Appendix G Response to Comments
This appendix contains the comments received during the public circulation and
comment period (May 27, 2008 to July 11, 2008). The comments have been
numbered (Comment Set #1, Comment Set #2 and so on) in the order that they were
received; a Caltrans response follows each comment set. In this appendix, comments
are divided into three groups, based on whom the comment came from: individual
members of the public, property owners or their representatives, or a public agency.
7KH*RYHUQRU¶V Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse closeout letter
(dated June 24, 2008) is first, acknowledging this documeQW¶V compliance with the
State Clearinghouse requirements for environmental documents. No response was
required for this letter.
Individuals:
x Comment Set #1 ± Amy Salas
x Comment Set #2 ± Penny Takier
x Comment Set #3 ± Cheryl Crow
x Comment Set #4 ± Michael Zappas
x Comment Set #5 ± Robert Miller
x Comment Set #6 ± Robert Polley
x Comment Set #8 ± Bryce Dilger
x Comment Set #9 ± Don Simoneau
x Comment Set #10 ± Kim Simoneau
x Comment Set #11 ± Captain Carl
Property Owner Representatives:
APN 009-631-011
x Comment Set #7 ± Jeff Wagner, North Coast Engineering
x Comment Set #12 ± INS and OUTS of ROUNDABOUTS
x Comment Set #13 ± North Coast Engineering, Inc.
x Comment Set #14 ± Ourston Roundabout Engineering
x Comment Set #15 ± Carolyn Leach Consulting, LLC
x Comment Set #19 ± 0DWWHRQL2¶/DXJKOLQ +HFKWPDQ/DZ\HUV
APNs 040-031-001, 040-091-041
x Comment Set #16 ± eda design professionals
Target Retail Center
x Comment Set #17 ± Ellis Partners, LLC
Public Agency Comments:
x Comment Set #18 ± San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG)
x Comment Set #20 ± Air Pollution Control District
x Comment Set #21 ± San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building
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Response to Comment 15-1:
The Natural Environment Study is a comprehensive compilation that reflects the efforts and
analysis of all individuals listed in Appendix C of the Natural Environment Study. For a
VXPPDU\RILWVFRQWHQWVLQWHUHVWHGLQGLYLGXDOVDUHUHIHUUHGWR6HFWLRQ³%LRORJLFDO
(QYLURQPHQW´RIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOGRFXPHQW.
Response to Comment 15-2:
Please also refer to answer 7-2; after public circulation of the draft environmental document
and preparation of the Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impacts), additional on-site, onfoot field surveys were performed for the entire project area with a greater level of access to
individual parcels and locations. This was done to reassess the characterization (species and
size [diameter at breast height]) and location of trees, particularly oak trees, anticipated to be
affected as a result of the proposed project. Results of the subsequent on-foot tree surveys
showed Build Alternative 1 would remove 24 oak trees and Build Alternative 2 would
remove 49 oak trees. Given the results of the updated tree field survey, and for purposes of
reporting consistency throughout the project reports, the Natural Environment Study
(Minimal Impacts) has been updated to reflect the minor variations reported through the
subsequent tree survey. Furthermore, the results of the updated tree survey have been
incorporated into the environmental document.
7KHSURMHFWZRXOGOLNHO\EHEXLOWLQSKDVHVDVGHVFULEHGLQ6HFWLRQ³8QLTXH)HDWXUHV
RI%XLOG$OWHUQDWLYHV´RIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOGRFXPHQWZLWKVRPHSKDVHVWREHEXLOWPDQ\
years from the current inventory date. As is commonly practiced, the ultimate number of
trees, including oak trees that would be affected by the proposed project would be
GHWHUPLQHGGXULQJWKHSURMHFW¶VILQDOGHVLJQSKDVHDQGE\DFWXDOFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHV
Regardless of timing or final design/construction specifics, mitigation ratios would apply. As
the draft environmental document stated, every attempt would be made to minimize the
number of affected oak trees, to the extent practicable. The alignment shown was specifically
chosen to avoid large oak trees in the northwest quadrant.
7KHGUDIWHQYLURQPHQWDOGRFXPHQWLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHIRFXVZDVRQ³ELRORJLFDOFRPPXQLWLHV
QRWLQGLYLGXDOSODQWRUDQLPDOVSHFLHV´LQ6HFWLRQ³1DWXUDO&RPPXQLWLHV´ZKHUHRDN
woodland is discusseGDQGUHLQIRUFHGWKLVIRFXVLQ6HFWLRQ³&XPXODWLYH,PSDFWV´7KH
&LW\RI3DVR5REOHV¶7UHH2UGLQDQFHZDVQRWXVHGWRGHILQHPLWLJDWLRQDVGLVFXVVHGLQ
response to comment 7-2. A 10:1 mitigation ratio was used in lieu of individual tree
characteristic analysis and percentage of dbh replacement to increase overall woodland
habitat.
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Response to Comment 15-3:
Please see response to comment 15-1, 15-2 and the subsequent field surveys discussed in
response to comment 7-2. Noted revisions to correct dbh measurements or number of tree
impacts do not change the ratio replacement approach and the anticipation that final and
specific number of oak tree impacts would be determined based on final design and
construction activities, which are expected in phases at various future years. The dbh and
potential number of oak tree impacts are expected to change over the years due to both
human actions and natural events.
Response to Comment 15-4:
Please see response to comments 7-2 and 15-3. Thank you for your information and
estimates on oak tree growth rates. Please note that while oak tree growth rate estimates may
vary by subjective experience, your estimates on the initial accelerated growth rate of
smaller-sized oak tree plants are consistent with the reasoning to use larger numbers of
smaller-size oak tree mitigation plants as discussed in response to comment 7-2.
Response to Comment 15-5:
We must respectfully disagree with the conclusions contained in this comment; please see
response to comments 15-1 through 15-4. The selection process of a preferred alternative
includes, but is not limited to, consideration of oak tree impacts. The locally preferred
alternative was defined by the consideration of all impacts as well as benefits, as presented in
the draft environmental document and related studies. Please see Section 1.3.4 of this
document, Identification of a Preferred Alternative. Please also note that mitigation measures
NC-1 and AES-1 in the draft environmental document include specificity on the 10:1 oak
tree mitigation ratio, the requirement to generate a landscaping plan with mitigation oak
planting and a 3-year monitoring of the plantings. A preferred alternative is chosen based on
the full consideration of the project purpose and need, the impacts of viable alternatives
along with the mitigation measures possible for those impacts, and the benefits of the viable
alternatives.
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Comment Set 16

16-1

16-2

16-3
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Response to Comment 16-1:

