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RESPONSE TO LETTER 17B – TERRY N. TAYLOR  

Response to Comment 17b-1 

Commenter questions the range of alternatives analyzed in the DEIR and the process used to 

identify alternatives.  

Comment noted. The process for developing and selecting project alternatives is described on 

DEIR page 1.0-13. Alternatives to a project, for purpose of CEQA review, are guided by CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6. The alternatives are selected based on their ability to reduce or 

eliminate significant environmental effects while meeting the basic objectives of the proposal.  

See also Master Response 1, which explains that an additional alternative—Alternative 6—was 

developed and analyzed in response to public comments. 

Response to Comment 17b-2 

Commenter suggests that the County should have planned an undercrossing of Highway 101 to 

accommodate the proposed pathway as part of a recently completed improvement project 

on the bridge.  

See Master Response 1. The comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis and does not warrant a response. However, the comment will be provided to the 

decision-makers for consideration. 

Response to Comment 17b-3 

Commenter questions why the County has proposed an overcrossing of the highway, as the 

funding is not available at this time and experienced cyclists have expressed that they would 

not use the overcrossing. Commenter states that a more thorough traffic analysis should have 

been completed. 

See Master Response 1. The project’s potential impacts related to transportation and circulation 

are addressed in DEIR Section 2.6. The commenter does not provide specific comments on the 

transportation analysis with enough detail to allow a reasoned response. 

Response to Comment 17a-4 

Commenter states that affected landowners present at the scoping meeting held for the project 

indicated that they had not been approached regarding the project and expressed opposition 

to granting necessary easements. Commenter suggests that County staff was dismissive of the 

landowners’ concerns. 

Comment noted. As discussed on DEIR page 1.0-5, the County conducted a public scoping 

meeting for the project on April 5, 2010. All comments received during the scoping meeting and 

in response to the NOP have been addressed and considered in the DEIR. In particular, concerns 

raised regarding agricultural land use conflicts were evaluated in DEIR Section 2.2, Agricultural 

Resources. Furthermore, the County released the RDEIR for public review that evaluated 

Alternative 6 (Farming Operations and Conflict Avoidance). The commenter is referred to Master 

Response 1.   
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 18 – WILLIAM TICKELL 

Response to Comment 18-1 

Commenter states that the County previously informed the public that the DEIR would analyze a 

pathway route that utilized existing facilities and did not propose any new bridges or highway 

crossings. 

The DEIR and RDEIR analyze Alternative 5, which assumes that existing Class II facilities along 

roads would be used with the incorporation of safety features. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 

an EIR for the project was released for public review in August 2013. The NOP included the same 

detailed project description as that provided and analyzed in the DEIR. The comment is noted 

for the decision-makers. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 19 – KEVIN MARTIN 

Response to Comment 19-1 

Commenter notes that an overcrossing of US 101 should not be the preferred method and that 

Alternative 4 should be the preferred path.  

Please see Master Response 1, which presents Alternative 6. As Alternative 6 eliminates the need 

for a US 101 bridge overcrossing. Comment noted. No change needed.  

Response to Comment 19-2 

Commenter notes that in the Aesthetics section the areas that would be negatively impacted 

by a US 101 overcrossing are eliminated under Alternative 4.  

Please see Master Response 1, which presents Alternative 6. As Alternative 6 eliminates the need 

for a US 101 bridge overcrossing. Comment noted. No change needed.  

Response to Comment 19-3 

Commenter notes that a US 101 overcrossing would diminish the corridor’s eligibility as a scenic 

highway.  

Please see Master Response 1, which presents Alternative 6. As Alternative 6 eliminates the need 

for a US 101 bridge overcrossing. Comment noted. No change needed.  

Response to Comment 19-4 

Commenter notes that the noise impact discussion addresses construction noise levels only and 

not user exposure to noise for a US 101 overcrossing.  

Comment noted. Construction noise was analyzed as it would be the most prominent effect of 

the proposal. It is expected that noise levels of bicycle path users would be similar and not 

greatly exceed existing ambient noise levels. Further, please see Master Response 1, which 

details Alternative 6 that eliminates the need for a US 101 bridge overcrossing. No change 

needed.  

