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Summary of Comments for the 
“Mitigated Negative Declaration, Notice of Determination, & Initial Study” 

for the  
San Luis Obispo County Bridge #49C0033 

 
This summary offers concise findings regarding the “EXHIBIT A Cypress Mountain Drive 
Bridge Replacement Project ED13-248/300432 Mitigated Negative Declaration, Notice of 
Determination, & Initial Study,” hereinafter referred to simply as “Document”, for the Federally 
funded Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP) bridge replacement 
of San Luis Obispo County Bridge No. 49C0033: 
 
● The proposed project as offered within the Document is neither cost-effective to meet both 

current and future functional demands of Cypress Mountain Drive, nor results in minimizing 
environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible. 

 
● The Document misrepresents the proposed replacement bridge width “…would be widened 

to meet standard lane and shoulder width requirements.” however as will be clearly 
demonstrated, the Document proposes a replacement bridge structure facility of increased 
width that will result in an increase in capacity.  The existing width of the existing bridge 
structure is acceptable for traffic volumes up to 100 vehicles per day.  The Document has 
misrepresented the existing average daily traffic to be: “…approximately 100 average daily 
trips…” whereas Caltrans documentation furnished as EXHIBITS attached to, and a part of 
these comments clearly indicate the present average daily traffic volume is “25” vehicles per 
day as of “2010” and a future average daily traffic of “99” in “2034.”  By widening the 
bridge’s traffic lane and shoulder widths to the extent stated within the Document, the 
capacity of the bridge structure will increase to 400 to 600 vehicles per day.  Therefore 
the project, as currently proposed unless modified, must be considered under California Code 
of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 19, “Categorical Exemptions,” 
Section 15300, more specifically Section 15302, “Replacement or Reconstruction,” to have a 
significant effect on the environment and shall therefore not be exempt from the provisions 
of CEQA thereby requiring an Environmental Impact Report. 

 
● The project as proposed results in a significant increase in capacity from the existing facility.  

Therefore the project will have a significant impact upon the environment.  As such, the 
Document has failed to take under mandatory consideration to include possible alternative 
projects to the proposed project including but not limited to: 

 
○ A no-build alternative. 
 
○ A replacement structure of single lane width of approximate existing span length meeting 

the AASHTO design standards for roadways where the Average Daily Traffic is less than 
100 vehicles per day for both existing and projected traffic volumes out 20 years. 
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• Preliminary estimated construction costs for such an alternative total approximately 
$396,600 or a savings of $654,400 from the current proposed project construction 
cost estimate of  $1,051,000. 

 
• Based upon the preliminary estimated constructions cost of $396,600, “Total 

Participating Costs” for the HBRRP program would total “$678,300 or ONE 
MILLION, FOUR-HUNDRED SIXTY-TWO THOUSAND, THREE-
HUNDRED FIFTY DOLLARS ($1,462,350) less than the “Total Participating 
Costs” of “$2,140,650” stated upon the latest “Exhibit 6-D HBRRP 
Scope/Cost/Schedule Change Request” document submitted by the County to 
Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance and approved by Caltrans District 05 
Local Assistance. 

 
○ Consideration of simultaneous replacement of both Bridge 49C0033 and Bridge 49C0032 

just 2,000 feet to the north east of Bridge 49C0033 of single lane width reinforced 
concrete structures of span lengths approximately equal to existing spans. 

 
○ Replacement of the existing structure to a width no greater than twenty-two feet (22’) 

with the County of San Luis Obispo responsible for construction costs over and above the 
construction costs for a single-lane replacement bridge facility. 

 
○ Consideration of simultaneous replacement of both Bridge 49C0033 and Bridge 49C0032 

just 2,000 feet to the north east of Bridge 49C0033 with replacement structures of widths 
no greater than twenty-two feet (22’) with the County of San Luis Obispo responsible for 
construction costs over and above the construction costs for a single-lane replacement 
bridge facility. 

 
○ Simultaneous replacement of two adjacent bridges of approximately sixty-two (62) years 

of age by a single contractor would be both cost effective and minimize environmental 
impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  Furthermore, installation of conventionally 
reinforced concrete deck slab structures of single lane width at this time, will allow for 
the economical widening of these structures in the future to either twenty two feet (22’) 
or twenty four feet (24’) widths at such time in the future a roadway improvement project 
for Cypress Mountain Drive is performed to fully widen Cypress Mountain Drive to at 
least two-way dual 9-foot or 10-foot traffic lanes from Santa Rosa Creek Road to Klau 
Mine Road. 

 
● Again, the Document misrepresents the proposed replacement bridge width “…would be 

widened to meet standard lane and shoulder width requirements.”  The proposed curb to curb 
bridge deck width of twenty-four feet (24’) has been wrongfully established by the misuse of 
design tables intended to establish roadway and shoulder widths, and not bridge widths, for 
either new roadway construction, or roadway reconstruction projects.   These design tables 
are found within the American Association of State Highway Officials (AASHTO) design 
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guideline/standard document titled “A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets”, otherwise known as “The Green Book”.  This AASHTO document, and all other 
AASHTO documents included by reference, are the design guidelines/specifications Local 
Agencies are mandated to adhere to pursuant to the HBRRP program requirements as 
managed by Caltrans.  These comments to the Document will clearly demonstrate the 
County of San Luis Obispo has wrongfully used Table 5-5 for local roads, and Table 6-5 for 
collector roads, both tables titled: “Maximum width of Traveled Way and Shoulders” within 
The Green Book to misrepresent greater bridge deck widths than allowed by AASHTO and 
thus HBRRP program requirements. 

 
● Furthermore, there is an appearance the County of  San Luis Obispo has purposefully 

misrepresented both Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and existing Design Speed values on 
HBRRP application documents signed by authorized County of San Luis Obispo personnel 
and submitted to the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer.  As it will be shown 
within these comments for the Document, thresholds of ADT and existing Design Speed 
values determine minimum roadway and roadway shoulder widths within Table 5-5 for local 
roads, and Table 6-5 for collector roads.  Existing approach roadway width and ADT values 
determine respectively minimum required bridge roadway width and bridge shoulder widths 
within Table 5-6 for local roads, and within Table 6-6 for collector roads. 

 
 The appearance of misrepresentation of ADT values submitted by the County of San Luis 

Obispo to the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer is revealed by comparing ADT 
values submitted upon  HBRRP application documents signed by authorized County of San 
Luis Obispo personal and submitted to the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer 
representing an existing ADT of “100” and future ADT of “160” at “Build-out” (this value 
is supposed to be a year not more than 20 years into the future), whereas Caltrans Office of 
Maintenance and Investigations biennial Bridge Inspection Report (BIR) “Structure 
Inventory and Appraisal Reports” (SI&AR)  represent in 2012 and 2014 an existing ADT of 
just “25” and a future ADT of “99” in the year “2034”.  The County of San Luis Obispo is 
solely responsible for the submission of Average Daily Traffic data for both existing ADT 
and projected future ADT and the year of that projected ADT to Caltrans Office of Structure 
Maintenance and Investigations for incorporation into the BIR SI&AR. 

 
 The appearance of a misrepresentation of Design Speed of the existing approach roadway 

submitted to the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer is revealed by comparing 
existing substandard bridge approach roadway width, substandard approach roadway curve 
radii, pavement surface being unpaved, and the fact the Document stated a CDF response 
time to cover “4.9 miles” in approximate “15 minutes” clearly indicates the Design Speed in 
the vicinity of  Bridge 49C0033 cannot be remotely closed to the represented “30 mph” value 
submitted to the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer. 

 
● Again, the Document misrepresents the proposed replacement bridge width “…would be 

widened to meet standard lane and shoulder width requirements.”  The proposed curb to curb 
bridge deck width of twenty-four feet (24’) has been wrongfully established by the misuse of 
design tables intended to establish roadway and shoulder widths, and not bridge widths, for 
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either new roadway construction, or roadway reconstruction projects.   These design tables 
are found  

 
● The HBRRP program requirements demand that the Local Agency shall establish the 

replacement bridge width to meet minimum AASHTO design guidelines/standards unless 
there is justification to exceed those minimum AASHTO design guidelines/standards.  These 
design guideline/standards are found within Table 5-6 for local roads, and Table 6-6 for 
collector roads, both tables titled: “Maximum Clear Roadway Widths and Design 
Loadings for New and Reconstructed Bridges” within The Green Book.  These comments 
to the Document will clearly demonstrate the County of San Luis Obispo has failed to follow 
these minimum AASHTO design guidelines/standards. 

 
● Correct application of the AASHTO design guideline/standards found within The Green 

Book requires the roadway widths for replacement bridge structures to meet the preexisting 
approach travelway width and tabulated shoulder widths as specified within Table 5-6 for 
local roads, and Table 6-6 for collector roads. 

 
To repeat, the establishment of the minimum required deck width for the replacement 
bridge structure is required to be based upon the preexisting width of the existing 
approach roadway pursuant to Table 5-6 and Table 6-6 of The Green Book, and not the 
tabulated values for new or reconstructed roadway widths specified within Table 5-5 and 
Table 6-5 within The Green Book. 
 
● Any increase over and above the minimum dimensions specified within Table 5-6 and Table 

6-6 within The Green Book are required to be justified by the Local Agency.  Reasons for 
increasing the minimum dimensions specified include but are not limited to: 

 
○ If the existing design speed of the approach roadway justifies exceeding minimum 

AASHTO design guideline/standards, or, 
 
○ If the projected Average Daily Traffic projected no more than 20 years into the future, 

pursuant to Table 5-6 and Table 6-6, and not Table 5-5 and 6-5, is expected to increase 
above a threshold that would require an increase in bridge deck width, or, 

 
○ There is a proposed project to widen the approach roadway within the vicinity of the 

subject bridge either established within the current adopted General Plan, or listed as a 
capital improvement program project programed within the next ten years to bring the 
existing roadway up to current minimum AASHTO design guidelines/standards, or, 

 
○ If there is a history of traffic accidents along the approach roadway in the vicinity of the 

replacement bridge that would justify widening of the approach roadway, or, 
 
○ If the Local Agency can document any other legitimate justifiable cause to increase the 

replacement bridge deck width beyond the minimum AASHTO design 
guideline/specification requirements. 
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● If the Local Agency cannot justify the increased dimensions, pursuant to the HBRRP 

program requirements, the Local Agency shall be held responsible by Caltrans for all 
construction costs related in excess of the replacement bridge structure meeting the specified 
minimum AASHTO design guideline/specifications.  The Commenter however, has yet to 
find a single HBRRP project throughout California where Caltrans has fulfilled their 
responsibilities. 

 
● Based upon the facts presented directly above, the factual minimum replacement bridge deck 

width per AASHTO design guidelines/specifications for Bridge 49C0033 on Cypress 
Mountain Drive, based upon the following facts: 

 
○ The existing approach roadway width, as specified upon Caltrans Office of Structure 

Maintenance and Investigations biennial Bridge Inspection Report (BIR) “Structure 
Inventory and Appraisal Report” (SI&AR) since at least 2008 is “3.7 M” or 12.1 feet. 

 
○ The existing design speed for the approach roadway, due to substandard curves, is no 

greater than 25 miles per hour. 
 
○ Per the latest Caltrans biennial Bridge Inspection Report’s Structure Inventory and 

Appraisal Report, the existing Average Daily Traffic as of “2010” is “25” vehicles per 
day and the future projected Average Daily Traffic is “99” estimated to the year “2034.”  
This estimated value of “99” vehicles per day, or an increase of 74 vehicles per day over 
a 24 year time period represents a 5.9% per year increase in traffic which is an 
unreasonable rate for rural mountainous roadways. 

 
• Per minimum AASHTO design guidelines/standards, if a roadway’s Average Daily 

Traffic volume is 100 vehicles per day or less both currently and projected out no 
more than 20 years, then one-lane bridges “…may be provided on single-lane roads 
and on two-lane roads where the designer finds that a one-lane bridge can 
operate effectively.” 

 
○ A project does not exist to widen Cypress Mountain Drive either within the County of 

San Luis Obispo’s current adopted General Plan, nor within the County of San Luis 
Obispo’s current Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Year 2015/2016 to 2019/2020 
to current AASHTO design guidelines/standards. 

 
○ California Highway Patrol Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System (SWITRS) 

data for all roadways in the unincorporated areas of San Luis Obispo County from 
January 1, 2001 to December 31,  2014 do not indicate one single record of a traffic 
accident having occurred on any portion of Cypress Mountain Drive. 

 
○ Since at least January of 2008, during intermittent times of the year, the County of San 

Luis Obispo displays permanently placed Caltrans Type R11-4 signage proclaiming 
“ROAD CLOSED TO THRU TRAFFIC” both west of Bridge 49C0033 at the 
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intersection of Cypress Mountain Drive with Santa Rosa Creek Road, and east of Bridge 
49C0033 at the intersection of Cypress Mountain Drive with Klau Mine Road. 

 
○ Therefore, based upon the facts immediately presented directly above, the mandatory 

minimum, cost-effective replacement bridge width need only meet the bridge width 
established per Table 6-6, “Minimum Roadway Widths and Design Loadings for New 
and Reconstructed Bridges” within The Green Book where: 

 
• Per Table 5-6 for local roads within The Green Book, for a “Design Volume 

(veh/day)” of “400 and under” the “Minimum Clear Roadway Width for Bridges” is 
established to be: 

 
Minimum Clear Roadway Width for Bridges = Traveled way + 2 ft (each side) 
 
• Therefore, the mandatory minimum, cost-effective replacement bridge width need 

only be no greater than: 
 
3.7 meters * 3.28 feet/meters = 12.1 feet plus 2 feet each side or 16 feet total width 
 

A one-lane bridge sixteen feet (16’) in width may be provided pursuant to The Green Book 
as Cypress Mountain Drive is essentially a one-lane roadway with Average Daily Traffic 
less than 100 vehicles per day both currently and projected 20 years into the future, there 
are no plans to widen the roadway within the next ten years, and such a one-lane bridge 
can function effectively based upon the safety performance of the preexisting fourteen foot 
wide timber bridge structure having been in service since 1953. 

 
● The project presented within the Document proposes to increase the current span of the 

existing timber trestle bridge from approximately twenty-seven feet (27’) to fifty-four feet 
(54’) purportedly to increase the bridge soffit (bottom of bridge deck surface) to: 

 
“…improve the capacity of flow over that of the existing bridge as well as meet 
the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) criteria of passing the 50-year 
flood and the 100-year flood.” 

 
The independent hydrologic/hydraulic analysis included within these comments to the 
Document clearly demonstrates a thirty-foot (30’) span between abutments is sufficient and 
cost-effective to allow the estimated 50-year and 100-year flows to pass beneath the 
replacement bridge structure with sufficient freeboard (clearance) beneath the replacement 
bridge soffit.  
 
○ A conventionally reinforced 54-foot concrete slab bridge would require the construction 

of an intermediate bridge pier in the channel of Klau Creek. 
 
○ A single 54-foot clear span would need to employ a post-tensioned concrete deck slab 

structure. 
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Therefore a thirty-foot (30’) span between abutments would allow for a satisfactory clear 
span across Klau creek that is both cost-effective and minimizes environmental impacts to 
the greatest extent feasible.   
 