The comments assessment is based on the incorrect assumption that the frontage road is to
accommodate a 35-mile-per-hour design speed. The horizontal and vertical geometry of
South Vine Street has been designed in accordance with Highway Design Manual standards,
including stopping sight distance, for a 25-mile-per-hour design speed per City direction for
design speed of this roadway and not for 35 miles per hour as presumed in the comment. To
FODULI\WKHGHVLJQFULWHULDWKHGHVLJQVSHHGKDVEHHQDGGHGWR6HFWLRQ³&RPPRQ
'HVLJQ)HDWXUHVRI%XLOG$OWHUQDWLYHV´IRUWKH7KHDWUH'ULYHIURQWDJHURDGGHsign speed and
6HFWLRQ³8QLTXH)HDWXUHVRI%XLOG$OWHUQDWLYHV´IRUWKH6RXWK9LQH6WUHHWIURQWDJH
road design speed. The proposed design of South Vine Street in Build Alternative 2 has been
aligned to minimize environmental impact and cost while meeting city and state design
standards. The design may be modified during final design as long as changes do not result in
impacts that are inconsistent with the environmental clearance.
Response to Comment 16-2:

This comment makes suggestions about impacts from design criteria that are not proposed by
the preliminary design contained in this environmental document. Please see response to
comment 16-1 for additional information.
Response to Comment 16-3:

Thank you for the information estimating the area of &HQFR¶VSURSHUW\IURPWKHVRXWK
property line to the north edge of the Build Alternative 2 right-of-way, including the slope
easements on the north edge of the right-of-way.
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Response to Comment 17-1:

With regard to a Health Risk Assessment, such assessments are prepared to assess cancer and
chronic non-cancer health risks associated with toxic air contaminants (i.e., diesel particulate
matter) emissions from project-generated diesel trucks. The proposed project does not
generate, in and of itself, additional diesel traffic. Nonetheless, this environmental document
does provide a mobile source air toxics analysis. Please refer to Section 2.2.6, Air Quality, of
this document, which is in accordance with pertinent Federal Highway Administration
guidelines.
With regard to greenhouse gas emissions, please refer to Section 2.5, Climate Change, of this
GRFXPHQWIRUDGLVFXVVLRQRIWKHSURMHFW¶VJUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQV-related impacts. This
section of the document contained a qualitative statement of the project net benefits on
emissions reduction due to delay reduction and a quantitative assessment of reduction of just
under 16 million hours of delay within the 20-year analysis period of the project. Greenhouse
gas emissions analysis is a rapidly evolving field with new and more quantitative analytical
tools and guidance being developed at a rapid pace.
The results of the qualitative greenhouse gas emissions analysis indicate that Build
Alternative 1 would reduce daily CO2 emissions at the interchange when compared to the nobuild scenario, and Build Alternative 2 would further reduce daily CO2 emissions at the
interchange compared to Build Alternative 1. In summary, Build Alternatives 1 and 2 would
have the following greenhouse gas emissions-reducing benefits:
x

Reduced congestion: High traffic volumes and inadequate access control would
contribute to congestion, delays, and undesirable operating conditions at the
interchange. Reduced delay would improve local accessibility. Congestion relief
would reduce long lines of traffic.

x

Traffic flow control: Consistent movement would reduce the CO2 emissions due to
the relatively non-varying traffic speeds and flow through Build Alternatives 1 and 2
compared to the no-build scenario. Consistent flow through the roundabouts would
reduce idling time, which in turn would reduce CO2 emissions.

x

Reduced greenhouse gas emissions: Both roundabout Build Alternatives 1 and 2
would result in fewer CO2 emissions due to reduced stop-and-go movement
compared to the No-Build Alternative.
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x

Growth management: Taking into account current growth variables projected by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census, the build alternatives would better facilitate the projected
increased number of vehicles in the project area.

x

Caltrans Standard Specification Provisions: According to Caltrans Standard
Specification Provisions, idling time for lane closure during construction is restricted
to 10 minutes in each direction; in addition, the contractor must comply with the San
Luis Obispo County $LU3ROOXWLRQ&RQWURO'LVWULFW¶VUXOHVRUGLQDQFHVDQG
regulations with regard to air quality restrictions.

x

&RXQW\¶V5HJLRQDO7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ3ODQ: The project is consistent with the
Transportation Plan, which discusses improved traffic flow and reduction of
congestion and accidents for the region.

x

Compliance with AB 32: The roundabout Build Alternatives 1 and 2 support the
climate change strategies of Assembly Bill 32.

In summary, both Build Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in less delay time for each turn
option and would therefore reduce future greenhouse gas emissions compared to the NoBuild Alternative. Because of the congestion relief anticipated with implementation of the
project, project operations would not contribute to the climate change effect, but rather would
produce long-term greenhouse gas emissions benefits through improved operation. Also refer
to response to comment 20-7.
With regard to growth inducement, the proposed project would not affect job/housing ratios,
total VMTs, or provide the impetus for increases in commute lengths for travelers. The
difference in commute length and VMT is anticipated to be negligible between existing
conditions and either build alternative. The comment implies that reduced vehicle delay is
proportional to an increase in VMT. This implication is erroneous and does not consider the
basic origin/destination tenants for VMTs.
Response to Comment 17-2:

As discussed in response to comment 17-1, an MSAT analysis and qualitative greenhouse
gas emissions analysis was included in the environmental document. Additionally, the
origin/destination tenants of VMTs are not anticipated to be affected by the congestion relief
at the interchange. We must respectfully disagree for the reasons stated in response to
comment 17-1.
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Response to Comment 17-3:

The project is expected to be completed in phases due to funding constraints as discussed in
the Section 1.3.1.2, Unique Features of Build Alternatives, Project Phasing subsection of this
environmental document. The project is expected to be constructed in phases as funding is
secured and the noise analysis assumes a worst-case scenario of continuous single-phase
construction. Construction phasing is discussed in Section 1.3.1.2 and in Table 1.3-1,
Comparison of Project Effects by Alternative, in the final environmental document, and
impacts are addressed under each issue and analyzed throughout Chapter 2, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures section, as deemed appropriate. Please also refer to response to
comment 1-3 regarding the methodology for assessing project-related noise impacts for the
proposed project.
Response to Comment 17-4:

Traffic from the future Salinas River crossing is included in the projections and is discussed
in detail in the Traffic Report. The cumulative list in the draft environmental document
detailed land use projects in the vicinity of the interchange that are traffic generators. The
Salinas River crossing is not a traffic generator by land use, but would allow traffic to access
the US 101/State Route 46 West interchange from the east instead of only by the current
connections. The different traffic pattern and the redistribution of traffic potential were
analyzed to ensure the roundabout would function adequately in the event the crossing was
built.
Response to Comment 17-5:

