (SWRCB/RWQCB) regarding the need for a Section 13263(a) general waste discharge 
requirement would remain applicable to this alternative. 

Land Use – (Lesser) Alternative 6 would result in fewer land use conflicts with existing agricultural 
operators and residents along Monte Road, and thus would have less potential to disrupt the 
existing community in this area. The pathway in Segments 3, 4, and 5 would be located on lands 
held primarily by Caltrans, the Land Conservancy of San Luis Obispo, and several private 
property owners. The access easements required would therefore be similar as compared to the 
proposed project. Lands owned by the State (Caltrans right-of-way) have limited rights of use 
and passage. The State does not hold the land as a right-of-way for the benefit of the public at 
large but as a fee holding encumbered by the grantors’ right to use it as a cattle path for 
access to public roads from their fields (Caltrans 2006a). Therefore, the abutting owners have a 
real interest in the property, and, similar to the project, their permission would be necessary to 
allow the use of the land for the BJP (Caltrans 2006a). This may require purchasing an easement 
or acquiring the rights for the affected owners to use the land, which would require the County 
to enter into an agreement or obtain an encroachment permit from Caltrans with an 
indemnification and hold harmless agreement and assurances that the County would maintain 
the improvements (Caltrans 2006a).  
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Noise – (Lesser) Noise sources from Alternative 6, similar to the project, would consist of 
temporary construction noise. Construction methods and equipment would be essentially the 
same. However, Alternative 6 would be expected to result in a lower degree of temporary noise 
impacts, as this alternative would minimize construction staging areas and construction of the 
highway overcrossing and associated ramps in the vicinity of sensitive receptors such as the 
Santa Fe Historic Schoolhouse. Under Alternative 6A and 6B, trail users would experience 
additional highway noise for approximately three-quarters of a mile where the pathway runs 
closest to Highway 101. 

Public Services – (Similar) Alternative 6 would result in a similar degree of public service impacts 
as the proposed project because this alternative would not result in any increase in demand for 
police or fire protection that requires the need for new facilities in order to maintain service 
response ratios. Although potential conflicts between pathway users and agricultural operations 
may increase as there will be an increase in pathway use adjacent to agricultural land, this 
alternative reduces these potential conflicts compared to the project. Mitigation provided for 
the proposed project would remain applicable to this alternative, which would reduce the 
potential for trespass and incremental demand for police services. 

Recreation and Parks – (Similar) Alternative 6 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
recreation and parks as the proposed project in that it would provide a recreational facility that 
has been planned for decades and identified as a priority project. Any increased use of other 
sections of the trail associated with this alternative has been anticipated in the planning of the 
entire Bob Jones Pathway. Therefore, this alternative would have similar impacts to recreation 
and parks as the proposed project. 

Transportation/Traffic – (Lesser) Alternative 6 would result in a lesser degree of traffic hazards 
compared to the proposed project because the double at-grade crossing of Higuera Street 
would be eliminated and users will no longer be required to share the roadway with vehicles 
along Monte Road, reducing the amount of potential conflict with vehicles and farm 
equipment. Mitigation that would reduce conflicts between users and agricultural operators and 
promote safety would remain applicable along certain segments. If the bicycle/pedestrian 
tunnel under San Luis Bay Drive is pursued as part of this alternative, traffic safety for trail users will 
be further enhanced by separating users from the roadway. 

Utilities and Services Systems – (Similar) Alternative 6 would result in a similar degree of impact to 
utilities and service systems compared to the proposed project. Alternative 6A would use an 
existing PG&E easement for a portion of the path in Segment 3, but the path will be constructed 
so as to not hinder PG&E maintenance of the power lines. This alternative would not result in an 
increased demand for treatment or conveyance of wastewater and/or water that would result 
in the construction or expansion of existing or new facilities. Similar to the proposed project, 
water demand would be limited to restrooms at the trailhead near the Octagon Barn Center, 
which would not exceed the capacity of existing entitlements for that property. This alternative 
would not be connected to a stormwater drainage system except where stormwater needs to 
be captured to control erosion and allowed to infiltrate. In addition, this alternative would not 
generate solid waste to a level that would exceed the permit capacity of the landfill.  
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Summary for Alternative 6 

Alternative 6 meets most of the primary objectives of the proposed project and effectively 
avoids the primary impacts associated with the Bob Jones Pathway. Alternative 6 incorporates 
the benefits of Alternative 3 (eliminating the double crossing of Higuera Street), eliminates the 
shared use of Monte Road, and avoids conflicts with farm operators in Segments 3 and 4. This 
alternative would also avoid an area with recorded cultural resources near the base of Baron 
Canyon, and slightly reduces construction noise. 

Alternative 6 avoids the visual impacts associated with the Highway 101 overcrossing, similar to 
Alternative 4. Although the undercrossing would be located in a floodway and could result in 
greater maintenance and operational costs, as well as seasonal closures, these potential 
circumstances do not outweigh the environmental benefits of Alternative 6. Based on lead 
agency and design team discussions with Caltrans, any modifications within the floodway will 
require other agency (Caltrans) approval and oversight, but not to the degree that would 
jeopardize project feasibility. Approvals needed from Caltrans include access easements and 
an encroachment permit to construct the improvements.  