● A series of documents received by the Commenter via the California Public Records Act 

clearly document from 2012 to 2014, the County of San Luis Obispo had submitted no less 
than three separate “Exhibit 6-D HBRRP Scope/Cost/Schedule Change Request” forms to 
the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer requesting: 
 

○ Increases in Preliminary Engineering reimbursements from: 

• An original request of $144,000 prior to 2012 to: 

• A requested increased to $294,000 in 2012 to: 

• A requested increased to $484,700 in 2013 to: 

• A requested increased to $586,700 in 2014: 
 

○ Increases in Construction Engineering reimbursements from: 

• An original request of $87,000 prior to 2012 to: 

• A requested increased to $210,200 in 2014: 
 
○ Increases in total estimated Construction Costs from: 

• An original request of $576,000 prior to 2012 to: 

• A requested increased to $1,051,000 in 2014: 
 

As will be demonstrated throughout these comments to the Document, it is inexcusable for both 
the County of San Luis Obispo to exhaust such financial resources for such a simple project, as 
well as Caltrans District 05 to approve such unjustifiable increases in Preliminary Engineering 
and as yet to commence until construction proceeds, Construction Engineering reimbursable 
costs, as well as an unjustifiable increase in estimated construction costs that would result in a 
project that is neither cost-effective nor minimizes environmental impacts to the greatest extent 
feasible. 

 
In conclusion to this “Summary of Comments,” the Commenter is offering these comments to 
the Document as the Commenter is aware Local Agencies throughout California are wrongfully 
applying Table 5-5 for local roads, and Table 6-5 for collector roads that are intended solely for 
either the new construction or reconstruction of Local Agency local roads and collector roads, in 
order to justify wider bridge dimensions than justified.  Such a misuse of The Green Book design 
guidelines/standards is resulting in multiple bridge replacement projects throughout California 
that are neither cost effective, nor minimize environmental impacts to the greatest extent 
feasible, and are resulting in the construction of replacement bridge structures that are capacity 
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increasing, thereby contradicting the environmental documents being issued to justify these 
bridge replacement projects. 
 
One such additional project located within the County of San Luis Obispo is the HBRRP project 
to replace the existing Bridge 49C0143 on Branch Mill Road over Tar Springs Creek where the 
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, Notice of Determination, & Initial Study was wrongfully 
adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors in October of 2013. 
 

End of Summary of Comments 
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Commenter Introduction 
 
The Commenter prefaces their remarks by stating as a former Structures Representative with the 
California Department of Transportation, the Commenter has participated in value analysis 
programs to achieve highway infrastructure project solutions that meet sophisticated demands 
over a broad spectrum of goals that result in “context sensitive” solutions.  Such goals include 
but are not limited to: achieving solutions that are cost-effective, minimizing environmental 
impacts to the greatest extent feasible, and arriving at a solution that satisfies the term “context 
sensitive” solutions by meeting the expectations of the most important stakeholders of any 
project: the end users.  These goals are not mutually exclusive.  Cost-effective designs must meet 
mandatory minimum design specifications established by the Federally funded, California 
Department of Transportation managed, Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation 
Program, or “HBRRP.”  Cost-effective designs are based on multiple factors including but not 
limited to:  projected traffic volumes, or Average Daily Traffic (ADT) in terms of vehicles per 
day estimated up to 20 years into the future; pre-existing approach roadway widths, shoulder 
widths, and roadway curvature which determine the roadway design speeds; and accident history 
in the vicinity of the bridge and approach roadway.  Furthermore, the proposed bridge 
replacement project needs to consider either presently approved, or future development projects 
that could potentially lead to an increase in traffic volumes upon the roadways served by the 
bridge; or any proposed plans to either widen or realign the existing roadway in the foreseeable 
future either per the local agency’s circulation element within their currently adopted general 
plan, or five-year capital improvement program, but no more than 10 years into the future. 
 
Furthermore the Commenter has prepared “Project Study Reports,” or PSRs’ for the application 
to Caltrans District Local Assistance for funding by the Federal Highway Bridge Replacement 
and Rehabilitation Program.  As a professionally licensed individual, it is incumbent upon the 
Commenter to be fully knowledgeable of the policies, rules, regulations, requirements, 
guidelines, standards, and procedures Local Agencies must follow to receive Federal funding 
under the Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program 
 
Cost-effective solutions tend to result in reducing environmental impacts to the greatest extent 
feasible.  Such solutions are achieved when a design alternative is selected that minimizes 
impacts to the environmentally sensitive areas in the immediate vicinity of the subject bridge 
structure as bridges are commonly employed to cross bodies of water immediately adjacent to 
environmentally sensitive areas, or ESAs.  Therefore, the goal of minimizing environmental 
impacts is most often achieved by simply replacing the existing bridge along an alignment 
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approximate to the pre-existing alignment to the minimum width and span requirements as 
mandated by the Federal HBRRP program. 
 
The comments following regarding the Document are separated into four parts: 
 
● “Comments Regarding the Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program 

Requirements” from Page 11 to Page 44. 
 
● “Comments Regarding Alternative Design” from Page 45 to Page 46. 
 
● “Comments Regarding the Document” from Page 47 to Page 66. 
 
● EXHIBITS from Page 67to Page 185. 
 

End of Commenter Introduction 
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Comments Regarding the Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program Requirements 
 
While any review of these comments regarding the Document may by-pass these comments 
regarding the HBRRP requirements, these comments furnish justification for the comments made 
regarding the Document that follow. Prior to commencing with comments specifically regarding 
the Document, it is necessary to preface those comments by first discussing fundamental 
policies, rules, regulations, requirements, guidelines, standards, and procedures Local Agencies 
must follow to receive Federal funding under the Highway Bridge Replacement and 
Rehabilitation Program.  This discussion and comments regarding the contents of the Document 
are supplemented by EXHBITS that are attached to, are a part of, and follow these comments 
regarding the Document. 
 
To begin, the policies and outline procedures for administering the Highway Bridge 
Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP) in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 144, are found 
within Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter I, Subchapter G, Part 650, Subpart D.  The 
following link is offered to the U.S. Government Publishing Office’s Electronic Code of Federal 
Regulations: 
 

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=dee40a677e5c872e29af6593fb4c4ed4&node=sp23.1.650.d&rgn=div6 
 
Caltrans, through a document titled: “Joint Stewardship and Oversight Agreement between 
Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),” has been delegated by the FHWA, 
multiple responsibilities for the administration of FHWA funded programs including the 
HBRRP.  This agreement may be accessed at the following Caltrans website: 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/stewardship/ 
 
by clicking the link: 

 
Joint Stewardship and Oversight Agreement executed October 14, 2010. 

 
which will take one to the following web address: 

 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/stewardship/CA-Steward-Refinement-FINAL10142010.pdf 

 
● Page 1 to PAGE 2 OF EXHIBIT FHWA-1, document the cover page and signatory page of 

the “Stewardship Agreement.” 
 
Further examination of this entire document at the above link will reveal the Federal 
Highway Administration has accepted the Caltrans Local Assistance Program Manual and 
Local Assistance Program Guidelines for the Caltrans administration and oversight of the 
HBRRP program.  FHWA has decreed within the “Stewardship Agreement” Caltrans 
programs are accepted to be in conformance with Federal rules and regulations contained 

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=dee40a677e5c872e29af6593fb4c4ed4&node=sp23.1.650.d&rgn=div6
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/stewardship/
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/stewardship/CA-Steward-Refinement-FINAL10142010.pdf
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within Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter I, Subchapter G, Part 650, Subpart 
D. 
 
With respect to the Federally funded Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program, 
at least six chapters from the Caltrans Local Assistance Program Manuals and Program 
Guidelines apply: 
 
● Local Assistance Program Guidelines Chapter 6-Highway Bridge Replacement and 

Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP), a copy of which is available at the following link: 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_g/g06hbrr.pdf 
 
● Local Assistance Program Guidelines Chapter 20-Environmental Enhancement and 

Mitigation (EEM) Program, the home page which is available at the following link: 
 

http://dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/EEM/homepage.htm 
 
● Local Assistance Procedures Manual-Chapter 6 – Environmental Procedures, a copy of 

which is available at the following link: 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch06-2013-03-14.pdf 
 
● Local Assistance Procedures Manual-Chapter 10 Consultant Selection, a copy of which is 

available at the following link: 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch10.pdf 
 
● Local Assistance Procedures Manual Chapter 11 Design Standards, a copy of which is 

available at the following link: 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch11-2012-10-05.pdf 
 
● Local Assistance Procedures Manual Chapter 20 Deficiencies and Sanctions, a copy of which 

is available at the following link: 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch20-2013-05-08.pdf 
 
These six documents in total are incorporated within these comments regarding the Document 
by reference, regardless of whether any specific references or quotes are extracted from any of 
these six documents. 
 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_g/g06hbrr.pdf
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/EEM/homepage.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch06-2013-03-14.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch10.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch11-2012-10-05.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch20-2013-05-08.pdf
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With respect to Chapter Six of the Local Assistance Program Guidelines: 
 
● Selected pages of EXHIBIT CT-1 which are attached to, are a part of, and follow these 

comments, document specific pages from Chapter 6 of the Local Assistance Program 
Guidelines that Local Agencies are required to follow to receive Federal funding under the 
HBRRP program, and are offered for these comments on the Document: 

 
● Page 1 of EXHIBIT CT-1 documents Page 6-1 from Chapter 6.  Please note under the 

heading “6.1 Introduction,” the last sentence within the fourth full paragraph states: 
 

“Since local agencies are financially accountable for meeting these requirements, 
it is essential that local agency decision-makers thoroughly understand these 
guidelines.” 

 
● Page 2 of EXHIBIT CT-1 documents Page 6-7 where under the subheading “6.2.2 Bridge 

Replacement,” Item 2. states in full: 
 

“2. The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) defines the replacement scope of work as 
follows: 

 
 “23CFR650.403(1) Replacement. Total replacement of a structurally deficient or 

functionally obsolete bridge with a new facility constructed in the same general 
traffic corridor. A nominal amount of approach work, sufficient to connect the new 
facility to the existing roadway or to return the gradeline to an attainable 
touchdown point in accordance with good design practice is also eligible. The 
replacement structure must meet the current geometric, construction and structural 
standards required for the types and volume of projected traffic on the facility over 
its design life.” 

 
 Per AASHTO’s “A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets,” 1994 

edition, projected needs beyond 20 years are not practical. Therefore, even though 
the design life of a new bridge may be 25 to 100 years, the HBRRP will only 
participate in the geometrics of bridge based on 20 year projected traffic needs.” 

 
Therefore, by the language: “…must meet…”, this language is unequivocal that the HBRRP 
program will only fund bridge geometrics, including bridge width, that are based upon the 20 
year projected traffic needs.  By “projected” it is construed to mean a projection that is based 
upon an accurate determination of future average daily traffic based upon well established 
planning methods taking under account approved, proposed and potential development served by 
the subject roadway and bridge, including both general plans and specific plans that are 
applicable to the geographic region that includes the bridge and roadway under consideration. 
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● It is imperative at this time to interject from the Federal Highways Administration design 
guidelines documented upon Page 3 of EXHIBIT FHWA-3 where within the rectangle 
enclosed area it states in full: 
 
“(4)  Bridge replacement projects should meet the AASHTO standards for new 
bridges with very few exceptions.  In the case of bridges on low volume roads 
and streets, exceptions may be appropriate if the existing road will not be 
upgraded in the foreseeable future (10 years or more). “ 

 
Therefore bridges on local roads designated as “very low-volume” roads where the Average 
Daily Traffic, or ADT, is not expected to exceed 400 vehicles per day within the 20 year 
threshold or in the specific case for Bridge 49C0033, 100 vehicles per day, as established within 
Part 6.2.2, “Bridge Replacement,” within Chapter 6 of  the Caltrans Local Assistance Program 
Guideline, design exceptions to construct replacement bridges to widths less than the minimum 
AASHTO design standards are allowable for bridges that serve very low-volume roadways such 
as Cypress Mountain Drive, where widening of the adjacent approach roadways is not 
anticipated in the next 10 years.  EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 documents excerpts from the AASHTO 
guideline/standard “Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local Roads 
(ADT ≤ 400)”  This document is an AASHTO design guideline/specification incorporated by 
reference by the AASHTO document “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and 
Streets,” that pursuant to Chapter 11, “Design Standards,” from the Caltrans Local Assistance 
Program Manual, is the mandatory design standard for “Geometric Standards for New and 
Reconstruction Projects (refer to EXHIBIT CT-3).  This design guidelines/specification was 
specifically developed by AASHTO to address the design requirements for very low-volume 
roads and will be discussed further below. 
 
● Continuing upon Page 2 of EXHIBIT CT-1, under the subheading “6.2.2 Bridge 

Replacement,” Item 4. states in full: 
 

“4. Even though a bridge may be eligible for replacement (SR ≤ 50), rehabilitation shall 
still be considered to ensure the most cost-effective solution is selected. When 
appropriate (determined by the local agency), a cost analysis should be included in 
the local agency’s project file. The SR, by itself, shall not be the sole justification for 
bridge replacement.” 

 
Therefore this passage clearly documents bridge replacement projects shall: “ENSURE THE 
MOST COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTION REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE PROJECT 
IS REHABILITATION OR REPLACEMENT.”  By the language “shall” this requirement is 
unequivocally mandatory. 
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Furthermore it should be stated the Commenter of the Document has never experienced a 
HBRRP project where a Caltrans District Local Assistance Engineer required of any Local 
Agency  to include a cost analysis within any Local Agency’s project file, particularly where it is 
readily apparent the proposed and therefore constructed project was not cost-effective as the 
proposed project significantly exceeded minimum  AASHTO design standards for the functional 
class, preexisting physical dimensions of the approach  roadway, anticipated increase in traffic 
volumes out 20 years, and traffic accident history over a span of 5 to 10 years prior to 
programming the bridge for replacement or rehabilitation. 
 
● Page 3 of EXHIBIT CT-1 documents Page 6-16 under the heading “6.3 Standards,” where 

the first sentence within the first paragraph states: 
 

“Standards for local assistance projects are available in Chapter 11, “Design 
Standards,” of the LAPM.” (LAPM stands for “Local Assistance Program 
Manual). 
 
○ Please momentarily direct your attention to Page 2 of EXHIBIT CT-3 documenting 

Page 11-3 within Chapter 11, “Design Standards” of the Local Assistance Program 
Manual that is again, available at the afore referenced link: 

 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch11-2012-10-05.pdf 
 
Please note under the heading “11.2 Statewide Design Standards for Local Assistance 
Projects” within the rectangle enclosed area it states in full: 
 

“The following statewide design standards are acceptable for design of 
local federal-aid projects both on and off the NHS (NHS stands for 
National Highway System). 
 
Locally funded projects on the State Highway System (SHS) must be 
designed in association with SHS standards as defined in various 
Caltrans manuals. 
 