The accident rates are below state averages as stated in the Traffic Report prepared for the
proposed project. Therefore, accident mitigation is not part of the need and purpose for this
project.
Response to Comment 17-6:

For purposes of clarification, and as typically done for Caltrans projects, the details regarding
the Traffic Management Plan would be developed and documented during final project
design and before construction depending on actual phasing and final design details and
impacts. Refer to the Section 1.3.1.2, Unique Features of Build Alternatives, Project Phasing
subsection of this document for information on project phases and timing. Business owners
in the project area would be kept informed of the project planning process and upcoming
construction activities. Further, appropriate signage would be included in the Traffic
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Management Plan to properly direct motorists through or around the construction zone.
These elements are all standard principles/features of a Traffic Management Plan that final
design and construction staff would be required to prepare for Caltrans review and approval
before project construction.
Response to Comment 17-7:

As further detailed in Section 2.1.4.3, Environmental Justice, Environmental Consequences
section, of this document, the proposed project would not result in disproportionately high
and adverse effects on minority and/or low-income populations. As further described in
Section 2.1.4.2, Relocations, persons displaced as a result of the proposed project would
UHFHLYHUHORFDWLRQDVVLVWDQFHLQFOXGLQJILQDQFLDODVVLVWDQFHSHU&DOWUDQV¶5HORFDWLRQ
Assistance Program, which is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended and Title 49 Code of Federal
Regulations, Part 24. Appendix C of the draft environmental document included a summary
RI&DOWUDQV¶5HORFDWLRQ$VVLVWDQFH3URJUDP
Response to Comment 17-8:

For clarification, the 2006 Level of Service values shown in Table 1.2-2 of this document are
based on the conditions with the improvements implemented in 2006.
Response to Comment 17-9:

For clarification, both intersections operate at Level of Service D with the summer Friday
and Saturday volumes, but with higher delays and longer queues when compared to other
times of the year. The Level of Service is still D because Level of Service represents a range
of delay not a point.
Response to Comment 17-10:

For clarification, there is no established Level of Service criterion for measuring roundabout
operations. Roundabout operations are measured using vehicle delay. Please refer to Section
2.5, Climate Change, Table 2.5-1, for a summary of projected future delay for the No-Build
Alternative, Build Alternative 1, and Build Alternative 2 for future years 2018 and 2038. The
results indicate that the project would reduce the delays for all turn movements at the
interchange. Additional 2018 forecast and analysis results are included in the Traffic Report
(bound separately).
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Response to Comment 17-11:

For clarification, flows from the roundabouts onto the mainline are expected to merge with
the stop-and-go mainline flow without affecting the roundabouts. Merging operations would
be the same with or without the project. Note that the Level of Service F condition on the
mainline is for the peak 15 minutes of the peak hour period.
Response to Comment 17-12:

A sensitivity analysis was prepared to determine when the interchange would degrade to
forced-flow conditions (Level of Service F). The analysis is based on straight-line projections
of traffic volume growth. The sensitivity analysis notes that generally when intersections are
nearing saturated conditions, smaller amounts of traffic have incrementally larger impacts on
delays and levels of service. The analysis found that the interchange would degrade to Level
of Service F sometime within the 2010-2014 time period as discussed in Section 1.2.2
³1HHG´RIWKLVGRFXment, depending on the magnitude and location of future development as
well as the rate of growth for regional traffic. Please also see response to comment 17-25.
Response to Comment 17-13:

Short-term construction-related traffic impacts are to be mitigated per the terms of a Traffic
Management Plan that would be developed based on the final design and phasing conditions.
Refer to Section 1.3.1.2, Unique Features of Build Alternatives, Project Phasing subsection,
of this document for information on project phases and timing. Please also see response to
comment 17-6 regarding timing for the development and Caltrans approval of the Traffic
Management Plan.
Response to Comment 17-14:

3OHDVHVHHSULRUUHVSRQVHRQWKHGHYHORSPHQWDQG&DOWUDQV¶DSSURYDORIWKH7raffic
Management Plan.
Response to Comment 17-15:

Development and implementation of a landscape plan depends on the project sponsor as part
of the final project design per Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures AES-1
in this document. In this case, the City will be responsible for developing and implementing
the plan in coordination with Caltrans.
Response to Comment 17-16:
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The various figures (Figure 2.2-1, 2.3-2 and 2.3-3) included in this document show the
project alignment in relation to the Salinas River; all such figures are drawn to scale to enable
the reader to estimate the distance of the project from the Salinas River. Section 2.2.2 of this
document acknowledges that the project is near the Salinas River. The distance from the
easterly edge of the easterly roundabout to the nearest westerly edge of the defined channel
for Salinas River is approximately 900 feet.
As noted on the first page of Chapter 2 of this document (bullet 5, Wetlands), no wetlands
would be affected by the proposed project.
Response to Comment 17-17:

The issues raised by these combined comments are typically addressed in the final permit and
special technical specification conditions of a fully designed and approved project. The
details referenced in the comment would be included at the point of final design for the
project and/or phases of the project and in the required coordination with resource agencies
GLVFXVVHGLQ6HFWLRQ³:HWODQGVDQG2WKHU:DWHUV´RIWKLVGRFXPHQW
Response to Comment 17-18:

For clarification, freeway structures are checked by Caltrans after earthquakes or other such
major events. No issues were discussed because no issues were discovered.
Response to Comment 17-19:

Both intersections operate at Level of Service D with the summer Friday and Saturday
volumes, but with higher delays and longer queues than those of regular weekdays. Because
Level of Service D is a range of delay and not a singular point of delay, the statement is
consistent.
Response to Comment 17-20:

Comment noted. It is unknown why rates are lower than average. Statewide averages are
averages of similar facilities. The Caltrans accident database does not provide the
information needed to determine why rates are lower than average.
Response to Comment 17-21:

Per Caltrans criteria, the no-build analysis is provided for year 2038, which is 20 years
beyond anticipated construction. The interchange is expected to degrade to Level of Service
F before the year 2018, and this expectation is stated in Section 2.1.6 Traffic and
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Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities section, the Environmental Consequences
subsection, of this document.