Response to Comment 19-5 

Commenter notes that remarks about transients are subjective and without merit and gives as 

example the existing undercrossing of the Bob Jones Trail, which have not encountered such 

issues.  

Comments are noted. The subject text is consistent with issues experienced in other jurisdictions, 

and was intended to explore potential secondary environmental effects. However, Section 3.0 

Alternatives of the RDEIR, has been amended to remove this language.  

Response to Comment 19-6 

Commenter notes that the use of the term “excessive” when describing long-term maintenance 

costs for alternative 4 is subjective and not defined.  
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Please see the revised Alternative 3 Chapter included in the RDEIR. In the RDEIR Alternative 4 

long –term maintenance costs are quantified as shown below. No further change needed.  

“The undercrossing being located in a floodway would result in greater maintenance and 

operational costs, as well as seasonal closures.”  

Response to Comment 19-7 

Commenter notes that the proposed at grade crossing at Monte Road and San Luis Bay Drive 

poses safety concerns due to the crossings location near a freeway off ramp and intersection of 

two streets. The commenter requests that more detail be provided for this proposed crossing.  

Please see Master Response 1. The proposed Alternative 6 eliminates the need for the Monte 

Road and San Luis Bay Drive crossing.  
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2.3 RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENT LETTERS ON THE RDEIR 

Below are responses to specific comments letters received during the public review process for 

the proposed project Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR).  

The following letters were received on the RDEIR:  

TABLE 2 

RDEIR COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Letter Name Commenter Date Received 

State Agencies  

RD-A California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  Adam Fukushima  December 8, 2014  

RD-B The Land Conservancy of San Luis Obispo County Kaila Dettman December 7, 2014  

RD-C Community Development, City of San Luis Obispo  Phil Dunsmore December 8, 2014  

RD-D Department of Public Works, SLO County  Frank Honeycutt December 8, 2014  

General Public  

RD-1 Avila Valley Advisory Council (AVAC) Jim Hartig December 8, 2014 

RD-2 Friends of the Bob Jones Trail Anne Wyatt December 6, 2014 

RD-3 SLO Bicycle Coalition Dan Rivoire  December 5, 2014 

RD-4 Phil Wagner Phil Wagner November 22, 2014 

RD-5 Louis Gibson  Louis Gibson December 5, 2014 

RD-6 Brian LoConte  Brian LoConte November 11, 2014 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-A – CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS)  

Response to Comment RD-A-1 

Commenter notes that any undercrossing or overcrossing of US 101 must meet all state design 

standards, including vertical and horizontal clearances. Comments also state that no design will 

be allowed that will compromise the structural integrity or reduce the flood capacity of any 

Caltrans facilities.  

Comments are noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. The County will 

work with Caltrans to ensure that all state design standards are met during the Caltrans 

permitting process and that no impacts to structural integrity or flood capacity of Caltrans 

facilities would take place. See Response to Comment RD-A-8 below for additional information 

on this subject. 

Response to Comment RD-A-2 

Commenter notes that the County will need to obtain an encroachment permit and that all 

construction, operational, and long-term maintenance costs must be assumed by the County.   

Comment noted. The County will work with Caltrans to obtain an encroachment permit. The 

County is aware of its financial responsibility for the construction, operation, and maintenance of 

the Bob Jones Pathway.  

Response to Comment RD-A-3 

The commenter notes that all comments related in letter October 18, 2013, apply to the project. 

Please see Response to Letter A.  

Response to Comment RD-A-4 

The commenter requests that any portion of the S. Higuera Street bridge and San Luis Bay Drive 

crossing (tunnel) be shown on project plans relative to Caltrans right-of-way. The commenter 

recommends that these elements be built outside of Caltrans right-of-way.  

Per the analysis of Alternative 6, certain portions of the alignment are located on land owned by 

Caltrans and within Caltrans rights of way. The precise alignment locations will be submitted to 

Caltrans as part of the encroachment permitting process, with updated project drawings and 

other pertinent information such as precise boundaries. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the CEQA document; as such, no change to the EIR is needed.  