Roadway and Appurtenances 
 

Geometric Standards for New and Reconstruction Projects 
 

New and reconstruction projects shall be designed in accordance with 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) Standards as defined in the current edition of A Policy on 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch11-2012-10-05.pdf
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Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (often referred to as the 
AASHTO Green Book).” 

 
Therefore, it is imperative to note, while locally funded projects on the State Highway 
System must be designed pursuant to Caltrans design manuals, Federally funded Local 
Assistance projects for local roads and streets shall be designed in accordance with the 
AASHTO Green Book.  By the term “shall”, this mandate is unequivocal. 
 
The following American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials, or 
AASHTO documents are incorporated within these comments of the Document by 
reference, regardless of whether any specific references or quotes are extracted from any 
of these three documents: 

 
● Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local Roads (ADT ≤ 400), 

2001 Edition or later. 
 

○ Excerpts from this document are included herein as EXHIBIT AASHTO-1. 
 
● A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, or, “The Green Book,” 2011 

6,th Edition or later. 
 

○ Excerpts from this document are included herein as EXHIBIT AASHTO-2. 
 
● Roadside Design Guide, 4th Edition 2001, or later. 
 

○ Excerpts from this document are included herein as EXHIBIT AASHTO-3. 
 
● Please momentarily direct your attention to the excerpts from the AASHTO design standard 

document, “Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local Roads (ADT ≤ 
400),” included within these comments of the Draft as EXHIBIT AASHTO-1. 

 
○ The rectangle enclosed first paragraph at the top of Page 2 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 

within “Foreword” states in part: 
 
“As highway designers, highway engineers strive to provide for the needs of 
highway users while maintaining the integrity of the environment.  Unique 
combinations of design requirements that are often conflicting result in 
unique solutions to the design problems.  The geometric design of very low-
volume local roads presents a unique challenge because the very low traffic 
volumes and reduced frequency of crashes make designs normally applied on 
higher volume roads less cost-effective.” 
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This passage cannot be allowed to be simply quoted without comment.  The needs of the 
highway users must be met while maintaining the integrity of the environment.  The Document 
proposes a project that is not consistent with this mandate. 

 
○ The first rectangle at the top of Page 4 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 within “CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION” enclosing the first paragraph, states in full: 
 
“This document presents geometric design guidelines for very low-volume 
local roads.  The purpose of the guidelines is to help highway designers in 
selecting appropriate geometric designs for roads with low traffic volumes 
traveled by motorists who are generally familiar with the roadway and its 
geometrics.  The design guidelines presented here may be used on very low-
volume local roads in lieu of the applicable policies for design of local roads 
and streets presented in the AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of 
Highways and Streets (1), commonly known as the Green Book.” 
 

The underlined passage directly above clearly establishes that for very low-volume roads with 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) less than 400 (both current and out to the end of the planning 
period, per San Luis Obispo County’s existing General Plan), as is the case for Cypress 
Mountain Drive where it will be clearly demonstrated the ADT will not exceed “100” vehicles 
per day by the year “2034,” design guidelines contained within this design document can and 
should be used instead of the “Green Book” in order to achieve a cost-effective alternative that 
minimizes environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible. 

 
○ The definition of “very low-volume local roads” is furnished within the second rectangle 

enclosed area upon Page 4 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1: 
 

 “The guidelines presented in this document are applicable to very low 
volume local roads.  Very low-volume local roads are defined as follows: 
 
A very low-volume local road is a road that is functionally classified as a local 
road and has a design average daily traffic volume of 400 vehicles per day or 
less” 

 
As will be clearly documented below in numerous County of San Luis Obispo and 
California Department of Transportation Structures Maintenance and Investigations 
documents, Cypress Mountain Drive in the vicinity of the subject bridge replacement 
project meets the AASHTO definition of a “very low-volume” local road and in fact, is 
documented upon Page 704 of the Caltrans Office of Structure Maintenance and 
Investigations (OSM&I) October, 2014 Local Agency Bridge List to serve an Average Daily 
Traffic Volume of just 25 vehicles per day, as is documented upon EXHIBIT 2. 
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● The first rectangular enclosed area upon Page 6 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1documents the 

AASHTO Low-Volume Road definition for a “Rural Major Access Road”, which in terms of 
functional classification, is similar to the Caltrans functional classification termed “09 Rural 
Major Collector” or “08 Rural Minor Collector” road. 

 
○ Please direct your attention to Page 1 of EXHIBIT 6 documenting California Road 

System Map “8R” that indicates Cypress Mountain Road in the vicinity of Bridge 
49C0033 is classified as a “Minor Collector” roadway by the yellow line with heavy 
black border lines. 

 
○ Please note the key map of Google Earth Street View images upon Page 2 of EXHIBIT 

6 and subsequent Google Earth Street Views at selected approximate post miles 
documented upon Page 3 to Page 6 of EXHIBIT 6. 

 
• Please note Page 2 and Page 4 of EXHIBIT 6 document that at the intersection of 

Cypress Mountain Drive at Santa Rosa Creek Road, presumed to be Post Mile 0.0 for 
Cypress Mountain Road, a Caltrans standard Type R11-4 sign stating: 

 
“ROAD CLOSED TO THRU TRAFFIC” 

 
has been posted since at least the Google Earth Street View imagery date of “4/2012” 
and “1/2008” respectively. 
 

• Please note Page 5 of EXHIBIT 6 documents a Google Earth Street View at 
approximately Post Mile 0.77 on Cypress Mountain Road just westerly of the 
intersection with Reservoir Road.  Please note the roadway surface is dirt and, based 
upon measurements from the Google Earth aerial view, the roadway width in the 
vicinity of the Google Earth Street View varies between approximately 12.6-feet to 
15-feet in width indicating Cypress Mountain Drive in this area is essentially a one-
lane road. 

 
• Please note Page 6 of EXHIBIT 6 documents that at the intersection of Cypress 

Mountain Drive at Klau Mine Road, or approximately Post Mile 6.57 for Cypress 
Mountain Road, a Caltrans standard Type R11-4 sign stating: 

 
“ROAD CLOSED TO THRU TRAFFIC” 

 
has been posted since at least the Google Earth Street View imagery date of “3/2012”. 
 

Therefore, although the functional classification of Cypress Mountain Drive, per California 
Road System Map “8R,” as is documented upon Page 1 of EXHIBIT 6 is listed as a “Minor 
Collector,” as has been clearly presented directly above: 
 



Douglas P. Jackson, PE 
Comments Regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration, Notice of Determination, & Initial Study 

for the 
Cypress Mountain Drive Bridge Replacement Project ED13-248/300432 

  

 
Page 19 of 184 

● The Average Daily Traffic for Cypress Mountain Drive is established as “25” 
 
And, as will be presented below based upon the Document stating the response time from 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) Las Tablas Fire 
Station “…is located approximately 4.9 miles from the project site and response time is 
approximately 15 minutes.”: 
 
● The safe design speed along Cypress Mountain Drive is approximately 20 miles per 

hour throughout the entire course of Cypress Mountain Drive. 
 
Furthermore, as documented upon Page 3 to Page 6 of EXHIBIT 6, Cypress Mountain 
Drive is posted with Caltrans Type R11-4, “ROAD CLOSED TO THRU TRAFFIC” 
signage beyond the location of Bridge 49C0033 and there are extensive lengths of Cypress 
Mountain Road that should be classified as a one-lane rural mountainous local road.  
Therefore, Cypress Mountain Drive is functionally classified as a “minor collector” in 
name only and for all intentions and purposes more accurately meets the functional 
classification of a “local road.” 
 
● The bracketed area from the bottom of Page 6 to the top of Page 7 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-

1 documents the AASHTO Low-Volume Road definition for a “Rural Minor Access Road”, 
which in terms of functional classification, is similar to the Caltrans functional classification 
termed “07 Rural Local” road. 

 
It is imperative to note as stated immediately above, Cypress Mountain Road in the vicinity 
of the subject bridge replacement project meets the AASHTO functional classification 
definition for a “Rural Minor Access Road,” and therefore the Caltrans functional 
classification definition for a “07 Rural Local Road” due to its low volume of 25 vehicles 
per day average daily traffic, existing substandard width and horizontal curves, and 
unpaved condition. 
 
● The bracketed area from the bottom of Page 8 to the top of Page 9 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-

1 documents the AASHTO Low-Volume Road discussion regarding “Traffic Volumes”.  
Please note the individual underlined passages, the first which states: 

 
“The projected average daily traffic volume (ADT) should be used as the basis 
for design.  Usually, the year for which traffic is projected is about 20 years from 
the date of completion of construction, but may range from the current year to 
20 years depending upon the nature of the improvement.” 
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○ Again, please momentarily redirect your attention to EXHIBIT 2 documenting the Page 
704 of the October 2014 Caltrans Office of Structure Maintenance and Investigations 
Local Agency Bridge List. 

 
• Please note the intersection of the rectangle areas enclosing the “ADT” for both 

Bridges 49C0032 and 49C0033 is indicated to be “25.” 
 

○ Please direct your attention to Page 10 of EXHIBIT 1 documenting Page 25 of the 
Document Part 12. “TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION,” where the underlined 
passage states: 

 
“Traffic along Cypress Mountain Drive is infrequent (approximately 100 
average daily trips) and is currently used by nearby residents and visitors to 
the 7X Ranch, a youth camp located south of the project side.” 

 
○ Please momentarily direct your attention to Page 1 to Page 4 of EXHIBIT 3 

documenting on February 26, 2015, as a result of a public records request the Commenter 
received Caltrans biennial Bridge Inspection Reports for Bridge 49C0033 from 2008 to 
2014 from the County of San Luis Obispo.  Please note for all four documents the 
rectangle areas at the middle of the left column and at the lower right column enclose: 

 
• National Bridge Inspection (NBI) Item “(29) AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC” 
 
• National Bridge Inspection (NBI) Item “(30) YEAR OF ADT” 
 
• National Bridge Inspection (NBI) Item “(109) TRUCK ADT” 
 
• National Bridge Inspection (NBI) Item “(114) FUTURE ADT” 
 
• National Bridge Inspection (NBI) Item “(115) YEAR OF FUTURE ADT” 

 
It is imperative to note at this time that these values are supplied by the Local Agency, in 
this case the County of San Luis Obispo for Caltrans to input into the biennial Bridge 
Inspection Report’s Structure Inventory and Appraisal Report pursuant to the Federal 
“Recording and Coding Guide for the Structure Inventory and Appraisal of the Nation’s 
Bridges” document.  These values should represent as accurately as possible, true and 
existing traffic counts based upon either traffic count data or observational data over a 
representative period of time.  Peak periods of traffic or one single day of high volume 
traffic should not be used to supply the “Average Daily Traffic” value.  Furthermore, the 
projected “FUTURE ADT” and “YEAR OF FUTURE ADT” should represent as 
accurately as possible, projected future average daily traffic volumes based upon current 
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zoning and potential development along the roadway served by the subject bridge 
structure. 
 
To readily grasp the significance of the repeated modifications to the identified NBI items from 
2008 to 2014, a table is presented directly below summarizing the past recent data supplied by 
the County of San Luis Obispo to Caltrans Office of Structure Maintenance and Investigations: 
 

DATE 

(29) 
AVERAGE 

DAILY 
TRAFFIC 

(39) 
YEAR OF 

ADT 

(109) 
TRUCK ADT 

(114) 
FUTURE ADT 

(115) 
YEAR OF 

FUTURE ADT 

AVG 
ANNUAL 

INCR 
% 

7/24/2014 25 2010 5% 99 2034 5.9% 
9/26/2012 25 2010 5% 99 2034 5.9% 
9/8/2011 25 2010 5% 105 2028 8.3% 

11/17/2008 68 1990 0% 105 2028 1.1% 
 
○ The “AVG ANNUAL INCR % “ i “” column presents the computed uniform 

average annual increase in ADT for Cypress Mountain Drive in the vicinity of 
Bridge 49C0033 based on the “CURRENT ADT”, the “YEAR OF ADT,” the 
“FUTURE ADT”, and the “FUTURE ADT YEAR”.  The “i’ value for each year’s 
ADT data is back-calculated from the formula: 

 
FUTURE ADT = CURRENT ADT * ( 1 + i ) ^ (future  year – current year) 

 
Where “ i “ is the average annual increase in the ADT to arrive at the specified ADT in the future 
year stated upon each and every single SI&AR report for Bridge 49C0033 as listed by the 
Caltrans Structures Maintenance and Investigations Local Agency Bridge List.  “ i “ is simply 
calculated by: 

i = [ (FUTURE ADT / CURRENT ADT )  ^ (1 / ( future year – current year)) ] - 1 
 

Please note within the far right column the only reasonable “AVERAGE ANNUAL 
INCREASE” in Average Daily Traffic was for the “11/17/2008” Structure Inventory and 
Appraisal Report.  The Commenter is not familiar with commonly used average annual 
increases in Average Daily Traffic for planning purposes in San Luis Obispo County but it 
is clearly evident rates from “5.9%” to “8.3%” are simply unrealistically excessive. 

 
Therefore, based upon the current ADT listed upon both the Office of Structure 
Maintenance and Investigations Local Agency Bridge List, and upon the latest biennial 
Bridge Inspection Report’s Structure Inventory and Appraisal Report, the Average Daily 
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Traffic could not be remotely close to “…approximately 100 average daily drips…” and 
within the next 20 years out to at least “2034” the Average Daily Traffic cannot be expected 
to exceed the “100” vehicles per day threshold. 
 
● Continuing from the above quote at the bottom of Page 8 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1: 
 

“Traffic volume growth rates on very low-volume local roads are generally 
modest, and some roads may experience future traffic volume decreases.  
However, the designer should be alert to the possibility of future development 
that might affect traffic volume growth, especially in or near urban areas.” 

 
Therefore, based upon the statements quoted directly above from Page 8 of EXHIBIT 
AASHTO-1, it is imperative the biennial Bridge Inspection Report (BIR) Structure 
Inventory and Appraisal Report (SI&AR) NBI Items (114), “FUTURE ADT,” and (115), 
“YEAR OF FUTURE ADT” are accurately determined within reasonable means based 
upon either an observed growth rate for the area in consideration, or future development 
projects either approved or proposed, the circulation element of the current adopted 
general plan, a project listed in the latest County Capital Improvement Program, or a 
combination of all of these factors out to the end of the current planning period but no 
more than 20 years into the future.  These ADT values should be accurately reported by 
the Local Agency upon the Caltrans Office of Structure Maintenance and Investigation’s 
“Local Agency Bridge List” as well. 
 
● Page 1 to Page 9 of EXHIBIT 4 document on February 26, 2015, as a result of a public 

records request, the Commenter received “Field Review Forms,” required of the County of 
San Luis Obispo to submit to the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer pursuant to 
the Federally funded Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program.  These 
documents will be referenced frequently within these comments regarding the Document. 

 
○ At this time, please direct your attention to Page 3 of EXHIBIT 4 documenting Page 7-

15, “Exhibit 7-C Roadway Data” that indicates preexisting, projected, and proposed 
roadway data including but not limited to Traffic Data and Geometric Data for the 
approach roadway served by the proposed bridge replacement. 