Response to Comment 17-22:

Level of Service F is forecast for the mainline during the peak 15 minutes of the peak hour
period. Flows from the roundabouts onto the mainline are expected to merge with the stopand-go mainline flow without affecting the roundabouts. Merging operations would be the
same with or without the project.
Response to Comment 17-23:

The summer weekend analysis is focused on operations at the roundabouts to ensure that
traffic would not affect US 101 mainline operations.
Response to Comment 17-24:

The South River Crossing is included in the expected build-out of the area as shown in the
&LW\¶V*HQHUDO3ODQThe Project Development Team made the decision to include analyses
of 2038 operations for the project without the river crossing traffic as a check to determine if
the change in traffic volume/movements would substantially change the project design and to
assess whether regional traffic splits would substantially change the project. County versus
City or other jurisdictional agency funding could be affected depending on traffic splits and
project changes; no major project design differences were found for the 2038 year, therefore
it was not deemed necessary to conduct further analysis for prior years.
Response to Comment 17-25:

The interchange is composed of the State Route 46 West/US 101 Northbound and
Southbound ramp terminals. Those two locations have signals, and those traffic signals
include signal indications and phasing to accommodate the adjacent frontage roads (TheatreVine on the west and Ramada on the east). Operations on both sides of the interchange would
be forced-flow (Level of Service F) sometime within the 2010-2014 timeframe. Note that
when intersections are nearing saturated conditions, smaller amounts of traffic have
incrementally larger impacts on delays and levels of service.
Response to Comment 17-26:

US 101, its ramps and State Route 46 West are all under Caltrans jurisdiction. It is
recognized that signage to guide vehicles from the freeway off-ramps and through the
roundabouts is a very important part of the operations through roundabouts and through the
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interchange. This would include signs to direct travelers to the State Route 46 West direction
and to Theatre Drive at the appropriate points determined during final design and as
approved by Caltrans.
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Response to Comment 18-1:
Phasing potential is discussed in this environmental document (as referenced in this
comment). Details on phasing potentials and timing are included in Section 1.3.1.2, Unique
Features of Build Alternatives, the Project Phasing subsection, to emphasize the phasing
potential.
Response to Comment 18-2:
Please refer to response to comment 7-1 for a detailed discussion on visual analysis; response
to comment 21-3 for discussion on grading activities and fill in the ravine; response to
comment 7-2 for discussion on oak tree impacts; response to comments set 20 for discussion
on emissions for both temporary construction and permanent traffic operations; and response
to comments set 21 relative to lack of support for the concept that the project creates a
physical division in an established community.
While Build Alternative 2 is more expensive and has a greater number of individual oak tree
impacts than Build Alternative 1, it also provides greater operational benefit as stated in the
subsequent comment 18-6 (also see response to comment set 14) and greenhouse gas
reduction (see response to comment 20-7). Costs, operational and social benefits, and
environmental impacts are to be considered in determining a preferred alternative. A
preferred alternative is chosen based on the full consideration of the project purpose and
need, the impacts of viable alternatives along with the mitigation measures possible for those
impacts, and the benefits of the viable alternatives.
Response to Comment 18-3:
Thank you for your comment. It is agreed that the project is consistent with regional and
local planning as stated. Creating a cul-de-sac at the westerly end of Gahan Place was
discussed by the Project Development Team, which determined that the cul-de-sac would be
inconsistent with the operational improvements to the interchange as stated in the purpose for
the project because it would redirect traffic from an alternate corridor toward the interchange.
The closure of Gahan Place at State Route 46 West would also negatively affect access for
emergency vehicles. Consideration was given to using the area between Alexa Court and the
westerly roundabout, but it was determined to have insufficient usable area for parking and
circulation within the parking area. Other areas for park-and-ride facilities were considered in
the current alternatives as well, particularly in the area between Ramada Drive and the US
101 northbound off-ramp just south of the proposed easterly roundabout. It was decided that
while the project would not preclude park-and-ride lots, additional access points would be
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detrimental to areas immediately adjacent to the roundabout and that the loop area
immediately south of the northbound off-ramp connection to the roundabout was to be
protected for a potential bypass lane in the future. Other areas for potential park-and-ride
facilities adjacent to the interchange were deemed to be topographically constrained due to
the steep ravine or adjacent hillsides.
Response to Comment 18-4:
Please see response to comment 18-2.
Response to Comment 18-5:
Potential phasing options include a combination of signals west and east of a roundabout at
the west side of the interchange. Measures such as loop detection are envisioned to detect any
back-up close to the roundabout. If a queue were detected, the traffic signal would be set to
green to release the traffic prior to the traffic backing up into the roundabout to ensure a free
flow of traffic within the roundabout. Traffic analyses have been reviewed with the Caltrans
Traffic Operations division for various phasing options to avoid any impact of traffic backing
up at the ramps. Please see response to comment 18-1.
Response to Comment 18-6:
Thank you for your comment and participation. Please also see response to comment 1-1.
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Response to Comment 19-1:
The CENCO property referred to in the comment letter is identified as Assessor Parcel
Number 009-631-011. Figure 2.1-4, Potential Project Displacements, City-Owned Parcels,
and Right of Way Acquisitions, identifies this parcel number in the northwest quadrant of the
US 101/State Route 46 West interchange.
We agree in part with the comment: Build Alternative 1 is consistent with the General Plan.
But we respectfully disagree with the portion of the comment that concludes Build
Alternative 2 is not consistent with the General Plan. The project does not change the land
use designation, and the comment is speculative on the future commercial use of that parcel
with implementation of Build Alternative 2.
Both build alternatives address the issues, as shown in Table 1.3-³&RPSDULVRQRI3URMHFW
Effects by Alternative, and are consistent with the City General Plan, as discussed in Section
³&RQVLVWHQF\ZLWK6WDWH5HJLRQDODQG/RFDO3ODQV´RIWKLVGRFXPHQW$OWKRXJK
Build Alternative 2 would require more right-of-way from the identified 12.9-acre parcel
than Build Alternative 1 would, neither alternative substantially affects the overall existing
condition of the parcel because Build Alternative 2 follows existing contours as shown in
Figure 1.3-2 of this document and provides greater frontage road access potential to the
parcel in question. Any development of the southerly portion of the parcel with or without
the proposed project would need to consider the existing terrain. It should be noted that the
alignment of the frontage road may change in final design as long as it is consistent with the
analysis of the environmental clearance, but the principle of the commercial viability of the
parcel is maintained in each alternative.
Response to Comment 19-2:
The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and Natural Environment Study (Minimal
Impacts) specifically include discussion on aesthetic, planting and grading concerns in
6HFWLRQ³9LVXDO$HVWKHWLFV´DQG6HFWLRQV³$YRLGDQFHDQG0LQLPL]DWLRQ0HDVXUHV´
respectively. Oak tree issues are again specifically addressed in relation to the City Oak tree
RUGLQDQFHLQ6HFWLRQ³%LRORJLFDO(QYLURQPHQW´7KH9LVXDO,PSDFW$VVHVVPHQW SDJHV4 and 3-5) for the project explicitly addUHVVHVWKHSURMHFW¶VFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHUHIHUHQFHG
&LW\2DN7UHH2UGLQDQFHVDQGVSHFLILFDOO\7LWOH *UDGLQJ RIWKH&LW\¶V0XQLFLSDO&RGH
as it relates to management of grading and excavation-related activities.
Please see response to comment 19-1 for grading considerations; response to comment 7-1
for visual impacts addressing grading concerns; and response to comment 7-2 for discussion
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on oak tree impacts and mitigation issues. Response to comment 7-2 also notes updated tree
surveys that were done; the updated Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impacts) (2009)
concluded that Build Alternative 1 resulted in 24 oak tree impacts and Alternative 2 resulted
in 49 oak tree impacts. The comment states that Build Alternative 1 is more compatible with
the City General Plan based on tree and grading consideration, but does not note the need to
balance all impacts and differing levels of benefits. Please see response to comment 15-5.
Examples of consideration in addition to grading and oak tree impacts include the
FRQVLGHUDWLRQVRIWKH&LW\¶V&LUFXODWLRQ(OHPHQWRIWKH*HQHUDO3ODQWKHFRQWLQXLW\RI
frontage roads, system hierarchy and relative congestion relief as discussed in response to
comment 14-1, or with regard to other matters of consistency with federal, state, regional and
local goals as discussed in response to comment 21-3.
Response to Comment 19-3:
A Visual Impact Assessment was prepared for the proposed project, and the results are
included in this document. The Visual Impact Assessment specifically addresses, and takes
into account, applicable federal, state, and local planning policies. Local policies include the
FRXQW\DQGFLW\SROLFLHVRQYLVXDODQGDHVWKHWLFUHVRXUFHV7KH&LW\RI3DVR5REOHV¶YLVXDO
gateway is specifically discussed in Section 2.1.7 Visual/Aesthetics, the Existing Visual
Character subsection, of this document. In addition, the Visual Impact Assessment identifies
Key View 2 as the view for travelers eastbound on State Route 46 West traveling toward US
101. The existing visual character from Key View 2 is co-dominant urban/rural with some
open space/rural influences, mature trees, traffic lights, street signs, and other roadway
features. This key view was selected as a key visual simulation location in coordination with
Caltrans. As the proposed project would introduce a newly aligned roadway and roundabout,
several measures including landscaping and aesthetic treatments would be implemented. This