Response to Comment RD-A-5  

Commenter notes that the pathway undercrossing of U.S. 101 may require additional cut into 

the floodplain to maintain vertical clearance, and/or additional infrastructure due to flooding 

issues, which may add to the project cost.  

Please see Response to Comment RD-A-8 below. For a discussion of hydrological and floodplain 

project impacts, please see Appendix C, Hydraulic Study, of the RDEIR.  
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Response to Comment RD-A-6 

Commenter notes that the RDEIR must clarify alternatives and public safety measures during 

pathway closure due to flooding.  

During times of flooding and trail closure, the County will provide signage and/or barriers 

(physical or electronic) to advise trail users of any closures or detours. Ontario Road and the 

existing highway crossing at San Luis Bay Drive (the route currently used by cyclists within public 

right of way) will provide a natural alternative route to the pathway. General procedures and 

standards as applied by San Luis Obispo County would apply for public notification and safety.  

Response to Comment RD-A-7 

Commenter requests clarification related to maintenance agreements between the County 

and Caltrans for debris removal at the US 101 underpass.  

Such information would be part of the Caltrans encroachment application package. This 

comment does not address the adequacy of the CEQA document; as such, no change to the 

EIR is needed. 

Response to Comment RD-A-8  

Commenter notes that a requirement to dismount and walk bikes under the highway due to low 

vertical clearance may not have successful compliance and that lowering the grade of the 

pathway within the floodplain may cause hydrological impacts that may require additional 

infrastructure and increase project costs.  

The final design for the undercrossing will either require relief from the 8 foot vertical clearance 

standard and incorporate signage regarding the vertical clearance as identified in the RDEIR, 

or, to maintain a minimum clearance of 8 feet, the pathway elevation will need to be lowered 

into the floodway as noted in the comments. The County recognizes there are environmental, 

operational and financial tradeoffs for each scenario. If the Caltrans encroachment permit 

requires 8 feet vertical clearance, the County will work with Caltrans on the acceptable final 

design. By lowering the pathway lower than the adjacent channel grade, the path will be more 

likely to accumulate sediment during the winter period and may require additional 

maintenance. As the trail surface may be wet for longer periods, the surface may need to 

include a course finish. The County understands that the final design must not impact the 

integrity of the existing bridge structure or hydraulic capacity of the waterway.  

Response to Comment RD-A-9 

Commenter requests that bridge plans and cross sections be provided to show the change in 

the water surface profile. Commenter further inquires about the labeling of two figures as 2C on 

pages 11 and 14.  

Figure 2 on page 9 of Appendix C, Hydraulic Study, shows the existing and proposed flow profiles 

at the proposed undercrossing and at existing and proposed bridges. Subsequent figures show 

water profiles for each project location. Conceptual bridge plans are included on Sheet 10 of 

the project drawings, with information pertinent to the Caltrans encroachment permit 

application to be included with the application. As noted on page 12 of the Hydraulic Study, 

the increased flow profile for the new Baron Canyon bridge will not impact US 101 upstream of 

the bridge.  
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Comments regarding figure labeling in Appendix C are noted. Comments are correct that two 

figures are incorrectly labeled “2C”. For context, Figure 2C on page 11 shows the profile for the 

new Baron Canyon bridge. Figure 2C on page 14 shows the profile for the San Luis Bay Drive 

bridge crossing. If Alternative 6 is selected by the County, the San Luis bay Drive bridge flow 

profile will be irrelevant as this bridge will no longer be part of the project. 

Response to Commenter RD-A-10  

Commenter requests verification of the 84-inch clearance of the bridge elevation.  

The existing ground elevation as shown on Sheet 13 was verified on existing Highway 101 

drawings and through field visits. As such, no change is needed. See Response to Comment RD-

A-8 above regarding the vertical clearance. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD – THE LAND CONSERVANCY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

Response to Comment RD-B-1 

Commenter recommends the certification of the RDEIR.  

Comment noted. No change is needed. The comment will be provided to the decision-makers 

for consideration. 

Response to Comment RD-B-2 

Commenter requests that the proposed alignment of Alternative 6 be designed to match the 

project along the east side of the agricultural field before it connects to the Baron Canyon 

Bridge, due to concerns regarding loss of apple trees and agricultural access. Commenter is of 

the opinion that all losses should be compensated through applicable mechanisms.  