 
• Please direct your attention to the rectangle enclosed area directly below “1. 

TRAFFIC DATA” where the County of San Luis Obispo represented on or about 
“1/24/2011 represented:  

 
“Current ADT  100  Year 2006  Future ADT  160  Year  Build-Out  DHV  16  Trucks  2%” 
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It is imperative to note at this point in these comments to the Document that these ADT 
values submitted by authorized County of San Luis Obispo personnel on HBRRP 
applications to the Caltrans District 05 Local Maintenance Engineer differ significantly 
from the ADT values listed upon the Caltrans Office of Structure Maintenance and 
Investigations biennial Bridge Inspection Report Structure Inventory and Appraisal 
Reports that are documented upon EXHIBIT 3. 
 
From April to August of 2013, the Commenter attempted to call to the attention of both the 
Caltrans District 01 Local Assistance Engineer in Eureka, and the State of California 
Division of the Federal Highway Administration in Sacramento, that there is evidence of 
blatant misrepresentations of both the current ADT and future projected ADT by county 
public works agencies and county departments of transportation throughout California.  
Furthermore the Commenter stated to these two agencies there was an appearance the 
motive for the misrepresentations of those ADT figures was to falsely justify replacement 
bridge widths and approach roadway widths of greater widths than the required minimum 
widths pursuant to the mandatory AASHTO guidelines/standards.  There is an appearance 
the motivation for such misrepresentations that the Commenter has determined are being 
committed throughout California, is to enable local agencies to receive a greater amount of 
funding for Preliminary Engineering and Construction Engineering based upon the 
25%/15% reimbursement compensation for Preliminary Engineering/Construction 
Engineering costs based upon the estimated construction, or “CON” costs.  On September 
12, of 2012, the Commenter received a jointly signed letter of response from these 
organizations citing they saw no signs of fraud, waste, or abuse of the HBRRP program 
through misrepresentations of the projected ADT values.  In September of 2012, a 
complaint was filed with the California State Attorney General’s Bureau of State Audits 
regarding Caltrans Local Assistance failing to responsibly manage the Federally funded 
HBRRP program.  In January of 2015, the Commenter received verbal notice by telephone 
(and not in writing) that the State Bureau of Audits had determined the issue was between 
the Federal Government and the local agencies and was therefore terminating their 
investigation of Caltrans.   Again, the only reasonable explanation for such 
misrepresentations of the ADT appears to be to fraudulently justify increasing bridge 
structure’s geometric dimensions, principally width of traveled way, in order to increase 
the estimated construction costs for HBRRP funding.  In turn, the local agencies receive a 
larger allotment for Preliminary Engineering and Construction Costs based upon the 25% 
and 15% of the estimated construction cost for the project. 
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Therefore, both the passage: 
 
“(approximately 100 average daily trips)” 
 
as documented upon Page 10 of EXHIBIT 1, and the “Traffic Data” furnished by the 
County of San Luis Obispo to Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance documented upon Page 
3 of EXHIBIT 4 are clearly not consistent with ADT values furnished by the County of San 
Luis Obispo to Caltrans Office of Structures Maintenance and Investigations that are 
clearly documented upon the biennial Structure Inventory and Appraisal Reports. 
 
● Please direct your attention to Page 5 of EXHIBIT 1 documenting Page 6 of the Document 

where, within the polygon enclosed area encompassing the paragraph for “Setting,” under 
Environmental Checklist Item “2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES,”: 

 
“The Klau Creek bridge is located within a riparian habitat along Cypress 
Mountain Drive.  The bridge is located in rural San Luis Obispo County and is 
located between lands zoned for agricultural and rural lands.” 

 
Furthermore, directly below this statement it is indicated lands served by the subject 
bridge are established as: 
 

○ “Agricultural Preserve”, and, 
 
○ “Under Williamson Act contract.” 
 

A cursory census of parcels through the San Luis Obispo County GIS database available 
online confirms numerous parcels served by Cypress Mountain Drive are zoned as 
“Agricultural Preserve.” 
 
Furthermore, as California counties must either adhere to State of California Public 
Resources Code Sections 4251-4290, or establish local alternative standards as authorized 
by Section 4290 of the Public Resources  Code, Cypress Mountain Drive, due to multiple 
locations being presently one-lane roadway of width less than sixteen feet (16’) precludes 
any further development of parcels accessed by Cypress Mountain Drive.  Furthermore, 
pursuant to the County of San Luis Obispo’s current Capital Improvement Program for 
Fiscal Year 2015/2016 to Fiscal Year 2019/2020, “Appendix 10: Individual Project 
Information Sheets” available at the following website: 
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http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/GS/CIP/2015-16+CIP/Appendix10.pdf 

 
Cypress Mountain Drive is not listed for widening.  It is therefore clearly demonstrated 
future Average Daily Traffic out 20 years should not exceed 100 vehicles per day. 
 
● Continuing from the above quote at the bottom of Page 8 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1: 
 

“If new development that would increase the traffic volume above 400 vehicles 
per day is anticipated on a local road within the period for which traffic volumes 
are projected, then Chapter 5 of the  AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of 
Highways and Streets (1) (ed. note: “The Green Book”) should be used instead of 
the design guidelines presented here.” 

 
Therefore, even if ADT exceeds 400 vehicles per day, for local roads, Table 5-6 within the 
AASHTO document entitled: “AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets,“ 
as documented herein upon Page 4 of  EXHIBIT AASHTO-2, still applies. 
 
● Page 11 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 documents excerpts from “Chapter 3 Design Philosophy” 

 
○ Within the rectangle enclosed area upon Page 11 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 under the 

heading “Development of Design Guidelines Through Risk Assessment,” it is stated in 
full: 

 
“Because it is derived from a formal risk assessment, the design philosophy 
recommended for very low-volume local roads is based fundamentally on 
safety concerns.  Moreover, the philosophy focuses on direct comparison of 
known or expected safety benefits and system costs.  This tradeoff implies 
that public funds spent to improve such roads in the name of safety should be 
spent only where there is likely to be an actual safety benefit in return.  This, 
in turn, assures that highway funds expended for safety purposes on all 
highways (not just low-volume local roads) will be available for use where 
they are most needed (i.e., where meaningful safety benefits can reasonably 
be expected).” 
 

Therefore, based upon this passage, it is incumbent upon professionally licensed civil 
engineers, who by their very professional licensure, are obligated to protect the life, health 
(i.e., safety), and public welfare (i.e, the efficient allocation of HBRRP funding), though the 
efficient design of bridge improvements that result in maximizing the benefit of limited 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/GS/CIP/2015-16+CIP/Appendix10.pdf
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funding available through the HBRRP program to replace or rehabilitate the maximum 
number of potential bridges possible. 
 

○ Within the rectangle enclosed area at the bottom of Page 13 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 
under the heading “Bridge Width” it states in full: 

 
“The key elements in selecting an appropriate bridge width are the width of 
the adjacent roadway (traveled way and shoulder widths) and, for existing 
locations, the safety performance of the existing bridge.  Determination of 
bridge widths for newly constructed bridges and exiting bridges is discussed 
below.” 

 
Please note, “..the width of the adjacent roadway…” refers to the existing roadway width 
and not the tabulated minimum roadway widths as established in either Table 5-5 
documented as Page 3 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2, or Table 6-5 documented as Page 10 of 
EXHIBIT AASHTO-2. 
 
 ○ It is imperative at this time to reiterate from the Federal Highways Administration’s 

“Application of Design Standards, Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards, and 
Bridges,” as documented upon Page 3 of EXHIBIT FHWA-3 where within the 
rectangle enclosed area it states: 

 
“(4) Bridge replacement projects should meet the AASHTO standards for 
new bridges with very few exceptions.  In the case of bridges on low volume 
roads and streets, exceptions may be appropriate if the existing road will not 
be upgraded in the foreseeable future (10 years or more).” 

 
● Please note, the AAHSTO design guidelines/standards for “Minimum Roadway Widths and 

Design Loadings for New and Reconstructed Bridges are furnished within: 
 

○ Table 5-6 documented as Page 4 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 for local roads, and 
 
○ Table 6-6 documented as Page 11 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 for collector roads 
 
○ Please note, regardless of whether the approach roadway is functionally classified  as 

either a “local road”, or a “minor collector,” the minimum roadway width is: 
 
“Traveled way + 2 ft (each side)” 
 
Where “Traveled way” is the existing approach roadway width and not a tabulated value 
from either Table 5-5 or Table 6-5. 
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Again, as was stated previously, bridges on local roads designated as “very low-volume” roads 
where the Average Daily Traffic, or ADT, is not expected to exceed 400 vehicles per day within 
the 20 year threshold as established within Part 6.2.2, “Bridge Replacement,” within Chapter 6 of  
the Caltrans Local Assistance Program Guideline, design exceptions to construct replacement 
bridges to widths less than the minimum AASHTO design standards are allowable for 
bridges that serve very low-volume roadways such as Cypress Mountain Drive, where 
widening of the adjacent approach roadways is not anticipated in the next 10 years and the 
Average Daily Traffic is not expected to exceed “100” by the year “2034”. 
 

○ From the bottom of Page 13 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 to the top of Page 14 of 
EXHIBIT AASHTO-1, under the heading “New Construction” with respect to the 
construction of new bridges on new roadways it is stated in part: 

 
• The first underlined sentence establishes the applicability of this section: 
 

“Newly constructed bridges are bridges on new roadways where there is 
no existing roadway or bridge in place.” 
 

• The second underlined sentence establishes reference to AASHTO “Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets,” commonly referred to as “The Green 
Book,” excerpts that are included herein as EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 

 
• The first full sentence, underlined at the top of Page 14 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 

states: 
 

“Those criteria (Green Book) state that, for bridges on local roads with 
ADT of 400 veh/day or less, the bridge width should be equal to the width 
of the traveled way plus 0.6 m [2 ft.].” 

 
Again, please note, “..the width of the traveled way…” pertains to: “…new roadways 
where there is no existing roadway or bridge in place.” And therefore newly constructed 
bridges on new roadways should be constructed with widths meeting the minimum 
AASHTO design guidelines/standards for approach roadways as established within Table 
5-5 documented as Page 3 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 for local roads, or Table 6-5 
documented as Page 10 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 for minor collectors. 
 
Therefore, the shoulder widths for replacement bridges serving very low-volume local 
roads, regardless of classification as a local road or collector road, where the projected 
ADT is not expected to exceed “400” within 20 years, need not be greater than two feet (2’) 
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as clearly stated within both Table 5-6 for local roads documented as Page 4 of EXHIBIT 
AASHTO-2, and Table 6-6 for collector roads documented as Page 11 of EXHIBIT 
AASHTO-2. 

 
• Additionally the second underlined sentence upon Page 14 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 

states: 
 

“Bridge usage by trucks and recreational vehicles should also be 
considered in determining the appropriate width.” 

 
Since the National Bridge Inspection Item “(109) TRUCK ADT” is listed as “5%” for the 
2011 to 2014 Structure Inventory and Appraisal Reports (SI&AR) documented upon Page 
1 to Page 3 of EXHIBIT 3, and “0%” for the 2008 SI&AR documented upon Page 4 of 
EXHIBIT 3, justification for increased bridge deck width due to trucks and recreational 
vehicles is unwarranted. 

 
• Finally the third underlined passages within the first full paragraph at the top of Page 

14 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 states: 
 

“One-lane bridges may be provided on single-lane roads and on two-lane 
roads with ADT less than 100 veh/day where the designer finds that a 
one-lane bridge can operate effectively.  The minimum width of a one-
lane bridge should be 4.5 m [15 ft] unless the designer concludes that a 
narrower bridge can function effectively (e.g., based on the safety 
performance of similar bridges maintained by the same agency).  Caution 
should be exercised in design of one-lane bridges wider than 4.9 m [16 ft.] 
to assure that drivers will not use them as two-lane structures.” 

 
Therefore even for new bridges on new roadways were the ADT is 100 or less the use of 
one-lane bridges is acceptable.  As the Average Daily Traffic on Cypress Mountain Drive 
has been clearly represented to be “25” vehicles per day, and the projected Average Daily 
Traffic will not exceed “100” vehicles per day by the year “2034”, a cost-effective 
replacement bridge alterative that would minimize environmental impacts to the greatest 
extent feasible would be the construction of a single lane structure. 

 
○ Within the rectangle enclosed area at the middle of Page 14 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1, 

under the heading “Existing Bridges” within the polygon enclosed area it is stated in full: 
 

“Where an existing bridge needs replacement for structural reasons, but 
there is no evidence of a site-specific safety problem, the replacement bridge 
can be constructed with the same width as the existing bridge; this criterion 
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applies to bridges that are reconstructed on the same alignment and bridges 
that are reconstructed on a more favorable alignment.” 
 

Therefore, this AASHTO document has clearly stated that bridges on very-low volume 
roads replaced for structural reasons may be replaced without a change in width. 

 
○ Page 15 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 documents “Exhibit 3. Maximum Side Friction 

Factor and Minimum Radius for Horizontal Curve Design on Higher Volume Roadways 
(1)”. 

 
• The purpose for furnishing this document is to validate the pre-existing rural, 

mountainous roadway horizontal curvature, prevalent throughout Cypress Mountain 
Drive, where horizontal curve radii are consistently less than 100 feet does not allow 
for the safe negotiation of existing roadway curves beyond and above approximately 
20 miles per hour. 

 
• Furthermore, EXHIBIT 8 documenting California Highway Patrol Statewide 

Integrated Records System, or SWITRS, for the County of San Luis Obispo from 
2000 to 2014 clearly indicates through an alphabetical sorting of the existing 13,500-
plus traffic accidents reported in unincorporated areas of San Luis Obispo County for 
fifteen years, not one accident was reported anywhere throughout Cypress Mountain 
Drive. 

 
Therefore the replacement bridge width cannot be increased on a basis of either design 
speed or past traffic accident history in the vicinity of Bridge 49C0033. 

 
○ Page 16 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 documents Page 30 of the AASHTO design 

guideline/standards for Low-Volume Local Roads (ADT ≤ 400), whereupon: 
 

• Directly under the heading “Existing Roads,” the underlined passage states in full: 
 

“For improvement projects on existing very low-volume local roads, the 
existing horizontal curve geometry should generally be considered 
acceptable unless there is evidence of a site-specific safety problem 
related to horizontal curvature.  The following guidelines reflect the 
results of the risk assessment for horizontal curves on existing roads: 

 
• Continuing enclosed within the first rectangle it is stated in full: 

 
“• For curves on very low-volume local roads with low speeds (design or 

estimated operating speed of 70 km/h [45 mph] or less), reconstruction 
without changing the existing curve geometry and cross section is 
acceptable if the nominal design speed of the curve is within 30 km/h or 
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20 mph of the design or operating speed, and if there is no clear evidence 
of a site specific safety problem associated with the curve.” 