environmental document includes recognition of the visual gateway aspects of the location,
and the Visual Impact Assessment considered this aspect. See also response to comments 1-5
and 7-1.
Response to Comment 19-4:
The comment correctly notes that the environmental document states that Build Alternative 2
would have a greater footprint and therefore a greater visual impact overall than Alternative
1; Table 2.1-10 lists the key views and resulting visual impacts by each alternative from the
perspective of each key view. The simulations are for Key View 2, and that view has been
shown to be less affected by Build Alternative 2. Key View 3 is shown to have a higher level
of impact with Build Alternative 2. Both key view impacts are in the Low/Moderate and
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Moderate range without substantial difference or impacts. Please note that simulations are
conceptual in nature; they are not detailed landscape plans.
Response to Comment 19-5:
This document and the Visual Impact Assessment contain discussion related to the visual
impact analysis done from the perspective of Key View 3; in Table 2.1-10 ³9LVXDO
(QYLURQPHQW%HIRUHDQGDIWHU3URSRVHG3URMHFW´RIWKLVGRFXPHQWDQGDWYDULRXVSRLQWVEXW
more specifically on pages 6-7 through 6-9 of the Visual Impact Assessment. Comparison
between alternatives was also noted in Section 2.1.7 Visual/Aesthetics, the Environmental
Consequences subsection, under headings Build Alternative 1 and 2 of the environmental
document as noted in the previous comment (comment 19-4).
Refer to response to comment 7-1 regarding the visual analysis for the proposed South Vine
Street bridge for motorists traveling eastbound and westbound along State Route 46 West.
The analysis is based on actual visibility by the traveling public considering geographic and
other visual obstructions not readily apparent when looking at a two-dimensional graphic.
Field reviews were done after receipt of comments to confirm prior decisions on the
appropriateness of key views contained in the Visual Impact Assessment. This document
does not include impacts sufficient to require an Environmental Impact Report.
Response to Comment 19-6:
7KH&LW\¶V2DN7UHH2UGLQDQFHZDVFRQVLGHUHGGXULQJWKHSURMHFWGHYHORSPHQWSURFHVVE\
the Project Development Team, which was formed early in the project and consisted of
personnel from the City, Caltrans, San Luis Obispo Council of Governments, County and
FRQVXOWDQWILUPV6HHWKHXSGDWHGGLVFXVVLRQLQ6HFWLRQ³1DWXUDO&RPPXQLWLHV´RIWKLV
document. Roadway alignments were designed to minimize oak tree and grading impacts;
this is now specifically clarified as discussed in Section 5 of the Project Report. The Project
Development Team decided to use a 10:1 ratio in lieu of the City Ordinance requirements for
unavoidable oak tree impacts. Refer to responses to comments 7-2 and 15-1 through 15-5.
Response to Comment 19-7:
Please refer to responses to comments 7-2 and 15-1 through 15-5 regarding analysis and
replacement ratios for anticipated impacts to oak trees as well as results of subsequent oak
tree surveys done after circulation of the draft environmental document. See the revised
Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impact) (2009) for additional discussion.
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Response to Comment 19-8:
We respectfully disagree with the statement that the environmental document masks the real
difference between alternatives in terms of oak loss. This document includes individual oak
tree data to provide readers with the mitigation intent, overall mitigation strategy and
individual tree impacts. Individual tree counts have been verified and included in this
document and Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impact) (2009). The focus of the
mitigation strategy is creation of oak woodland. A 10:1 oak tree replacement mitigation ratio
is a more aggressive mitigation strategy in terms of creation of oak woodland and total
number of mitigation oak tree plantings than the City Ordinance requirements. Please see
responses to comments 7-2 and 15-2.
Response to Comment 19-9:
Please refer to responses to comments 7-2 and 15-1 through 15-5 regarding analysis and
replacement ratios for anticipated impacts to oak trees as well as results of subsequent oak
tree surveys done after circulation of the draft environmental document. See also the updated
Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impact) (2009). The response to comment 7-2 and the
updated Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impact) (2009) contain figures showing the
specific oak tree impacts, including dbh measurements and species details.
Response to Comment 19-10:
Please refer to above response regarding the results of the confirmation tree survey
information contained in the updated Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impact) (2009)
and additional information regarding oak tree planting, protection and monitoring contained
in response to comments 7-2 and 15-1, in particular as it relates to anticipated project-related
impacts to oak trees and the basis for oak tree mitigation (including means to protect planted
oak trees from, among other things, wildlife during the establishment period). The Natural
Environment Study (Minimal Impact) Section 5 Project Impacts has been updated to reflect
the results of the subsequent tree surveys. Measures addressing oak tree replacement ratios in
Section 7.0 (Mitigation Measures) of the Visual Impact Assessment have been updated to
match that reported in the Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impact) and this document
(Section 2.3.1 Natural Communities) to be consistent.
Response to Comment 19-11:
We respectfully disagree with this comment as it implies that this environmental document is
required to study temporal loss of oak tree canopies and that mitigations are required to be
included or the document is deficient. No such requirement exists, and the Natural
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Environment Study (Minimal Impact) specifically notes that the project is not expected to
affect special-status plant or wildlife species, their habitats, or special aquatic resources (see
Natural Environment Study [Minimal Impact] Section 1. Summary) and identifies mitigation
measures for general grading and vegetation clearing.
Response to Comment 19-12:
With regard to Public Resources Code Section 21083.4, the Natural Environment Study
(Minimal Impact) determined that the oak woodland is characterized as Disturbed/Oak
Savannah with understory characteristic of grazing activities (Natural Environment Study
[Minimal Impact] Section 4.1.1.1 Vegetation Community Types). The proposed project,
regardless of alternative selected, would not result in a substantial impact to oak woodlands
(Natural Environment Study [Minimal Impact] Section 4.2 Regional Species and Habitats of
Concern). Therefore, the proposed project is not subject to the particular oak woodlands
mitigation of Public Resources Code Section 21083.4. However, the project would comply
with the spirit of the mitigation policy defined by Public Resources Code Section
21083.4(b)(2)(A) and would focus on oak woodland conservation and mitigation. Please
refer to responses to comments 7-2 and 15-1.
Response to Comment 19-13:
With regard to access limitations, as shown on Figure 2.1-2 of this document, the CENCO
property is served at its northern perimeter area by Wilmar Place, which connects to South
Vine Street. Wilmar Place continues westerly to bisect the referenced parcels immediately
west of the CENCO parcel and provides access to South Vine Street from those parcels.
Wilmar Place does not have direct access to State Route 46 West, but the agricultural parcels
immediately at and east of the proposed South Vine Street connection to State Route 46 West
do have access control breaks to the state route.
Annexation by the City of unincorporated County land, zoning of the area for development
and then approval of development require multiple actions, approvals by a variety of
agencies, and the consideration of such future development is too speculative to be analyzed
in detail; the California Environmental Quality Act specifically excludes from analysis
(cumulative impacts analysis) speculative actions/development. No less, any request to
GHYHORSODQGRQQHDUE\SDUFHOVZRXOGEHVXEMHFWWRWKH&RXQW\¶V DQG&LW\¶V GHYHORSPHQW
review process separate from the proposed transportation operational improvement project
discussed in this document. Furthermore, while it is true that Build Alternative 2 would
locate South Vine Street through currently undeveloped land under the jurisdiction of the
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County, the most of this frontage is expected to be a limited access roadway due to physical
constraints. Please see response to comment 21-6.
Response to Comment 19-14:
Please refer to responses to comments 19-13 and 21-6 regDUGLQJWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW¶V
influence of hastening development on adjacent/nearby undeveloped lands.
The proposed project, regardless of alternative built, would not affect active farmland as
noted in Section 2.1.3 (Farmlands) of this document. That section also discusses the