Alternative 6 was designed to minimize conflicts with farmland operations and other agricultural 

assets to the extent practicable. Where possible, apple trees would be avoided and such 

avoidance measures are incorporated into project design. All mitigation measures outlined in 

Section 2.2, Agricultural Resources, would be applicable to Alternative 6 and would be 

implemented as needed.    

This segment of the pathway is located within Segment 3. Locating the pathway in the 

commenter’s proposed location was previously analyzed within the DEIR. Should the County 

consider locating the pathway as suggested, the impacts of the alignment can be considered 

fully disclosed. 

Response to Comment RD-B-3 

Commenter notes that Alternative 6B is preferred.  

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment RD-B-4 

Commenter notes that Option A would require significant maintenance and seasonal 

interruption due to flooding issues, like fence repairs and debris removal.  

Comment noted. The comment will be provided to the decision-makers for consideration. Either 

option can be fully mitigated, as disclosed in the RDEIR. 

Response to Comment RD-B-5 

Commenter notes concerns that increased flooding due to the Baron Canyon Bridge could 

impact farming roads and other minor farming operations.  

The RDEIR discloses that surface flows may rise during storm events, but that structures are not at 

risk, as noted in the comments. The impact analysis is based on the standards and significance 

thresholds established by CEQA to determine the “significance” of environmental changes. The 

predicted changes in hydrology do not rise to a significant level, based on these standards. 

While the County understands the local sensitivity, it should be noted that the Hydraulic Study 



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Bob Jones Pathway – San Luis Obispo to Ontario Road  County of San Luis Obispo 

Final Environmental Impact Report  January 2015 

2.0-120 

used very conservative inputs in the modeling, and that the predicted flow profiles are 

correspondingly conservative.  

Response to Comment RD-B-6 

Commenter requests that a collaborative process be implemented and that tenant farmers and 

Land Conservancy managers be consulted during the final design phases.  

Comment noted. Community input was requested as part of the CEQA process. All further 

community involvement would be pursued by San Luis Obispo County as needed during project 

final design phases and implementation.  

Response to Comment RD-B-7 

Commenter expresses support for Alternative 3 for reasons outlined in the letter submitted for the 

DEIR [included previously in this document]. Commenter also expresses support for the project 

alignment as described in the DEIR for Segments 3 and 4.  

Comment noted. The comment will be provided to the decision-makers for consideration. 

Response to Comment RD-B-8 

Commenter requests that a phasing plan be completed and implemented to minimize project 

construction impacts to public safety and natural resources within the project area.  

A project construction schedule and phasing would be implemented by the construction 

contractor and would include avoidance and minimization measures to protect natural 

resources and public safety in the area. The project would also include mitigation measures as 

outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the same purposes. No change to 

the EIR is needed.   
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-C – COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 

Response to RD-C-1 

Commenter expresses support for an undercrossing at US 101, as it minimizes aesthetic impacts 

through the community of San Luis Obispo.  

Comment noted. See Master Response 1. 

Response to RD-C-2 

Commenter notes that real property negotiations would need to take place to project areas 

located on City of San Luis Obispo Land.  

Real property negotiation for easements would take place as part of project implementation 

and are not part of the CEQA process. San Luis Obispo County will contact all property owners, 

including the City of San Luis Obispo, as part of the process. The comment is noted and no 

change is needed. The comment will be provided to the decision-makers for consideration. 

Response to RD-C-3 

Commenter expresses the City’s eagerness to work with the County to design and implement 

enforceable mitigation measures as they apply to potential impacts to the City of San Luis 

Obispo.  

All mitigation measures designed for the project will be compiled in an enforceable Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP). The MMRP will identify the mitigation measures, the 

implementing and monitoring parties, and the implementation and monitoring timeline. The 

MMRP would comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-D – SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS  

Response to Comment RD-D-1 

Commenter supports the project as a whole, but objects to crossings of high speed and high 

volume streets such as South Higuera Street. The commenter prefers a signalized intersection at 

Buckley Road.  