 
• Continuing within the rectangle enclosed paragraph immediately below the two 

bulleted paragraphs, particularly the underlined sentences stating: 
 

“Evidence of a site-specific safety problem may be: a pattern of curve-
related crashes (requiring at least 5 years, and preferably 10 years, of 
crash history);” 

 
○ Temporarily interrupting, your attention is again requested to Page 3 of EXHIBIT 8 

documenting the CHP logged accident history in the geographical vicinity of  Bridge 
49C0033 from January 1, 2001 to December 31 of 2014 where not one single traffic 
accident was documented by the CHP throughout the entire course of Cypress Mountain 
Drive. 

 
○ Continuing from the underlined sentence above: 
 

“…physical evidence of curve problems such as skid marks, scarred trees or 
utility poles, substantial edge rutting or encroachments, etc.;” 
 
• Google Earth Street View is not available for the portion of Cypress Mountain Drive 

at the location of Bridge 49C0033 however the CHP SWITRS data clearly indicates 
there has not been one single traffic accident along the entire course of Cypress 
Mountain Drive over the past 14 years. 

 
○ Continuing to the next underlined sentence with specific statements underlined for 

emphasis: 
 

“Even with such evidence, curve improvements should focus on low-cost 
measures designed to control speeds, enhance curve tracking, or mitigate 
roadside encroachment severity.  Except in rare circumstances, there are 
more cost-effective solutions to identified curve problems on very low-volume 
local roads than curve flattening and reconstruction.  Design actions to 
correct such problems should emphasize such low-cost measures and should 
not emphasize or encourage more costly measures such as curve flattening.” 

 
○ Finally within the rectangle enclosed area at the bottom of Page 16 of EXHIBIT 

AASHTO-1 the paragraph states in full: 
 

“Acceptable substitutes for curve reconstruction include measures to reduce 
speed in the curve (signing, rumble strips, pavement markings), measures to 
improve the roadside within the curve (clearing slopes, widening shoulder 
through curve), and measures to increase pavement friction within the curve.  
Reconstruction employing any or all of these measures should be 
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accompanied by appropriate before-and-after studies to monitor their 
effectiveness.”  

 
○ Therefore, although the Document does not furnish any information pertaining to 

proposed approach roadway improvements, by the passages furnished above from the 
AASHTO document “Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local 
Roads (ADT ≤ 400)”, it has been clearly presented the scope of approach roadway should 
be extremely limited. 

 
● Your attention is directed to Page 2 of the Document under the heading “A. PROJECT” 

where it is stated within the second full paragraph, in part: 
 

“The proposed bridge replacement activities would be limited to the bridge work 
and up to 400 feet of road approach work on either side of the bridge.” 

 
As will be demonstrated by Page 14 of EXHIBIT 5, corrected estimated construction costs for 
“Approach Roadway” construction totaling “361,000” dollars represents THIRTY FOUR 
POINT THREE PERCENT (34.3%) of the estimated bridge replacement construction costs 
totaling $1,051,000.  Excessive roadway approach improvements that are not cost-effective from 
a cost/benefit ratio standpoint, should be carefully scrutinized, particularly if the proposed 
approach roadway improvements significantly exceed the target Federal average of ten percent 
(10%) of the total estimated costs for the bridge replacement project which is the case for the 
Proposed Project stated within the Draft. 
 
● The selected excerpts furnished within EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 support the findings raised 

within the selected excerpts furnished within EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 and will be further 
offered in discussions below regarding these comments on the Document. 

 
● The selected excerpts furnished within EXHIBIT AASHTO-3 support the use of a “Test 

Level 2” or “TL-2” bridge barrier rail in lieu of any proposed “Test Level 4” or “TL-4” 
proposed bridge barrier rail such as a “Type 732” concrete bridge barrier rail as proposed 
within “A. PROJECT,” upon Page 2 of the Document.  Pertinent excerpts within EXHIBIT 
AASHTO-3 are either enclosed by rectangles, underlined or both in support of the proposed 
third alternative’s proposed bridge barrier rail. 

 
● Returning to Chapter 6 of the Local Assistance Program Guidelines, Page 4 of EXHIBIT 

CT-1 documents Page 6-17 under the heading “6.4.2 Approach Roadway Work,” where the 
first sentence within the second full paragraph states: 

 
“Federal participation for approach roadway shall be limited to the minimum 
necessary to make the facility operable consistent with current design 
standards.” 

 
This Caltrans requirement is self-explanatory.  Again, it is noted, by the use of the term 
“shall”, this requirement is unequivocally mandatory.  As has been clearly documented 
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above via EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 , EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 , and as referenced by EXHIBIT 
AASHTO-3 it is neither cost-effective nor necessary to improve the existing approach 
roadway “to make the facility operable consistent with current design standards” as the 
majority of the existing Cypress Mountain Drive in the vicinity of Bridge 49C0033 will 
remain an unpaved narrow one-lane road with no plans to improve Cypress Mountain 
Drive within 10 years to a facility “…consistent with current design standards.” 
 

○ Please direct your attention momentarily to the following link to the Federal Highway 
Administration’s “Additional Guidance on 23 CFR 650 D,” for the Federal Highway 
Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program at the following link: 

 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm 

 
○ Please momentarily divert your attention to excerpts from EXHIBIT FHWA-2 which 

are attached to, are a part of, and follow these comments.  Upon Page 3 of EXHIBIT 
FHWA-2, please note within the rectangle enclosed area, Part 5., “Use of Highway 
Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP) Funds for Approach 
Roadway Construction (23 CFR 650.413).” states in full: 

 
“The FHWA is concerned that in some instances approach roadway costs associated 
with HBRRP projects are excessive to the point of not falling within the 
congressional intent for the program "to improve deficient bridges." States and 
local entities are encouraged to use other categories of funds for approach roadways 
and miscellaneous non-bridge items. Also the FHWA Division offices are directed 
to: 

a. Review and revise policy relating to inclusion of approach roadway items in 
HBRRP projects to provide for more national uniformity in bridge program 
management and minimize approach roadway project costs. This action 
should result in a nationwide average of no more than 10 percent.  

b. Review the overall HBRRP where average bridge expenditures are not a 
high percentage of all HBRRP funds obligated and make appropriate 
changes to provide more national uniformity in bridge program 
management.” 

○ Please again direct your attention to the rectangle enclosed passage upon Page 3 of 
EXHIBIT FHWA-3 where it is stated in full: 

 
“(4)  Bridge replacement projects should meet the AASHTO standards for 
new bridges with very few exceptions.  In the case of bridges on low volume 
roads and streets, exceptions may be appropriate if the existing road will not 
be upgraded in the foreseeable future (10 years or more). “ 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/0650dsup.cfm
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Therefore per Federal Highway Administration guidelines, estimated costs for roadway approach 
work should not exceed approximately TEN PERCENT of the total estimated construction 
costs, and should not be increased in width to the minimum AASHTO design standards if the 
balance of the very low-volume road will  not “…be upgraded in the foreseeable future (10 years 
or more).” 
 
● Please direct your attention to Page 5 of EXHIBIT 4 documenting Page 7-17 “Exhibit 7-D 

Major Structure Data,” where within the rectangle enclosed area the following data has been 
represented by the County of San Luis Obispo to Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance: 

 
 Existing Proposed Minimum AASHTO 

Standards 

Clear Width 
(curb to curb) 14’ 26’ 22’ 

Shoulder Width Lt.    Rt.  3’  Lt.     3’  Rt.  2’  Lt.     2’  Rt. 
Total Br. Width 15’ 28’-10” 24’-10” 

Total Appr. Rdwy. Width  26’ (10’ lanes, 3’ 
graded shoulders) 

22’ (9’ lanes, 2’ graded 
shoulders) 

 
Please note that whereas the County of San Luis Obispo has misrepresented the “Minimum 
AASHTO Standards” for “Clear Width (curb to curb)” to be “22’ ”, by the documentation 
furnished above for Table 5-6 documented as Page 4 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 for local 
roads, and Table 6-6 documented as Page 11 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 for minor collectors 
the “Minimum AASHTO Standards” for “Clear Width (curb to curb)” are: 
 
“Traveled way + 2 ft (each side)” 
 
Where the “Traveled way” is the existing roadway width and not the “Minimum Width of 
Traveled Way and Shoulders” as specified within AASHTO Table 5-5 documented as Page 
3 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 for local roads, and Table 6-5 documented as Page 10 of 
EXHIBIT AASHTO-2 for minor collectors.  Therefore, the “Minimum AASHTO 
Standards” for “Clear Width (curb to curb) for the total replacement bridge deck with for 
Bridge 49C0033 with Average Daily Traffic projected out 20 years to not exceed “100” 
would be: 
 
2-feet + “3.7  M” *3.28 feet/meter +2-feet = 16 feet 
 
The proposed, excessive replacement bridge deck width dimension, whether twenty-six feet 
(26’) as represented upon the HBRRP Application “Exhibit 7-D Major Structure Data,” or 
twenty-four feet (24’) as represented within the Document, or “28’-10” TOTAL BRIDGE 
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WIDTH” as represented upon “EXHIBIT 2 Advance Planning Study Cypress Mnt. Rd. 
Bridge Replacement,” dimension and associated costs should not be participating by the 
Federal HBRRP program and the Local Agency, the County of San Luis Obispo should 
either be responsible for all construction costs in excess of the minimum AASHTO 
standards, or revise the project scope to meet minimum AASHTO standards. 
 
● Please direct your attention to EXHIBIT 5 documenting HBRRP application documents 

required of the County of San Luis Obispo to submit to the Caltrans District 05 Local 
Assistance Engineer.  These documents were received by a public records request to the 
County of San Luis Obispo. 

 
○ Please direct your attention to Page 3, Page 8, and Page 14 of EXHIBIT 5 documenting 

three successive submissions of “Exhibit 6-D HBRRP Scope/Cost/Schedule Change 
Request” forms by the County of San Luis Obispo to the Caltrans District 05 Local 
Assistance Engineer where the percentage of estimated “Approach Roadway” 
construction costs compared to the estimated “Total Cost” is: 

 
Exhibit 6-D 

Date 
Estimated Approach Roadway 

Costs 
Estimated Total Costs % of Approach 

Roadway Costs 
1/11/2012 $ 86,000.00 $ 576,000.00 14.9% 
1/15/2013 $ 86,000.00 $ 576,000.00 14.9% 
2/20/2014 $ 361,000.00 $ 1,051,000.00 34.3% 
 

Please note the Exhibit 6-D submitted on February 20, 2014, wrongfully attributed 
estimated unnecessary retaining wall costs of “$275,000” to “Construct” costs for estimated 
bridge construction costs. The appropriate placement of this unnecessary estimated cost 
should have been applied to the estimated “Approach Roadway” costs.  Please note this 
correction results in the estimated approach roadway costs to represent THRTY-FOUR 
POINT THREE PERCENT (34.3%) to the estimated “Total Cost” for the bridge 
replacement project.  This increase from 14.9% to 34.3% of the estimated “Total Cost” 
only due to the unnecessary increase in bridge construction scope that is neither cost-
effective nor minimizes environmental impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
● Continuing from Chapter 6 of the Local Assistance Program Guidelines, Page 5 of 

EXHIBIT CT-1 documents Page 6-18 under the heading “6.4.3 Preliminary Engineering 
(PE) Costs,” where the second paragraph states in full: 

 
“Federal participation of PE costs is limited to actual costs up to $75,000 or 25% 
of the estimated participating construction costs (excluding construction 
engineering and contingency), whichever is greater.  Additional participation 
must be approved by the Office of Program Management (contact through the 
DLAE).  Justification for exceeding PE costs limits includes difficult 
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environmental, seismic, hydraulic/scour issues, or other bridge technical 
problems.  Complex project management issues may also be a justification.” 

 
As the alternative proposed project included within these comments on the Document 
clearly reveal, additional participation costs due to “difficult environmental” or “other 
bridge technical problems” would have been significantly reduced to the greatest extent 
feasible thereby reducing Preliminary Engineering (PE) Costs that have already been 
expended. 
 

○ Continuing from Page 6-18 under the heading “6.4.3 Preliminary Engineering (PE) 
Costs,” the fourth paragraph states in full: 

 
“For exceptions to the above rules, local agencies must submit a justification 
in writing to the DLAE (in this case the Caltrans District 05 District Local 
Assistance Engineer).  The DLAE will review the request, provide 
recommendations and forward to the Office of Program Management for 
Approval.” 

 
○ Continuing from Page 6-18 under the heading “6.4.5 Construction Engineering Costs,” 

the sole paragraph states in full: 
 

“HBRRP participation in Construction Engineering may not exceed 15% of 
the participating construction contract item costs, unless approved by the 
Office of Program Management Local agencies must contact the DLAE for 
assistance. 
 
Exceptions to this rule will be handled similar to PE cost exceptions as 
discussed in Section 6.4.3 on page 6-18.” 

 
Therefore, the Caltrans Chapter 6 Local Assistance Program Guidelines clearly delegates 
the responsibility to review and recommend exceptions to the 25% cap on Preliminary 
Engineering costs and the 15% cap on Construction Engineering costs to the Caltrans 
District Local Assistance Engineer. 
 
The 25% supplemental funding by the HBRRP program is intended to reimburse local 
agencies for “Preliminary Engineering”, or “PE” costs for preliminary design including 
but not limited to design, environmental studies and permitting, geotechnical and 
hydrologic/hydraulic studies. 
 
The 15% supplemental funding by the HBRRP program is intended to reimburse local 
agencies for “Construction Engineering,” or “CE” construction project management costs 
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including but not limited to day to day inspection, progress payment processing, materials 
testing, processing of contract change orders, and other contract management 
responsibilities. 
 
It is readily apparent these reimbursement percentages may be abused by a local agencies 
by over-scoping their replacement projects in order to engender greater dollar amounts for 
PE and CE activities.  As will be further explained below, the local agency is required by 
the HBRRP program guidelines to justify proposed replacement bridges that exceed the 
minimum, cost-effective requirements as established by AASHTO, or be required to pay 
the difference in costs.  It is the Commenter’s experience neither Caltrans nor the 
California Division of the Federal Highway Administration are holding local agencies to 
these mandates.  By abusing the requirements of the HBRRP program, Local Agencies are 
extracting greater environmental impacts than either necessary or allowed. 
 
● Continuing from Chapter 6 of the Local Assistance Program Guidelines, Page 6 of 

EXHIBIT CT-1 documents Page 6-21 where, under the heading “6.5.6 Exceeding AASHTO 
Standards,” the first sentence within the only paragraph states: 

 
 “Where proposed design solutions exceed AASHTO guidelines or standards, the 

associated extra costs are generally not participating unless justified.” 
 