Farmland Conversion Rating analysis that documented the lack of substantial impact to
farmlands. See also response to comment 21-7.
Response to Comment 19-15:
This comment states there is no discussion on seismic risks with regard to design of the
bridge structure. The requirement to use the maximum credible earthquake in the design of
structures by Caltrans standards is discussed in Section 2.2.3 Geology/Soils/Seismic/
Topography, the Environmental Consequences subsection. Table 2.2-³6XPPDU\RI
3RWHQWLDO6HLVPLF6RXUFHV´LQ6HFWLRQ*HRORJ\6RLOV6HLVPLF7RSRJUDSK\OLVWVYDULRXV
faults and the approximate maximum credible earthquake values. Source citation for that
OLVWLQJLQFOXGHVWKH&LW\¶V+D]DUG0LWLJDWLRQ3ODQ)LJXUH6-3, Liquefaction Risk, of the City
of Paso Robles General Plan was used in the analysis of liquefaction risk. As noted in the
General Plan Safety Element, Seismic and Geologic Hazards Section, the assessment
contained in the Safety Element and its appendix should be used as a general guide to
indicate when further study may be needed. As indicated in this document, site-specific
geotechnical and geological studies that focus on potential liquefaction hazard would be
performed as part of the project design studies. The project components would be designed
and built to the seismic design requirements for ground shaking specified in the project
design documents.
Response to Comment 19-16:
This comment is based on the erroneous assumption that South Vine Street is designed for a
35-mile-per-hour design speed. See response to comment 16-1. The horizontal and vertical
geometry of South Vine Street was designed in accordance with Highway Design Manual
standards, including stopping sight distance, for a 25-mile-per-hour design speed per City
direction, not a 35-mile-per-hour design speed as presumed in the comment.
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Response to Comment 19-17:
This comment relies on comments contained in set 14. Please see prior responses to
comments 14-1 through 14-5.
Response to Comment 19-18:
The Build versus No-Build comparison was listed as the primary comparison; cost
comparisons and the magnitude difference in delays was also reported. Section 2.5 has been
updated to reflect additional tools and analysis available for quantification of greenhouse gas
emissions and now also includes estimated delay savings for either alternative. As would be
expected, the lower expected delays of Build Alternative 2 would mean a higher level of
savings due to the cost of delay. The delay differences and corresponding savings are
relatively comparable for the build alternatives and therefore not a substantial difference
between alternatives.
Response to Comment 19-19:
This comment requests an aspect of significance be applied to the volume-to-capacity ratios,
VSHFXODWHVWKDWRSHUDWLRQDOGLIIHUHQFHVDUHVRQRPLQDOWKDWWKHGLIIHUHQFHVGRQ¶WMXVWLI\FRVW
differences, and further speculates that the operational analysis provides an incomplete
representation per the comments contained in comment set 14. This document summarizes a
variety of technical reports; the section in question contains a summary of the Traffic Report.
More detailed discussion of volume-to-capacity levels for various legs of the roundabouts
and their interrelation with queue distances can be found in the Traffic Report.
Level of significance will vary due to consideration of system hierarchy and interpretation
and is not a standard that can be readily defined across circumstances or facilities and is
therefore not appropriate as requested. The comment concludes that, based on operational
delay differences between alternatives, the cost differences outweigh the benefits. In
addition, the ORE methodology is referred to by the comment as support for speculating that
an incomplete view of the operations is provided. Please see responses to comments 14-1
through 14-5 and 13-1 and 13-2 for discussion on system hierarchy as well as other benefits
of system separation that are not accounted for by this comment.
Response to Comment 19-20:
:HUHVSHFWIXOO\GLVDJUHHZLWKWKLVFRPPHQW¶VFRQFOXVLRQ that insufficient information was
provided in the May 8, 2008 Draft Project Report. The Draft Project Report, as referenced by
this comment, includes details to support cost and acreage estimates used. Construction cost
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estimates as itemized in Attachments G1/G2, right-of-way impacts are delineated with
acreage calculations shown in Attachments H and J and Right of Way data sheets are also
attached (per Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual and Right of Way valuation
processes). Given these data sets, the comment approximates the Build Alternative 2 impact
on the CENCO parcel of 0.867 acre as 1 acre, but incorrectly characterizes the Build
Alternative 1 impact of approximately 0.454 acre as a few thousand square feet. The
comment then describes a bisecting of the parcel on the south side of the parcel caused by the
Build Alternative 2 South Vine Street alignment and concludes there will be no safe access to
approximately 2 acres, with further speculation that the access issue is incorrect, and then
difficulty in building on the sloping area remains as a problem. The comment finishes with
the conclusion that the project should buy the approximate 2 acres that was not accounted for
and the environmental document must address this.
Safe access can be achieved as long as safe stopping sight distances are met and the project is
designed to meet stopping site distance criteria per professional standards and as further
discussed in response to comment 16-1. With regard to sloping terrain, the natural slope of
the parcel is shown in Figures 1.3-1 and 1.3-2 of this document. Contours show slopes
ranging from 11:1 to 4:1 outside of the defined ravine and the cut and fill lines of the
proposed grading for the roadway to be minimal; in other words, the roadway is following
the existing and natural grade of the parcel. The project right-of-way impacts were reviewed
by the City Engineer, and it was determined that commercial viability was not negated by the
project. Difficulty building on a slope is a subjective reference, and the project does not
affect the existing condition of that slope. It should be noted that design variations of the
alignment are possible within the parameters of the environmental clearance, that the project
is likely to be phased over multiple phases and years, that valuation of the property is subject
to change due to market conditions, and that the project cost estimates include substantial
contingencies to account for expected fluctuations.
The process for valuation and negotiation of property acquisitions is a legally prescribed
process with safeguards for independent valuation and review. This process would be used
by the agencies at the appropriate time of project delivery. We respectfully disagree with the
conclusions of this comment.
Response to Comment 19-21:
We respectfully disagree per response to comment 19-20. It is important to note that while
market conditions will cause fluctuations of actual anticipated costs, the estimates include
contingencies and are used for relative comparison of alternatives.
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Response to Comment 19-22:
This comment references page 18 of the Draft Project Report. On page 18 of the Draft
Project Report, the previously rejected alternative is described as having excessive cost and
construction impacts, including replacement of US 101 structures and two new bridges over
the unnamed creek. These issues are not similar to this case. Prior comparison of alternatives
and estimation of their costs were done at the Project Study Report phase, an earlier more
preliminary planning level study. Those comparisons used equivalent assumptions and unit
costs between those alternatives, which is not true if attempting to compare to a different set
of assumptions. IWLVQRWDQ³DSSOHVWRDSSOHV´FRPSDULVRQDQGQRWGLUHFWO\FRPSDUDEOHWRWKH
alternatives contained in the current study. Please see response to comment 19-20 on
procedures for determining cost and right-of-way data for relative comparison of alternatives.
Response to Comment 19-23:
Phase 1 of Build Alternative 1 includes construction of the southbound ramp roundabout.
This would require the relocation of South Vine Street. The document discusses structure
impacts and relocation processes. The citation to ³SDJH´DVUHIHUHQFHGE\WKHFRPPHQWLV
specific to the section discussing relocations, which would not be applicable to undeveloped
land. Please see response to comment 19-20 for information on right-of-way data.
Response to Comment 19-24:
Per the response to comments discussed within this section, we disagree that this document
requires recirculation. As stated in California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
 D ³DOHDGDJHQF\LVUHTXLUHGWRUHFLUFXODWHDQHJDWLYHGHFODUDWLRQZKHQWhe
GRFXPHQWPXVWEHVXEVWDQWLDOO\UHYLVHGDIWHUSXEOLFQRWLFHRILWVDYDLODELOLW\´)XUWKHUDQGDV
VWDWHGLQ&DOLIRUQLD(QYLURQPHQWDO4XDOLW\$FW*XLGHOLQHV6HFWLRQ E D³VXEVWDQWLDO
UHYLVLRQ´RIWKHQHJDWLYHGHFODUDWLRQVKDOOPHDQ  ³DQHZDvoidable significant effect is
identified and mitigation measures or project revisions must be added in order to reduce the