Comment noted. Please see Master Response 1. Alternative 6 eliminates the need for such a 

crossing. The County acknowledges that the City’s portion of the pathway may connect to the 

Octagon Barn Center via a crossing of South Higuera Street. This crossing is not part of the 

County project. The crossing is the responsibility of the City of San Luis Obispo and the County will 

work with the City of San Luis Obispo Public Works Department to ensure that any at-grade 

crossing is appropriately located and designed to safety standards. 

No change is needed.  

Response to Comment RD-D-2 

Commenter notes that the department would not support a project that mixes Class I and Class 

III pathways.  

Comment noted. Please see Master Response 1. Alternative 6 does not mix different classes of 

pathways, as it would provide a Class I pathway. No change is needed.   

Response to Comment RD-D-3 

Commenter notes that Alternative 6A and 6B alleviate the commenter’s concerns and expresses 

support for these alignments.  

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment RD-D-4 

Commenter notes that in the future an expansion of the path width should be considered to 

accommodate both bicyclists and pedestrians. Commenter notes that this consideration can 

take place as the number of pathway users increases. 

Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR; as such, no 

change is needed. The proposed pathway is 12 feet, with 2 foot shoulders. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-1 – AVILA VALLEY ADVISORY COUNCIL (AVAC) 

Response to Comment RD-1-1 

Commenter notes that Alternative 6 addresses many of the issues that AVAC had with the 

project and outlines the favorable points of Alternative 6 such as avoidance of Monte Road, 

overcrossing of San Luis Bay Drive and US 101, widening of the pathways, and flooding 

maintenance issues.  

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment RD-1-2 

Commenter encourages the County to work with Caltrans to ensure that the proposed 

undercrossing under Alternative 6 is viable and would not encumber project implementation. 

San Luis Obispo County will work with Caltrans through the permit encroachment process to 

ensure that an undercrossing will meet Caltrans standards. Comment noted. No change is 

needed. See also Response to Comment RD-A-8. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-2 – FRIENDS OF THE BOB JONES TRAIL 

Response to Comment RD-2-1 

Commenter notes that Alternative 6 addresses several issues expressed through the DEIR public 

comment process and that the organization supports Alternative 6. Such issues include 

increasing the width of the path, separation from Monte Road, and the addition of 

undercrossings at both US 101 and San Luis Bay Drive.  

Comment noted. No change is needed. The comment will be provided to the decision-makers 

for consideration. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-3 – SLO COUNTY BICYCLE COALITION  

Response to Commenter RD-3-1  

Commenter notes that the proposed Alternative 6, which increases pathway width, eliminates 

two South Higuera Crossings, and shifts the route from Monte Road, would make for a safer 

bicycle route.  

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment RD-3-2 

Commenter notes that the request that bicycles be dismounted for the US 101 undercrossing 

portion of the pathway would most likely no be implemented by bicyclists, especially those with 

cleats. Commenter requests that this issue be addressed through final design stages.  

Comment noted. Since this comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR, no change 

is needed. Nonetheless, during final design stages, San Luis Obispo County will take into 

consideration the dismount requirement, its enforceability, and potential Caltrans requirements. 

Please see Response to Comment RD-A-8. 

Response to Comment RD-3-3 

Commenter notes that the trail width at bridge crossings is currently 10 feet, which may create 

bottlenecks between bicyclists and pedestrians who stop on the bridge for creek viewing. 

Commenter notes that the minimum width for such bridges should be 14 feet to comply with 

statewide, county, and City of San Luis Obispo standards.  

Comment noted. Bridge widths must allow reasonable room to pass, while considering their use 

for maintenance vehicles, minimizing impacts to the creek, and cost. Ten foot widths in these 

limited locations accomplishes this balance of priorities.   

Response to Comment RD-3-4 

Commenter notes that the organization is pleased with the RDEIR and expresses support for 

Alternative 6.  

Comment noted. The comment will be provided to the decision-makers for consideration. 