If Caltrans programs future improvements to the Highway 101 bridge structure (i.e., retrofitting or 
other upgrades), pathway improvements could be incorporated into the design of those 
improvements. Incorporating the pathway into the design of future Caltrans bridge 
improvements may allow for a pathway undercrossing that is located at a higher elevation and 
outside of the floodway, incorporating environmental mitigation and spreading the costs 
associated with maintenance and permitting across all improvements. Any future improvements 
to the bridge structure would be subject to Caltrans’ design, review, and approval process, 
which would include subsequent environmental review.  Caltrans currently does not have a 
timeline for improvements at this particular bridge. 

Alternative 6 would result in greater impacts with respect to changes in hydrology and riparian 
impacts along SLO Creek. At the new Baron Canyon bridge crossing, surface water elevations of 
SLO Creek may rise up to 0.5 feet; however, neither the highway nor existing structures would be 
at risk. Monte Road, which occasionally floods, may experience slightly higher water elevations 
during severe storm events. Also, within Segments 3 and 4, the alignment would impact 
approximately a half acre of jurisdictional riparian area. These impacts, however, are 
outweighed by the environmental benefits of Alternative 6 in the areas of visual resources, 
geology and soils, reduction in farm conflicts, and avoidance of cultural resources. 

3.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that the environmentally superior alternative be 
identified as part of this analysis. Due to the linear characteristics of the proposed project the 
impacts to particular environmental resources may vary between segments. It is important when 
identifying the environmentally superior alternative that the impacts to each environmental 
resource within each segment be weighed. Therefore, a summary of each alternative’s 
potential physical affects on the environment on a segment by segment basis, as compared to 
the proposed project’s impacts, is provided in Table 3.0-1.   

Alternatives 1 and 5 would result very little if any improvements, which would result in a lesser 
degree of impacts to most of the environmental resources when compared to the proposed 
project. However, these alternatives would not meet any of the stated project objectives.  
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Alternative 2 would provide primarily a Class II and III bicycle corridor that result in a lesser 
degree of impacts to agricultural resources, biological resources, and hydrology and water 
quality primarily within Segments 2 through 5; however, this alternative would also result in a 
greater degree of impacts to aesthetics, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, 
noise, recreation and parks, and traffic safety than the proposed project. This alternative would 
not reduce the traffic safety impact identified for the proposed project nor would it meet most 
of the objectives for the proposed project. 

Alternative 4 would provide an undercrossing of Highway 101 in Segment 5 instead of an 
overcrossing, which was identified to result in significant but mitigable impacts. This alternative 
would result in a lesser degree of impacts to aesthetics, geology, and noise; however, it would 
also result in a potentially greater degree of impacts to biological resources when compared to 
the proposed project.  

Alternative 3 would realign Segment 1 to eliminate the double at-grade crossing of South 
Higuera Street, which was identified as a significant but mitigable impact. Alternative 3 would 
result in a lesser degree of impact to biological resources and reduce potential conflicts with the 
County’s Public Improvement Standards; however, this alternative would result in a slightly 
greater degree of impact to important farmland than the proposed project.  

When taking into account the impacts of the proposed project, as well as the weight and 
magnitude of the impacts, Alternative 6 represents the environmentally superior alternative. As 
determined from the analysis, Alternative 6 incorporates the environmental benefits of 
Alternatives 3 and 4, while further reducing impacts associated with farming conflicts. Perhaps 
most importantly, Alternative 6 also avoids the visual impacts and controversy associated with 
the US 101 overcrossing within Segment 5. Alternative 6 provides the best balance in addressing 
community concerns, meeting project objectives, and minimizing environmental impacts. 

San Luis Obispo County decision-makers, at their discretion, may select one of the alternatives or 
components of several alternatives during the project approval process. 
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TABLE 3.0-1 
COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT  
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Alternative 1 – No Project 

Segments 
1–5 Lesser Lesser Similar Lesser Lesser Lesser Similar Similar Lesser Greater Lesser Lesser Greater Greater Similar 

Alternative 2 – Important Farmland Avoidance 

Segment 1 Similar Similar Similar Lesser Similar Similar Similar Similar Lesser Similar Similar Similar Greater Greater Similar 

Segment 2 Similar Lesser Similar Lesser Similar Greater Similar Greater Lesser Similar Greater Similar Greater Greater Similar 

Segments 
3–4 Greater Lesser Similar Lesser Lesser Greater Similar Greater Lesser Similar Greater Similar Greater Greater Similar 

Segment 5 Lesser Similar Similar Lesser Greater Lesser Similar Lesser Lesser Similar Similar Similar Greater Greater Similar 

Alternative 3 – Elimination of South Higuera Crossings 

Segment 1 Similar Greater Similar Lesser Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Lesser Similar 

Segments 
2–5 

Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar 

Alternative 4 – Highway 101 Undercrossing 

Segments 
1–4 

Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar 
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Alternatives/ 
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Segment 5 Lesser Similar Similar Greater Similar Lesser Similar Similar Similar Similar Lesser Similar Similar Similar Similar 

Alternative 5 – Interim Improvements 

Segments 
1–5 Lesser Lesser Lesser Lesser Lesser Lesser Similar Similar Lesser Greater Lesser Similar Greater Greater Similar 

Alternative 6 – Farming Operations and Conflict Avoidance 

Segments 
1-5 Lesser Lesser Similar Greater Lesser Lesser Similar Similar Greater Lesser Lesser Similar Similar Lesser Similar 
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