First it is imperative to note this requirement solely references “AASHTO guidelines” and 
excludes reference to Caltrans design documents.  This is consistent with the mandates quoted 
above from Chapter 11, “Design Standards” of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) 
under the heading “11.2 Statewide Design Standards for Local Assistance Projects” where 
AASHTO, and not Caltrans guidelines and standards are specified.  Therefore, per this provision, 
a Local Agency must justify extra costs as a result of exceeding AASHTO guidelines or 
standards, or may be required to pay for the additional costs out of local road funds for designs 
that exceed minimum AASHTO guidelines or standards.  It is the Commenter’s experience 
neither Caltrans nor the California Division of the Federal Highway Administration are 
holding local agencies to this mandate.  The proposed alternative will clearly show the 
simultaneous replacement of both Bridge 49C0032 and 49C0033 under one contract with 
structures of similar span length as existing and of widths that meet minimum AASHTO 
design guidelines/standards as mandated by the HBRRP program, will result in the 
completion of replacing both 62 year old timber structures with approximately the same 
amount of funds required for replacing just Bridge 49C0033. 
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By the violation of this requirement, the County of San Luis Obispo can still be held fully 
responsible for all aspects of the project as will be noted directly below, even if the County 
of San Luis Obispo’s proposed project documents are approved by both the Caltrans 
District 01 Local Assistance Engineer and the Sacramento Headquarters Office of Program 
Management,.  Therefore, if any local agency including the County of San Luis Obispo has 
either unknowingly or even purposefully constructed a replacement bridge that is not cost-
effective by exceeding AASHTO guidelines and standards, any local agency including the 
County of San Luis Obispo may be exposed to liabilities that could result in the local 
agency having to expend local funds for any penalties associated for either unknowingly or 
even purposefully misrepresenting the need to construct a replacement bridge structure in 
excess of the established minimum AASHTO guidelines and standards. 
 
● Please again direct your attention to EXHIBIT 5 documenting three successive submissions 

of “Exhibit 6-D HBRRP Scope/Cost/Schedule Change Request” forms by the County of San 
Luis Obispo to the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer.  These documents were 
received by a public records request to the County of San Luis Obispo.  The Exhibit 6-D is 
submitted to the Caltrans District Local Assistance Engineer whenever the Local Agency 
determines a need to change the scope (either increasing the scope or decreasing the scope), 
cost (either increasing the costs or decreasing the costs), or change in schedule in the delivery 
of the project. 

 
○ Please direct your attention to Page 1 of EXHIBIT 5 where for the first Exhibit 6-D 

submitted on “1/11/2012,” under the heading “1. Describe reason for 
Scope/Cost/Schedule Change (or attach separate pages):” it is stated: 

 
“PE cost has increased due to the following: 

• The unanticipated presence of California Red-Legged Frogs 
• The difficulty in completing the topographic survey due to lack of 

documentation 
• The need to utilize a consultant to complete the technical studies for the 

environmental document 
• Complexity of the geology and geometry of the site” 

 
○ Please direct your attention to Page 4 of EXHIBIT 5 where for the “PE” the requested 

“Direct Costs” is listed as: 
 

“$294,000.000“ 
 

Please note that based upon the estimated “Total Cost”, or “CON” of $576,000.00, 
$294,000.00 represents FIFTY ONE PERCENT (51%) of the estimated total cost of 
construction for the bridge replacement project as of January 11, 2012.  It is inconceivable 
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Preliminary Engineering costs could ever possibly approach twenty five percent (25%) let 
alone FIFTY ONE PERCENT (51%) of the estimated total cost of construction of such a 
simplistic bridge replacement project. 

 
○ Please next direct your attention to Page 6 of EXHIBIT 5 where for the second Exhibit 

6-D submitted on “1/15/2013,” under the heading “1. Describe reason for 
Scope/Cost/Schedule Change (or attach separate pages):” it is stated: 

 
“THIS IS A REQUEST FOR A P.E. COST INCREASE AND SCHEDULE 
CHANGE ONLY. 
 
The County is requesting additional PE funds.  The previous approved PE funding 
is $294,000 and the request is for $484,700.  The estimated project construction cost 
(without contingencies and construction engineering) is $576,000. 
 
The primary reason for the PE Costs being higher than the guidelines of 25% is 
because the project is replacing a relatively small bridge in a site that has complex 
environmental issues, along with full hydraulic analysis, geotechnical studies and 
seismic design requirements.  These studies all need to be completed, but since the 
bridge length is minimal (only 40-ft) at this site, the construction cost is low, which 
skews the PE percentages well over 25% of the construction costs. 
 
Since the previous request, projected PE costs has increased due to the following: 

• Increased difficulty in placing a temporary detour road within 
environmental constraints 

• Unanticipated archeological site 
• Unanticipated research and field surveying required to establish Couty’s 

historic existing right-of-way. 
NOTE: this project is 100% federally funded by HBP and federal toll credits.” 

 
The last line is purposefully underlined as it clearly demonstrates the County of San Luis 
Obispo intends to devote Toll Credits to meet the required 11.47% Local Agency matching 
funds. 

 
○ Please direct your attention to Page 9 of EXHIBIT 5 where for the “PE” the requested 

“Direct Costs” is listed as: 
 

“$484,700.000“ 
 
Please note that based upon the estimated “Total Cost”, or “CON” of $576,000.00, 
$484,700.00 represents EIGHTY-FOUR POINT ONE PERCENT (84.1%) of the 
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estimated total cost of construction for the bridge replacement project as of January 
15, 2013. 

 
Further comments cannot proceed without again stating it is inconceivable Preliminary 
Engineering costs could ever possibly approach twenty five percent (25%) let alone 
EIGHTY-FOUR POINT ONE PERCENT (84.1%) of the estimated total cost of 
construction of such a simplistic bridge replacement project. 
 

○ Please next direct your attention to Page 11 of EXHIBIT 5 where for the third Exhibit 6-
D submitted on “2/20/2014,” under the heading “1. Describe reason for 
Scope/Cost/Schedule Change (or attach separate pages):” it is stated in part within the 
rectangle enclosed areas: 

 
“Preliminary Engineering costs have increased by $102,000 due to the following: 
 
Construction costs have increased by $475,000 due to the following: 

• When the bridge was initially nominated for replacement it was assumed 
that the replacement bridge would be approximately 30 feet long.  Due to the 
complex site topography and hydrology, the replacement bridge is currently 
designed at 54 feet long and a retaining wall is necessary. 

 This is currently estimated to cost an additional $275,000 to construct.” 
 

Please note the last statement is purposefully underlined as it is apparent the “…additional 
$275,000 to construct.” pertains to the additional retaining wall that is only necessitated by 
the unnecessary proposed increase in the bridge deck elevation as will be demonstrated 
below based upon an independent hydrologic/hydraulic analysis conducted by the 
Commenter.  Therefore, the additional $275,000 cost should be included in the “Approach 
Roadway” estimated cost and not the “Construct” as is the case documented upon Page 14 
of EXHIBIT 5.  Please note upon Page 14 of EXHIBIT 5 the “Approach Roadway” 
estimated cost is noted to the right of the “$86,000.00” entry to be increased by “$275,000” 
to total “361,000.00” while the “Construct” is noted to the right of the “$814,000.00 entry 
to be decreased by $275,000 to total “$539,000”. 

  
○ Please next direct your attention to Page 12 of EXHIBIT 5 where for the third Exhibit 6-

D submitted on “2/20/2014,” under the continuation of heading “1. Describe reason for 
Scope/Cost/Schedule Change (or attach separate pages):” it is stated in full within the 
rectangle enclosed area: 

 
“Construction Engineering Costs have increased by $123,200 due to the following: 

• The increase in Construction costs to 15% of the current CON value 
accounts for $70,650 of this additional money. 
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• The remaining $52,550 brings the Construction Engineering to 20% of the 
Construction costs. 

 This is typical for County projects due to construction staking and 
environmental monitoring requirements. 

 
○ Please direct your attention to Page 15 of EXHIBIT 5 where for the “PE” the requested 

“Direct Costs” is listed as: 
 

“$586,700.000“ 
 

Please note that based upon the estimated unnecessary inflated “Total Cost”, or “CON” of 
$1,051,000.00, Preliminary Engineering costs of $586,700.00 represents FIFTY-FIVE 
POINT EIGHT PERCENT (55.8%) of the estimated total cost of construction for the 
bridge replacement project as of February 20, 2014. 

 
○ Please again direct your attention to Page 15 of EXHIBIT 5 where for the “CE” the 

requested “Direct Costs” is listed as: 
 

“$210,200.00“ 
 

Please note that based upon the estimated unnecessary inflated “Total Cost”, or “CON” of 
$1,051,000.00, Construction Engineering costs of $210,200.00 represents TWENTY 
PERCENT (20%) of the estimated total cost of construction for the bridge replacement 
project as of February 20, 2014. 
 
Again, further comments cannot proceed without first stating it is inconceivable 
Preliminary Engineering costs could ever possibly approach twenty five percent (25%) and 
Construction Engineering costs could ever possibly approach fifteen percent (15%) let 
alone FIFTY-FIVE POINT EIGHT PERCENT (55.8%) and TWENTY PERCENT (20%) 
respectively of the estimated total cost of construction of such a simplistic bridge 
replacement project whose construction duration is expected to be only FOUR MONTHS. 
 

○ Please direct your attention to Page 5, Page 10, and Page 16 of EXHIBIT 5 where under 
the statement: 

 
“I certify that his project is in compliance with Chapter 6 (HBRRP) of the Local 
Assistance Program Guildelines.“ 

 
 The “Local Agency Project Manager” representing the County of San Luis Obispo has 

signed all three submissions of Exhibit 6-D to the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance 
Engineer. 
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○ Please again direct your attention to Page 5, Page 10, and Page 16 of EXHIBIT 5 where 

within the box with heading “For Caltrans use only:” for each and every submission by 
the County of San Luis Obispo the box is checked by the “DLAE or authorized staff”: 

 
“I recommend approval.  (Attach comments as needed.)” 
 

It is readily apparent the Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance Engineer is failing to 
responsibly manage the fiscal expenditures for this project in complete violation of the 
“Stewardship Agreement” executed by the FHWA and Caltrans as documented upon 
EXHIBIT FHWA-1 and referred to above. 
 
● Continuing from Chapter 6 of the Local Assistance Program Guidelines, Page 7 of 

EXHIBIT CT-1 documents Page 6-23 under the heading “6.5.12 Field Review Policy,” 
where the second paragraph states in full: 

 
“For most projects off the NHS (National Highway System), field reviews are 
optional.  However, field reviews that include Caltrans participants are strongly 
recommended.  Field reviews help  ensure that cost-effective solutions are 
considered, that proposed work is federally reimbursable, and that 
environmental concerns are raised early in the project development process.”  

 
○ At this time, please direct your attention to Page 7 of EXHIBIT 4 documenting the 

“FIELD REVIEW ATTENDANCE ROSTER” for a field review that took place on 
January 24, 2011. 

 
• Please representatives from both Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance and 

Environmental departments participated in the field review. 
 

As it is clearly documented by Page 7 of EXHIBIT 4 that Caltrans personnel actively 
participated in a field review for the project.  It is therefore incomprehensible how such a 
field review could take place without any individual from Caltrans not being cognizant of a 
project alternative that would have involved the simultaneous replacement of both 62 year 
old timber trestle bridges less than 2,000 feet apart from one another. 
 
● Continuing from Chapter 6 of the Local Assistance Program Guidelines, Page 8 of 

EXHIBIT CT-1 documents Page 6-32, where within the rectangle area enclosing the 
heading “6.9 Roles and Responsibilities” under the subheading “6.9.1 Local Agency,” it 
states in full: 

 
“The local agency is the project manager and is responsible for all aspects of the 
project.” 
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“The local agency is accountable for how it spends federal funds on eligible 
projects.  The local agency is responsible for following these program guidelines 
and the procedures in the LAPM (Local Assistance Program Manual).” 
 
“The local agency is responsible for requesting Caltrans funding approval for 
certain participating costs identified in Exhibit 6-B, “HBRRP Special Cost 
Approval Checklist,” page 6-51.” 

 
Section 6.9.1 clearly holds that the Local Agency, in this case the County of San Luis 
Obispo, is solely responsible and accountable for all of the County’s actions of participation 
in the HBRRP program.   Therefore, all responsibility for not adhering to the Federal 
accepted Caltrans requirements including unnecessary costs due to exceeding minimum 
AASHTO design guidelines/standards is placed solely upon the County of San Luis Obispo 
and not Caltrans or the California Division of the Federal Highway Administration. 
 
● Continuing from Page 6-32 where within the rectangle area enclosing the subheading “6.9.2 

Caltrans, District Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE),” it states in full: 
 

“The DLAE is the point of contact for all local assistance projects. Written 
communication (including email) from Caltrans to the local agency that provides 
official policy direction (including eligibility, scope, or funding decisions) to the local 
agency will be from the DLAE. Copies of all written correspondence and appropriate 
email will be kept in the DLAE project files. 
 
The DLAE is responsible for providing expertise in understanding these program 
guidelines and the federal process as documented in the LAPM and the LAPG. 
 
The DLAE is also responsible for ensuring that all “official” written (including e-mail) 
controversial correspondence to local agencies is “cc’d” to the Office of Program 
Management and the Office of Project Implementation. Controversial correspondence 
includes any denial of funds to a local agency or an action on the part of Caltrans that 
delays the construction authorization of a local HBRRP project. 
 
The DLAE is to coordinate all Caltrans internal activities for local assistance projects. 
The DLAE is pro-active in ensuring that local agencies are aware of HBRRP scoping 
issues and offering help to local agency to resolve those issues. The DLAE is to utilize 
the Office of Program Management, Office of Project Implementation, SLA, District 
geometricians, District Right of Way and environmental experts, and be familiar with 
the standards and AASHTO references identified in Chapter 11, “Design Standards,” 
of the LAPM. 
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The DLAE is also responsible ensuring that local agencies are aware of all Caltrans 
services available to local agencies that can improve the quality and timely delivery of 
HBRRP projects. 
 
For current names, addresses, and email addresses, see the DLAE website:” 

 
With respect to the specific passages purposefully underlined above, it is the experience of 
the Commenter and as is clearly demonstrated by EXHIBIT 5, Caltrans neither holds its 
self to these responsibilities, nor does the California Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration hold Caltrans to these responsibilities. 
 

○ With respect to the specific passage quoted directly above: 
 

“The DLAE is also responsible ensuring that local agencies are aware of all Caltrans 
services available to local agencies that can improve the quality and timely delivery 
of HBRRP projects.” 

 
Your attention is directed to the following Caltrans link for Bridge Design Aids: 

 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/techpubs/manual/bridgemanuals/bridge-design-aids/bda.html 
 
○ Upon this web page please note the link to the following document: 

 
• “SECTION 4 – Concrete Slabs (old) 

And subsequent subsection links to the following documents: 
 
◦ 4-10 Design of Standard Slab Bridge 
 
◦ 4-10 Attachment A – “Slab Details – Single Span” 
 
◦ 4-10 Attachment B – “Slab Details – Two Spans” 
 
◦ 4-10 Attachment C – “Slab Details – Three Spans” 
 
◦ 4-10 Attachment D – “Slab Details – Multi Span” 
 
◦ 4-10 Attachment E – “Standard Slab Bridge Support Design Data” 
 
◦ 4-10 Attachment F – “Standard Slab Bridge Support Design Data” 
 
◦ 4-10 Attachment G – “Slab Support Design Examples” 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/techpubs/manual/bridgemanuals/bridge-design-aids/bda.html
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These tabular design aids have been developed for span lengths (L) ranging from 26 ft to 44 ft, 
and for multiple span configurations as shown in Attachments A through D. 
 