  



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

County of San Luis Obispo Bob Jones Pathway – San Luis Obispo to Ontario Road 

January 2015 Final Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-135 

 

  



2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Bob Jones Pathway – San Luis Obispo to Ontario Road  County of San Luis Obispo 

Final Environmental Impact Report  January 2015 

2.0-136 

RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-4 – PHIL WAGNER 

Response to Comment RD-4-1  

Commenter expresses support for Alternative 6 due to its lack of US 101 overcrossing, fewer 

bridges, and a more scenic route.  

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment RD-4-2 

Commenter suggests that a remote water level sensor be installed to notify path users of 

pathway closures and flooding.  

Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The comment will 

be provided to the decision-makers for consideration. However, the comment is appreciated as 

a creative solution to providing automated information to trail users. 

Response to Comment RD-4-3 

Commenter suggests that landowners who expressed concerns about the project could 

represent a roadblock to project implementation and as such extra efforts should be 

implemented to notify them regarding project changes and implementation.  

Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. The comment will 

be provided to the decision-makers for consideration. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-5 – LOUIS GIBSON  

Response to Commenter RD-5-1 

Commenter notes that although Alternative 2 is the least damaging project alternative, the 

discussion is biased toward Alternative 6.  

Alternative 2 would not meet the primary project objectives as outlined in Section 3 of the RDEIR 

and would result in greater degree of impacts to other environmental resources. Alternative 6 

was tailored to lessen impacts identified by the community while at the same time meeting 

project objectives. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR; as such, no 

change is needed.  

Response to Comment RD-5-2 

Commenter notes that seasoned bicyclists would not use the proposed pathway and that any 

considerations for their needs should be discontinued.  

Comment noted. However, the comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. 

Response to Comment RD-5-3 

Commenter notes that the pathway is placed in areas where flooding could take place and 

that any mitigation measures designed to reduce flooding would impact the creek and 

floodplain, as well as result in potential damage to agricultural lands, Monte Road, and access 

to Baron Canyon.  

Per Appendix C, Hydraulic Study, the project would not have any significant impacts on local 

flooding, local bank erosion, or hydrologic-related floodplain functions and values are predicted 

to occur due to construction and operation of the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway and 

bridge(s). Impacts to riparian habitat and functions would be mitigated by including all 

applicable measures from the National Environmental Study (NES) and mitigation measures as 

defined in the MMRP. As such, no change is needed.  

Response to Comment RD-5-4 

Commenter notes that the pathway would require the “taking” of private property, which would 

expose the project to greater liability and financial burden.  

The County would complete the easement acquisition process through negotiations with 

Caltrans and other property owners. Comment noted. No change is needed.  

Response to Comment RD-5-5 

Commenter notes that the proposed pathway would impact agricultural lands and would take 

them out of production, while Alternative 2 would not have the same impacts.  

The commenter is correct that the project would impact agricultural lands. As such, Alternative 6 

was designed and analyzed to avoid farmland impacts. The commenter is correct that 

Alternative 2 would result in fewer impacts to agricultural lands than the proposed project as 

presented in Section 3 of the RDEIR. Please see Master Response 1. No change is needed.  
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Response to Comment RD-5-6 

Commenter notes that the project requires modifications at the intersection of Monte Road and 

San Luis Bay Drive. Commenter suggests that a Class I bike path should not be proposed to run 

through an intersection, and a different route should be proposed as an undercrossing.  

Please see Master Response 1. No change is needed.  

Response to Comment RD-5-7 

Commenter notes that the RDEIR does not adequately discuss flooding impacts and potential 

mitigation measures or modification to floodplain water loads.  

Please see Master Response 1. Additionally, please see Appendix C, Hydraulic Study, for 

requested data. See also Response to Comment RD-A-8. Comment noted. No change is 

needed.  

Response to Comment RD-5-8 

Commenter notes that the summary statement for Alternative 2 is inaccurate because it does 

not include a proposal for a Class I path from Higuera Street to the current Bob Jones staging 

area. Commenter also notes that Alternative 2 would not require the take of any private 

property, the construction of multiple creek crossings, or any additional flood profiling. 

Commenter further notes that the summary does not take into account that experienced 

bicyclists would not use the pathway.  