HIIHFWWRLQVLJQLILFDQFH´RU  ³WKHOHDGDJHQF\GHWHUPLQHVWKDWWKHSURSRVHGPLWLJDWLRQ
measures or project revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and
QHZPHDVXUHVRUUHYLVLRQVPXVWEHUHTXLUHG´
Finally, and as set forth in California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
 F ³UHFLUFXODWLRQLVQRWUHTXLUHGXQGHUWKHIROORZLQJFLUFXPVWDQces: (1) mitigation
measures are replaced with equal or more effective measures pursuant to Section 15074.1;
(2) new project revisions are added in response to written or verbal comments on the
SURMHFW¶VHIIHFWVLGHQWLILHGLQWKHSURSRVHGQHJDWLYHGHFODUDWion which are not new avoidable
significant effects; (3) measures or conditions of project approval are added after circulation
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of the negative declaration which are not required by CEQA, which do not create new
significant environmental effects and are not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant
effect; and (4) new information is added to the negative declaration which merely clarifies,
DPSOLILHVRUPDNHVLQVLJQLILFDQWPRGLILFDWLRQVWRWKHQHJDWLYHGHFODUDWLRQ´
Given the above criteria set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
regarding when it is that a lead agency must recirculate a negative declaration, and as
demonstrated in the responses to comments provided in this document, no substantial
revisions to the environmental document (Mitigated Negative Declaration) are required based
on comments received subsequent to noticing the availability of, and circulating, the draft
environmental document. As detailed in response to comment 7-2, additional mitigation
measures have been incorporated into the project to improve the effectiveness of oak tree
plantings to account for those anticipated for removal. In addition, Section 2.5, Climate
Change under the California Environmental Quality Act, of this document has been updated
to include a quantitative greenhouse gas emissions analysis for the project alternatives per
pertinent guidelines and legislation. Please also refer to responses to comments 17-1 and 20-7
for additional information regarding the expanded greenhouse gas emissions analysis
included in this document. Updating of the greenhouse gas emissions analysis does not result
in an avoidable environmental effect; the update clarifies and amplifies the analysis in this
document.
With regard to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15074.1, and as
further detailed in previous responses to comments (responses to comments 7-2 and 15-1), no
³LQIHDVLEOH´RU³XQGHVLUDEOH´PLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVKDYHEHHQ³GHOHWHG´RU³VXEVWLWXWHG´
Rather, and as noted above, additional mitigation measures have been incorporated into the
project to improve the effectiveness of oak tree plantings to account for those anticipated for
removal. More specifically, the original oak tree mitigation measures as provided in the
Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impacts) and this document have been augmented to
help ensure the effectiveness of that mitigation. Therefore, consideration of this final
document is not subject to another public hearing, nor must Caltrans, as the Lead Agency,
adopt a written finding that the added measures are equivalent or more effective in mitigation
impacts to oak trees.
Response to Comment 19-25:
Thank you for your comment. Your interest in the project and environmental process is
appreciated.
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As detailed in Table 2.1-10 of this document, impacts to the five key views resulting from
Build Alternatives 1 and 2 would vary at each respective key view from low to moderate;
neither of the build alternatives would result in a substantial visual impact. The only key
view under Build Alternative 2 would result in a greater visual impact is Key View 3
(Alternative 1 = Low/Moderate impact, whereas Alternative 2 = Moderate impact). In fact,
Build Alternative 1 would result in a greater visual impact than Build Alternative 2 at Key
Views 2 and 5. The proposed project, regardless of build alternative implemented, would not
result in a substantial visual impact.
As the comment states, Build Alternative 1 would result in an area of reduced impervious
surface (2.3 acres) compared to Build Alternative 2 (3.5 acres). However, with the
implementation of storm water management measures described in Section 2.2.2 (Water
Quality and Storm Water Runoff), impacts to water quality and storm water runoff would be
reduced to inconsequential levels.
With regard to oak trees, and as noted previously (responses to comments 7-2 and 15-1), the
results of the subsequent on-foot tree surveys revealed that Build Alternative 1 would remove
24 oak trees, whereas Build Alternative 2 would remove 49 oak trees. As further detailed in
response to comment 7-2, additional oak tree mitigation measures have been added to the
project to increase the effectiveness of the mitigation. Regardless, impacts to oak trees,
particularly with the mitigation measures incorporated into the project, would continue to be
inconsequential.
It is true that the area of ground-disturbance (project footprint) is greater for Build
Alternative 2 than Build Alternative 1. However, with regard to construction-related air
quality emissionVDQGDVIXUWKHUGHWDLOHGLQWKH³&RQVWUXFWLRQ 6KRUW-WHUP (PLVVLRQV´
section of Section 2.2.6 (Air Quality) of this document, project construction is not anticipated
WRH[FHHGWKH6DQ/XLV2ELVSR&RXQW\$LU3ROOXWLRQ&RQWURO'LVWULFW¶VWKUHVKROGVIRUILne
particular matter with implementation of at least one daily watering of all disturbed areas.
With regard to impacts to farmlands, and as further detailed in Section 2.1.3 (Farmlands) of
this document, Build Alternative 1 is anticipated to affect 3.95 acres of farmland, whereas
Build Alternative 2 is anticipated to affect 4.85 acres of farmlands. However, no portion of
the area encompassing the farmlands is currently being actively used (cultivated or
harvested) as farmland. As Section 2.1.3 (Farmlands) oIWKLVGRFXPHQWVWDWHV&DOWUDQV¶
consultation with the Natural Resources Conservation Service revealed that the proposed
project, regardless of build alternative implemented, would result in a very minimal amount
of potential farmland conversion as a percentage compared to total existing farmlands within
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the County planning area. Therefore, neither Build Alternative 1 nor Build Alternative 2
would result in a substantial amount of farmland conversion.
As the comment states, and as further detailed in Table 2.3-1 (Permanent Impacts to Natural
Communities) and Table 2.3-2 (Temporary Impacts to Natural Communities) in Section 2.3.1
(Natural Communities) of this document, Build Alternative 2 would result in higher levels
(acreage) of permanent and temporary impact to natural communities. However, and as
further described in Section 2.3.1 (Natural Communities), neither build alternative would
result in any impact to special-status species. Furthermore, implementation of revegetation,
including the oak tree mitigation described in the above responses to comments, would keep
impacts to natural communities to a level of insignificance.
Build Alternative 1 would affect more acreage of waters (0.38 acres versus 0.29) subject to
the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and California Department of Fish and Game, as described in Table 2.3-3
(Estimate Impacts to Jurisdictional Areas) of this document. No wetlands would be affected
under either build alternative.
Selection of the preferred alternative takes into account a variety of factors: environmental
(human, physical, and biological), engineering feasibility/practicability, and economic
considerations, as well as public and agency input.
Response to Comment 19-26:
The project would comply with all applicable California Environmental Quality Act and
National Environmental Policy Act requirements. Thank you for your comment and
participation.
Response to Comment 19-27:
We disagree with the conclusion that the current analysis is incomplete for the reasons
contained in these responses to comments. This environmental document was prepared with
current available information and incorporated the use of technical studies prepared
specifically for the proposed project. We also disagree with the conclusive comment that
³WKHUHLVQRMXVWLILFDWLRQIRUWKHVHOHFWLRQRI$OWHUQDWLYHRYHU$OWHUQDWLYH´$VVWDWHGLQ
Section 1.3.3 (Comparison of Alternatives) in this document, after the public circulation
period, all comments will be considered, and Caltrans will select a preferred alternative and
PDNHWKHILQDOGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIWKHSURMHFW¶VHIIHFWLQWKHHQYLURQPHQW Further, identification
of the preferred alternative takes into account a variety of factors, including environmental
impacts and the potential for successful mitigation of those impacts, engineering feasibility
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DQGWKHVXFFHVVLQDFKLHYLQJWKHSURMHFW¶VSXUSRVHHFRQRPLFFRQVLGHUDWLRQVSOXVSXEOLFDQG
agency input. Section 1.3.4 of this document outlines the reasons why Caltrans identified
Build Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative.
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