If the Caltrans District Local Assistance Engineers ensured local agencies were aware of 
such design aids, many bridges serving a local agency’s local roads and streets, including 
the subject bridge structure of this Document, could be effectively and efficiently designed 
by in-house local agency staff to current seismic standards and AASHTO HL93 loading 
without the need to contract for consultant engineering services for such designs. 
 

End of 
 

Comments Regarding the Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program Requirements 
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Comments Regarding Alternative Design 
 
This proposed Alternative Design offered with these comments to the Document meets  the 
mandatory minimum AASHTO design guidelines/standards by replacing the existing 14-foot 
wide by 27-foot span timber bridge structure with a 16-foot wide by 33-foot span with 30-foot 
clearance between abutment faces. 
 
● Page 1 of EXHIBIT 9 graphically illustrates a proposed plan layout including what is 

believed to be the approximate positioning of the proposed 24-foot wide by 54-foot span 
concrete slab deck bridge along with the proposed siting of the alternative 16-foot wide by 
33-foot span concrete slab deck span. 

 
○ Please note a proposed routing of the traffic detour is indicated as well that appears to 

avoid permanent removal of significant trees. 
 

● Page 2 of EXHIBIT 9 graphically illustrates an alternative elevation view. 
 

○ Please note the design considers a spread footing as spread footings are a preferred 
foundation selection for both economy and intuitively is the optimal foundation selection 
for such a span and deck width. 

 
● Page 3 of EXHIBIT 9 graphically illustrates an alternative typical section. 
 

○ Please note the design considers a Type TL-2 bridge barrier railing system.  A Type 732 
bridge barrier rail is excessive for the design speeds of the approach roadway.  
Furthermore, due to unpaved road surfaces, tracking of fine material and dust could 
accumulate at the base of the barrier rail face causing weed vegetation growth and 
possible blockage of scupper drains there by resulting in increased maintenance demands 
over and above a Type TL-2 barrier rail. 

 
● Page 4 of EXHIBIT 9 documents “ATTACHMENT A” from Caltrans Bridge Design Aids 

410 previously referred on Page 36, above. 
 

○ These Bridge Design Aids allow for the rapid, economical design of conventionally 
reinforced concrete slab bridges. 

 
● Page 5 of EXHIBIT 9 illustrates a Type TL-2 bridge barrier rail installation. 
 
● Page 6 of EXHIBIT 9 documents a cost estimate for the Alternative Design with cost 

comparisons to the current proposed project cost estimate from the latest Exhibit 6-D 
submitted to Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance on February 20, 2014 documented as Page 
11 to Page 16 of EXHIBIT 5.  Please note costs for: 

 
○ Bridge Removal, 
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○ Slope Protection, 
 
○ Channel Work, and 
 
○ Detour - Stage Construction  

 
Were repeated from the latest submitted Exhibit 6-D document submitted to Caltrans District 
05 Local Assistance documented as Page 11 to Page 16 of EXHIBIT 5. 
 
○ Please note estimated costs associated with “Approach Roadway” construction totaling: 
 

$82,036.00 
 

Which considers excavation of 2.5 feet of existing roadway 20 feet wide by 150 feet 
behind the Beginning of Bridge (BB) and 150 feet ahead of the End of Bridge (EB), 
placement and compaction of Roadway Embankment to 95% relative compaction, and 
placement of 0.75 feet of Class 3 Aggregate base to 95% compaction, results in an 
independent estimated cost of construction for the “Approach Roadway” construction 
that is 95.4% of the estimate generated by the County of San Luis Obispo. 
 

○ Please note the estimated “Construction Total” for a proposed one lane, 16-foot wide 
conventionally reinforced concrete slab bridge structure is: 

 
$396,552.00 

 
● Page 7 of EXHIBIT 9 documents a copy of Page 6-50 Exhibit 6-A “Summary of HBRRP 

Participating Costs” completed based upon the cost estimate for the Alternative Design.  
Please note: 

 
○ The “Total Participating Cost” of “$678,300 is ONE MILLION, FOUR-HUNDRED 

SIXTY-TWO THOUSAND, THREE-HUNDRED FIFTY DOLLARS ($1,462,350) 
less than the “Total Participating Costs” of “$2,140,650” stated upon the latest 
“Exhibit 6-D HBRRP Scope/Cost/Schedule Change Request” document submitted 
by the County to Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance and approved by Caltrans 
District 05 Local Assistance. 

 
End of Comments Regarding Alternative Design 
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Commencement of Comments Regarding the Document 
 

Initial Study Summary – Environmental Checklist 

 

● Page 1 of EXHIBIT 1 documents Page 1 of the Document titled: “Initial Study Summary – 

Environmental Checklist” indicating by checked boxes the “Environmental Factors 

Potentially Affected.”  Under “Determination,” the box checked regarding “On the basis of 

this initial evaluation, the Environmental Coordinator finds that: 

 

“Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in 

the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.”  

 

As it has been stated previously and will continually be repeated, had the bridge 

replacement structure been proposed to be replaced by pragmatic minimum AASHTO 

design guidelines/standards consistent with the current use and projected use out to 

“2034,” existing roadway width, design speed and traffic accident history, environmental 

impacts would be reduces to the greatest extent feasible.  Furthermore, as proposed, the 

project results in a replacement structure that is capacity increasing and as such, the 

Document is incomplete at this time. 

 

● Please direct your attention to Page 4 of EXHIBIT 1 documenting Page 5 of the Document.  

Please note the underlined passage that states: 

 

“The new bridge would be similar in size and height, but would be widened to 

meet standard lane and shoulder width requirements.” 

 

○ As was discussed above within the section titled: Comments Regarding the HBRRP 

Requirements,” this statement is without merit.  As has been previously represented 
above: 

 

• The Average Daily Traffic has been listed upon the Office of Structure Maintenance 

and Investigations October, 2014 Local Agency Bridge List as “25” as documented 
upon EXHIBIT 2.  However, under “12. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION,” of 

the Document, as documented upon Page 10 of EXHIBIT 1, within the first 

paragraph titled “Setting,” it states parenthetically: 

 

“….(Traffic along Cypress is infrequent (approximately 100 average daily trips)…” 

 

Therefore it is clearly documented the Document clearly misrepresents the existing actual 

Average Daily Traffic as it is clearly documented both upon EXHIBIT 2 as well as Page 1 

to Page 4 of EXHIBIT 3 the current Average Daily Traffic is “25” and the projected 

A-1

A-2

A-3

Response to Comments #s
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increase in Average Daily Traffic in 2034 is represented to be “99” which reflects an 

unreasonable 5.9% average annual increase in Average Daily Traffic from 2010 to 2034 to 

achieve such a traffic volume. 

 

• The design speed along the roadway served by Bridge 49C0033 has been shown by 

the statement under “7. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS”: 
 

“Setting. The project is located in a “very high” Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(SLO County, 2007); however, Cal Fire’s Las Tablas Station is located 
approximately 4.9 miles from the project site and response time is 

approximately 15 minutes. Klau Creek Bridge is not in a dam inundation zone 

(SLO County, 2009) and is not located in an airport safety zone.” 

 

to be approximately 20 miles per hour (4.9 miles * 60 minutes per hour / 15 minutes) 

 

This statement validates the existing alignment of the approach roadway before and after 

the subject bridge is composed of substandard horizontal curves with reduced design 

speeds of less than 25 miles per hour. 

 

○ As has been previously stated above, the third underlined passage within the first full 

paragraph at the top of Page 14 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 states: 

 

“One-lane bridges may be provided on single-lane roads and on two-lane 

roads with ADT less than 100 veh/day where the designer finds that a one-

lane bridge can operate effectively.  The minimum width of a one-lane bridge 

should be 4.5 m [15 ft] unless the designer concludes that a narrower bridge 

can function effectively (e.g., based on the safety performance of similar 

bridges maintained by the same agency).  Caution should be exercised in 

design of one-lane bridges wider than 4.9 m [16 ft.] to assure that drivers will 

not use them as two-lane structures.” 

 

Therefore even for new bridges on new roadways where the ADT is 100 or less the use of a 

one-lane bridges is acceptable.  As the Average Daily Traffic on Cypress Mountain Drive 

has been clearly represented to be “25”, a cost-effective replacement bridge alterative that 

would minimize environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible and meets minimum 

AASHTO design guidelines/standards would be the construction of a single lane, sixteen 

foot (16’) wide bridge structure. 

 

○ Please direct your attention to the discussion offered previously within the “Comments 

Regarding the Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program 

Requirements” section of these comments for the Document regarding Page 1 to Page 

6 of EXHIBIT 6. 

A-3

A-4

A-1
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Therefore, as has been demonstrated above, while California Road System Map “8R,” and 

the San Luis Obispo Circulation Element of the currently adopted General Plan have listed 

Cypress Mount Road as a “Minor Collector,” as has been clearly presented directly above, 

the Average Daily Traffic for Cypress Mountain Drive is established as “25”, the safe 

design speed along Cypress Mountain Drive is approximately 20 miles per hour throughout 

the entire course of Cypress Mountain Drive, and Cypress Mountain Drive is posted with 

Caltrans Type R11-4, “ROAD CLOSED TO THRU TRAFFIC” since at least 2008, 

Cypress Mountain Drive is functionally classified as a “minor collector” in name only and 

for all intentions and purposes more accurately meets the functional classification of a 

“local road” and not a “collector road.” 

 

○ Table 5-6 for local roads, documented upon Page 4 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2, and Table 

6-6 for collector roads, documented upon documented upon Page 11 of EXHIBIT 

AASHTO-2, both titled: “Minimum Clear Roadway Widths and Design Loadings for 
New and Reconstructed Bridges” clearly indicate for a roadway where the ADT is “under 
400,” the “Minimum Clear Roadway Width For Bridges” is listed as: 

 

“Traveled way + 2 ft (each side)” 

 

regardless of whether the roadway is functionally classified as either a local road or 

a collector roadway. 

 

Again, it is noted “Traveled way” is the existing roadway width and not the “Minimum 

Width of Traveled Way and Shoulders,” as specified within Table 5-6 for local roads, 

documented upon Page 3 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2, and Table 6-6 for collector roads, 

documented upon documented upon Page 10 of EXHIBIT AASHTO-2. 

 

○ Again, please momentarily redirect your attention to Page 1 to Page 4 of EXHIBIT 3 

whereupon every Structure Inventory and Appraisal Report states for National Bridge 

Inspection Item “(32) APPROACH ROADWAY WIDTH (W/SHOULSERS)” is 
specified to be: 

 

“3.7 M” 

 

Therefore pursuant to either Table 5-6 or Table 6-6, the minimum replacement bridge 

deck is specified as: 

 

2-feet plus 3.7 meters * 3.28 feet per meter plus 2-feet or 16-feet 
 

A-1,

A-5
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Therefore, whereas it is represented within the Document, “The new bridge would be similar 

in size and height, but would be widened to meet standard lane and shoulder width 

requirements.”, the proposed bridge is neither similar in size and height as the preexisting 

bridge, nor does the proposed widened bridge meet “standard lane and shoulder width 

requirements.” per the mandatory FHWA HBRRP requirements as documented upon Page 2 of 

EXHIBIT CT-3: 

 

“New and reconstruction projects shall be designed in accordance with 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

(AASHTO) Standards as defined in the current edition of A Policy on Geometric 

Design of Highways and Streets (often referred to as the AASHTO Green 

Book).” 

 

Again, as documented upon Page 2 of EXHIBIT CT-1, under the subheading “6.2.2 Bridge 
Replacement,” Item 4. states in full: 

 

“4. Even though a bridge may be eligible for replacement (SR ≤ 50), 

rehabilitation shall still be considered to ensure the most cost-effective 

solution is selected. When appropriate (determined by the local agency), a 

cost analysis should be included in the local agency’s project file. The SR, by 

itself, shall not be the sole justification for bridge replacement.” 

 

And, pursuant to the Caltrans HBRRP program requirements, from Chapter 6 of the Local 

Assistance Program Guidelines, Page 6 of EXHIBIT CT-1 documenting Page 6-21 where, 

under the heading “6.5.6 Exceeding AASHTO Standards,” the first sentence within the only 

paragraph states: 

 

“Where proposed design solutions exceed AASHTO guidelines or standards, the 

associated extra costs are generally not participating unless justified.” 
 

As it has been clearly documented and commented within these comments regarding the 

Document, the replacement bridge width as currently proposed does not meet the 

minimum AASHTO requirements and is therefore not cost-effective.  The associated extra 

costs involved to construct a bridge of a width that is essentially “wider than the 

preexisting roadway” is without merit unless the County of San Luis Obispo is willing to 

pay the associated extra costs for such an unnecessary bridge deck width. 

 

A-6

A-5, A-6
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○ Please note that for the proposed twenty four foot (24’) wide bridge deck consisting of 

two ten foot (10’) wide lanes and two, two foot (2’) wide shoulders, such a proposed 

approach roadway geometrics, per footnote “a” within Table 5-5, the proposed bridge 

deck width and therefore approach roadway widened to meet the bridge width would be 

for a facility serving an ADT of: 

 

“400 to 600 veh/day” 

 

“Therefore it is clearly documented within these comments for the Document that the 

Document proposes a project that would result in the replacement of an existing bridge 

structure facility with a new bridge structure of increased width that will result in an 

increase in capacity significantly beyond and above the capacity of the present facility, 

particularly with respect to both the present demands of the existing facility and projected 

increase in traffic volumes out 20 years into the future.  Therefore the project, as currently 

proposed, must be considered under California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, 

Chapter 3, Article 19, “Categorical Exemptions,” Section 15300, more specifically Section 

15302, “Replacement or Reconstruction,” to have a significant effect on the environment 

and shall therefore not be exempt from the provisions of CEQA. 

 

Therefore, unless the Document is revised to propose a bridge deck width and approach 

roadway width consistent with Table 5-6, and Table 6-6 to meet current and projected 

ADT out 20 years of “25,” and existing design speed no greater than “25” miles per hour, 

the bridge deck width and approach roadway widening necessary to meet the proposed 

deck width as proposed is capacity increasing.  Therefore, upon Page 1 of the Document 

under “DETERMINATION,” the box stating: 

 

“The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IPACT REPORT is require.” 

 

should be checked. 

 

● Page 2 of EXHIBIT 1 documents Page 2 of the Document. 

 

○ Please note the first sentence within the enclosed box at the top of the page states: 

 

“The County’s environmental review process incorporates all of the 

requirements for completing the Initial Study as required by the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines.” 
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Therefore, as discussed directly above for Page 1 of the Document, this statement has been 

clearly found to be a misrepresentation of fact as the County’s environmental review has 

clearly failed to incorporate all of the requirements for completing the Initial Study as 

required by the California Environmental Quality Act.  The proposed replacement bridge 

width will result in an increase in capacity that is clearly not demanded of the preexisting 

roadway projected no more than 20 years into the future, by the existing roadway 

geometrics, design speed, lack of any accident history, and posting of Caltrans Type R-11 

“ROAD CLOSED TO THRU TRAFFIC” signage. 