While the commenter is correct in that Alternative 2 would have fewer impacts on private 

agricultural lands, Alternative 2 compared with the project would have higher impacts on other 

environmental resource areas per Section 3 of the RDEIR. Further, Alternative 2 would not meet 

project objectives. Please see Master Response 1.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER RD-6 – BRIAN LOCONTE 

Response to Comment RD-6-1 

Commenter supports Alternative 6B because it eliminates the crossing at South Higuera Street 

and eliminates the crossing in Segment 5.  

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment RD-6-2 

Commenter notes concern for the proposed undercrossing at San Luis Bay Drive due to its 

relatively high costs compared to low benefits. Commenter points to the existing discussion on 

page 3.0-23 of the RDEIR of planned ramps that would be necessary to accommodate potential 

closure of the underpass.  

The comment addresses a design feature of Alternative 6 relative to safety. The tunnel under San 

Luis Bay Drive is intended to provide a more direct route and optimize flow of travel at this 

location. The RDEIR acknowledges that “feeder” ramps would be needed to allow access points 

to the pathway. While traffic volumes on San Luis Bay Drive are low, an at-grade crossing would 

necessitate a mid-block crossing, which is inconsistent with County trail design standards. 

Response to Comment RD-6-3 

Commenter notes that an at-grade crossing of San Luis Bay Drive would not pose safety 

concerns for pathway users due to low traffic volumes and the distance from US 101 on/off-

ramps.  

Comment noted. See above response. 

Response to Comment RD-6-4 

Commenter notes that the proposed undercrossing would be prone to vandalism and crime 

opportunities and an attractive shelter for the homeless population.  

The comment does not address the adequacy of the CEQA document. No change is needed.  
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GLOBAL MINOR AMENDMENTS TO ENTIRE DEIR AND RDEIR 

The following change applies globally to the DEIR, RDEIR and FEIR. Due to the dissolution of the 

"General Services Agency" and the creation of the "Parks and Recreation Department", the 

CEQA Lead Agency for the project shall be referred as "San Luis Obispo County" or “County of 

San Luis Obispo.”  Text in strikeout (abc) represents text that is removed globally from the 

environmental documents.  

County of San Luis Obispo General Services Agency - Parks 

AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Amendments to Section 1.0, Introduction and Project Description 

No change needed.  

Amendments to Section S, Impact and Mitigation Summary 

Page S-42 (added text is underlined):  

 MM 2.3-1f: The use of herbicides is prohibited as the primary method to control invasive, 

exotic plants along the pathway, except in areas of managed agriculture, where use of 

pesticides (including herbicides) is regulated by the California Food and Agriculture 

Code. 

Page S-46 (added text is underlined):  

 MM 2.3-4b: During construction, the biological monitor(s) will ensure that the spread or 

introduction of invasive exotic plant species will be avoided to the maximum extent 

possible. When practicable, invasive exotic plants on the project site (such as Arundo 

donax) will be removed and properly disposed.  

Amendments to Section 2.1, Aesthetics 

Page 2.1-9. Text in strikeout (abc) represents text that was removed from the DEIR.  

While there may be glimpses from other areas along Highway 101 and the frontage roads, these 

eleven areas were judged to best represent or illustrate the potential impacts of the project, 

including the worst-case scenarios. 

Page 2.1-10 (added text is underlined):  

These configurations are shown in Figure 2c of the VIA, which is included in Technical Appendix 

T1, page 13. 

Page 2.1-17 (added text is underlined):  

The proposed bridge and overcrossing structures are the primary features that would most likely 

result in adverse effects to the visual character of the surrounding area, understanding that a 

person’s sensitivity to changes in the visual character of the area can be very subjective for both 

negative and beneficial impacts. 
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Page 2.1-18, Table 2.1-3 (added text is underlined):  

Notes: 1 – very low; 2 – low; 3 – moderately low; 4 – moderate; 5 – moderately high; 6 – high; 7 – 

very high 

(1) West ramp = 3.33 with a difference of (0.17); values in () represent difference between 

existing and post-project visual quality ratings 

Amendments to Section 2.2, Agricultural Resources 

Page 2.2-25 is amended as follows: 

Cumulative Loss of Important Farmland and/or Forestland 

Impact 2.2-6 Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to the cumulative 

loss of important farmland (designated Prime or Unique Farmland) and/or 

forestland within the county. This is considered a Class III, less than significant, 

cumulative impact.  

Implementation of the proposed project would directly result in the loss of approximately 1.6 

acres of land designated as important farmland; however, this conversion will result on in the loss 

of 0.5 acres of productive important farmland (designated Prime or Unique Farmland) and a 

maximum of 0.9 acre of forestland (riparian). When combined with other reasonably 

foreseeable similar projects within the County that convert farmland and forestland, the amount 

would not be considered cumulatively considerable in the context of countywide inventories of 

farmland and forestland. The only cumulative project that would combine with this action is the 

City’s portion of the Bob Jones Pathway. However, that project, like the County’s segment, 

would also be expected to result in very small areas of conversion that would not rise to a level 

of significance or impact the viability of existing agricultural land. In addition, the County’s 

policies severely limit the ability for cumulative conversion or for conflict to occur. Therefore, the 

proposed project’s contribution towards the loss of improvement farmland and/or forestland 

would not be cumulative considerable and this would be considered Class III, less than 

significant, cumulative impact.  

Amendments to Section 2.3, Biological Resources 

Page 2.3-31 (added text is underlined): 

 MM 2.3-1f: The use of herbicides is prohibited as the primary method to control invasive, 

exotic plants along the pathway, except in areas of managed agriculture, where use of 

pesticides (including herbicides) is regulated by the California Food and Agriculture 

Code. 

Page 2.3-37(added text is underlined): 

 MM 2.3-4b: During construction, the biological monitor(s) will ensure that the spread or 

introduction of invasive exotic plant species will be avoided to the maximum extent 

possible. When practicable, invasive exotic plants on the project site (such as Arundo 

donax) will be removed and properly disposed.  
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Amendments to Section 2.4, Cultural Resources 

No change needed.  

Amendments to Section 2.5, Land Use and Planning 

No change needed.  

Amendments to Section 2.6, Transportation and Circulation 

No change needed.  

AMENDMENTS TO THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

Amendments to Section 3.3, Project Alternatives 

The County compiled a Revised DEIR (RDEIR) document to address the issues raised during the 

public review period for the DEIR, through the analysis of an additional alternative pathway 

alignment. This analysis, referred to as Alternative 6, was presented in a revised Section 3.0 of the 

EIR.  A Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR) was compiled and recirculated to add Alternative 6. A Notice of 

Availability for the RDEIR was published in October 21, 2014, on the County’s website and 

distributed to interested parties on the same date. The RDEIR was available for public review and 

comment from October 21, 2014, to December 8, 2014.   

With the RDEIR, the Project Alternatives section was revised and replaced in its entirety.  

Page 3.0-18 of the RDEIR. Text in strikeout (abc) represents text that has been removed from the 

RDEIR.  

 “In addition, the undercrossing may attract illegal camping and related activities 

associated with use by transients, which may also increase maintenance costs and result 

in secondary environmental consequences.” 

Page 3.0-24 has been amended to add the following text at the end of the description of 

Alternative 6: 

 Operations and Maintenance. Alternative 6, as with all project alternatives, will involve 

basic and ongoing operations and maintenance activities to ensure that the pathway 

remains safe and functional as designed. Operations and maintenance will be 

performed by the County. 
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FIGURE CHANGES 

RDEIR Figures 3.0-3a and 3.0-3b have been updated and attached to correct minor labeling 

errors. 

  



NOTES:

Scale: 1 inch =  50 feet

0 25 50

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 3.0-3a
Baron Canyon Bridge Detail (Option A)



 



NOTES:

Scale: 1 inch =  50 feet

0 25 50

CONCEPTUAL BRIDGE PLAN (OPTION A)
SCALE: 1" = 50'

CONCEPTUAL BRIDGE PROFILE (OPTION A)

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.

CONCEPTUAL BRIDGE PLAN (OPTION B)
SCALE: 1" = 50'

CONCEPTUAL BRIDGE PROFILE (OPTION B)
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Figure 3.0-3b
Baron Canyon Bridge Detail (Option B)



 