 

○ Continuing upon Page 2 of EXHIBIT 1, please note within the rectangle enclosed area at 

the beginning of the second paragraph under the heading “A. PROJECT,” where it states 
in full: 

 

“The existing one-span timber bridge on stone masonry abutments was built 

in 1953. The existing bridge has a clear deck width of 14 feet, which is non-

standard for a two-lane facility. The proposed bridge replacement will 

generally follow the existing alignment and will clear span approximately 54 

feet over Klau Creek. The proposed bridge replacement structure would be a 

concrete slab bridge with a clear deck width of 24 feet in order to 

accommodate 10-foot travel lanes and 2-foot shoulders.” 

 

• Regarding the first passage: 

 

“The existing one-span timber bridge on stone masonry abutments was 

built in 1953.” 
 

 The existing bridge on stone masonry abutments has existed since 1953 without any 

mention in the Document of having been washed out in nearly 62 years of service. 

 

• Continuing, the passage further states: 

 

“The existing bridge has a clear deck width of 14 feet, …” 
 

Therefore the existing bridge with a preexisting deck width of just 14 feet has been in 

service since 1953 and per the California Highway Patrol SWITRS data furnished upon 

EXHIBIT 8, there has not been a single reported traffic accident on Cypress Mountain 

Drive for fifteen years from 2000 to 2014.  

 

• Continuing, the balance of the above passage states in part: 

 

“…which is non-standard for a two-lane facility.” 
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however it is clearly evident citing Cypress Mountain Drive as a “two-lane facility” is a 

misrepresentation of fact as from both the Google Earth Street View screen captures 

documented as Page 3 to Page 6 of EXHIBIT 6, and as documented within EXHIBIT 3 the 

Structure Inventory and Appraisal Reports clearly state the roadway width to be “3.7 M” 

or approximately 12 feet, Cypress Mountain Drive is primarily a one-lane dirt road facility 

with intermittent turnouts to facilitate the passing of vehicles.  Such an existing physical 

roadway cannot be considered a “two-lane facility.” 

 

• Continuing, the passage further states: 

 

“The proposed bridge replacement will generally follow the existing 

alignment and will clear span approximately 54 feet over Klau Creek.” 
 

The proposed increase in span length from the current approximately 27 feet to the 

proposed 54 feet will be clearly shown below in comments regarding “14. WATER & 

HYDROLOGY”, based upon an independent hydrologic/hydraulic analysis to be 

unnecessary, not cost-effective, and not minimized environmental impacts to the greatest 

extent feasible. 

 

• Continuing, the passage further states: 

 

“The proposed bridge replacement structure would be a concrete slab 

bridge with a clear deck width of 24 feet in order to accommodate 10-foot 

travel lanes and 2-foot shoulders.” 

 

As has been clearly documented above, such a bridge deck overall width is inconsistent 

with the AASHTO standards for the replacement of existing bridge structures for existing 

roadway geometrics including preexisting roadway width and design speed.  Therefore the 

proposed bridge width is not cost-effective, is capacity increasing, and will not minimize 

environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible. 

 

○ Continuing upon Page 2 of EXHIBIT 1, please note within the first rectangle enclosed 

area within the third paragraph under the heading “A. PROJECT,” where it states: 

 

“…and guard rail installation, retaining wall construction…” 

 

• With respect to “….and guard rail installation…”, your attention is directed to 

EXHIBIT AASHTO-3 clearly documenting approach guard rails for a replacement 

bridge structure on a roadway such as Cypress Mountain Drive is unnecessary from a 

cost/benefit ratio standpoint. 
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• With respect to “…, retaining wall construction…”, your attention is directed to the 

comments regarding “14. WATER & HYDROLOGY”, offered below that document 

based upon an independent hydrologic/hydraulic analysis it is not necessary to 

increase the bridge soffit elevation necessitating the construction of the proposed 

retaining wall. 

 

○ Continuing upon Page 2 of EXHIBIT 1, please note within the second rectangle 

enclosed area within the third paragraph under the heading “A. PROJECT,” where it 
states: 

 

“It is anticipated that several trees within the riparian area will need to be 

removed to accommodate the construction of the new bridge as well as the 

temporary detour.” 

 

As has been clearly documented previously above, the proposed project is neither cost-

effective, is capacity increasing, and does not minimize environmental impacts to the 

greatest extent feasible.  As will be clearly presented below, replacement of the preexisting 

bridge structure with an acceptable 16-foot wide, one-lane bridge would meet minimum 

AASHTO design guideline/specifications, not be capacity increasing, and result in 

minimizing environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible. 

 

● Page 3 of EXHIBIT 1 documents Page 4 of the Document where under “C. 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS” it states: 

 

“During the Initial Study process, at least one issue was identified as having a 

potentially significant environmental effects (see following Initial Study). Those 

potentially significant items associated with the proposed uses can be minimized 

to less than significant levels.” 

 

As has been previously documented above, the proposed project is capacity increasing and 

both the Initial Study and the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration fails to address this 

matter.  Therefore the project, as currently proposed unless modified, must be considered 

under California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 19, 

“Categorical Exemptions,” Section 15300, more specifically Section 15302, “Replacement 

or Reconstruction,” to have a significant effect on the environment and shall therefore not 

be exempt from the provisions of CEQA thereby requiring an Environmental Impact 

Report. 
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Comments Regarding Individual Environmental Checklist Items 

 

● Page 4 of EXHIBIT 1 documents Page 5 of the Document’s Environmental Checklist Item 

“1. AESTHETICS”. 
 

○ Please note within the first rectangle enclosed area within the second paragraph it states: 

 

“Impact. The project would not introduce a new type of roadway feature to 

the setting. The project would replace an existing bridge with a similar 

bridge in the same location. The new bridge would be similar in size and 

height, but would be widened to meet standard lane and shoulder width 

requirements.” 

 

• With respect to the statement: 

 

“The project would not introduce a new type of roadway feature to the 

setting.” 

 

Such a statement is a misrepresentation as the adjacent approach roadway is being 

unnecessarily widened to accommodate an unnecessary wider bridge structure that is not 

required based upon either the existing roadway width, current or future Average Daily 

Traffic, design speed, traffic accident history, or any plans to widen the existing roadway 

within ten years. 

 

• Continuing: 

 

 “The project would replace an existing bridge with a similar bridge in the same 

location.” 
 

The proposed replacement bridge is neither of similar width nor span, nor in the same 

location as the proposed bridge is of an unnecessary width, span, and increased elevation 

necessitating an unnecessary retaining wall structure and unnecessary removal of existing 

trees and riparian habitat along and adjacent to the existing roadway. 

 

• Finally: 

 

“The new bridge would be similar in size and height, but would be 

widened to meet standard lane and shoulder width requirements.” 

 

As has been previously presented above, the replacement bridge is neither similar in size, 

nor height, nor span length as was not mentioned in the statement quoted above.  

Furthermore, as has been clearly demonstrated above, the proposed bridge does not meet 

but rather exceeds “standard lane and shoulder width requirements” for replacement 

bridges as established by AASHTO in either Table 5-6 or Table 6-6. 
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○ Please note within the second rectangle enclosed area within the third paragraph states: 

 

“Various species of trees that may be impacted by project activities (i.e., 

trimmed or removed) include white alder, foothill pine, western sycamore, 

coast live oak, valley oak, and California bay laurel.  These species are 

common throughout the project area. Removal of these trees would not 

represent significant visual impacts; however, mitigation measures required 

for biological impacts, including habitat restoration and tree replacement, 

would provide a co-benefit and further reduce visual impacts.” 

 

These impacts would be wholly and completely eliminated or at least minimized to the 

greatest extent feasible if the replacement bridge was sized to meet cost-effective 

requirements as established by AASTHTO. 

 

○ Please note within the third rectangle enclosed area within the fourth paragraph states: 

 

“Mitigation/Conclusion. Visual impacts as a result of tree removal activities 

would be mitigated through habitat restoration activities outlined in the 

Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Report prepared for the project 

(Appendix A). No additional visual mitigation measures are anticipated. 

 

Again, these impacts would be wholly and completely eliminated or at least minimized to 

the greatest extent feasible if the replacement bridge was sized to meet cost-effective 

requirements as established by AASTHTO. 

 

○ Please note for Environmental Checklist Item “1. AESTHETICS” not a single box is 
checked under the heading “Impact can & will be mitigated” with respect to removal of 

trees to facilitate the unnecessary widened bridge structure and detour which is 

mentioned as a mitigation measure. 

 

Therefore the Environmental Checklist Item “1. AESTHETICS” is in error.  Additionally, 

as the detour is a temporary structure, the detour should be routed so as to eliminate any 

permanent removal of any trees whatsoever. 

 

● Page 5 of EXHIBIT 1 documents Page 6 of the Document’s Environmental Checklist Item 

“2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES”. 
 

○ Please refer to the comments previously made on Page 18 above for the statements within 

the polygon enclosed area encompassing the paragraph for “Setting.” 

 

○ Continuing, please note the underlined statement within the “Impact” paragraph that 
states: 

 

“A temporary bridge will be placed upstream of the new bridge…” 

B-2

B-3

B-4

B-5



Douglas P. Jackson, PE 

Comments Regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration, Notice of Determination, & Initial Study 

for the 

Cypress Mountain Drive Bridge Replacement Project ED13-248/300432 
  

 

Page 57 of 184 

 

Please note such a statement is inconsistent with other statements within the 

Document indicating the temporary bridge detour will be located “easterly” or 
downstream of the new bridge. 

 

● With respect to Environmental Checklist Item “4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES” from Page 
10 to Page 16 of the Document: 

 

○ With respect to categories: 

 

• b) Reduce the extent, diversity or quality of native or other important vegetation?, 

 

and, 

 

• c) Impact wetland or riparian habitat? 

 

Both categories b) and c) would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible by replacement 

of the existing bridge with a single lane, 16-foot wide bridge of span length 30-feet. 

‘ 
○ Please direct your attention to Page 6 of EXHIBIT 1 documenting Page 11 of the 

Document’s Environmental Checklist Item “4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES”.  Please 
note the rectangle enclosed third paragraph enclosing the first paragraph for “Setting” 
where it states in full: 

 

“Setting. A Natural Environment Study (NES) and Biological Assessment were 

completed for the proposed project in April 2014 (Rincon Consultants 2014a and 

b) pursuant to requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA). These documents were referenced as a part of this initial study.” 

 

It should be noted herein that such an extensive, exhaustive study for what should be a 

simple bridge replacement project should not have been required had the County properly 

followed the requirements of the Federally funded Highway Bridge Replacement and 

Rehabilitation Program pursuant to AASHTO design guideline/standards. 

 

○ Please direct your attention to Page 7 of EXHIBIT 1 documenting Page 13 of the 

Document’s Environmental Checklist Item “4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES”.  Please 
note the rectangle enclosed third paragraph from the top of the page that states in full: 

 

“The bridge replacement activities will result in a less constricted, more open 

creek channel.  The abutments will be placed further back on the bank of 

Klau Creek to accommodate the flows of Klau Creek and eliminate the need 

for extensive rock slope protection within the creek. Thus, the abutments of 

the new bridge will no longer be located below OHWM and/or within 
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USACE jurisdictional areas. The streambed and riverine habitat will be 

enhanced and restored as a result of the structure being moved out of the 

low-flow channel. Based on this habitat enhancement, the functional value of 

the project site will increase as a result of project activities.” 

 

• With respect to the underlined passage: 

 

“The bridge replacement activities will result in a less constricted, more 

open creek channel. 
 

Your attention is directed to the comments regarding “14. WATER & HYDROLOGY”, 

below, that document based upon an independent hydrologic/hydraulic analysis the 

preexisting channel constructed for the preexisting bridge was properly sized to adequately 

convey the 100-year storm event without endangering the bridge structure as is evidenced 

by the structure remaining in satisfactory service for nearly 62 years. 

 

• With respect to the underlined passage: 

 

The abutments will be placed further back on the bank of Klau Creek to 

accommodate the flows of Klau Creek and eliminate the need for 

extensive rock slope protection within the creek. 
 

Again, your attention is directed to the comments regarding “14. WATER & 

HYDROLOGY”, below that demonstrate based upon an independent hydrologic/hydraulic 

analysis, neither is it necessary to increase the existing channel width between bridge 

abutments, nor is “extensive rock slope protection” warranted as flow velocities for the 

100-year event would not exceed 13 feet per second. 

 

The photographs from the biennial Bridge Inspection Report dated “09/08/2011” indicate 

broken pieces of flat concrete slab material was previously placed downstream of 

Abutment 2, Right, to reduce the effects of scour directly behind and downstream from the 

abutment. 

 

The first page of the “07/24/2014” biennial Bridge Inspection Report states with respect to 

the substructure: 

 

“The main area of concern for this bridge remains at Abutment 2 left.  See below 

for details and recommendations that have been previously reported. 

 

A-6



Douglas P. Jackson, PE 

Comments Regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration, Notice of Determination, & Initial Study 

for the 

Cypress Mountain Drive Bridge Replacement Project ED13-248/300432 
  

 

Page 59 of 184 

The mortar joints for the masonry type abutment section along the left side of 

Abutment 2 continue to exhibit distress (see archived photos).  The joints do not 

appear tight and exhibit cracks varying form small to heavy as described below.  

The bearing and retaining strength of Abutment 2 left is unknown, but appears 

somewhat compromised along a length of approximately 5 feet by the condition 

of the masonry section described.” 

 

The comments quoted above have been repeated since the “11/17/2008” thereby clearly 

indicating the condition of Abutment 2 has not deteriorated further since 2008. 

 

• With respect to the underlined passage: 

 

the abutments of the new bridge will no longer be located below OHWM 

and/or within USACE jurisdictional areas 
 

Your attention is directed to the comments regarding “14. WATER & HYDROLOGY”, 

below, that document based upon an independent hydrologic/hydraulic analysis flow 

depths for the 100-year event would not encroach within 2 feet of a bridge soffit located 8 

feet above the channel elevation represented to be 1127.1 feet. (1140.9 feet minus 13.8 feet 

equals 1127.1 feet). 

 

• With respect to the final underlined passage: 

 

The streambed and riverine habitat will be enhanced and restored as a 

result of the structure being moved out of the low-flow channel. Based 

on this habitat enhancement, the functional value of the project site will 

increase as a result of project activities.” 

 

○ Please again direct your attention to Page 7 of EXHIBIT 1 documenting Page 13 of the 

Document’s Environmental Checklist Item “4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES”.  Please 
note the rectangle enclosed fifth paragraph from the top of the page that states in full: 

 

“A Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan has been prepared and includes 

specific measures for restoration and revegetation of all disturbed areas. The 

Plan includes protection measures, standards for revegetation, a monitoring 

program to ensure proper implementation and maintenance of restored 

areas, and performance criteria to determine success (Appendix A).” 

 

Again, as stated above for “Setting,” it should be noted herein that such an extensive, 

exhaustive biological study and subsequent “Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan” for 

what should be a simple bridge replacement project should not have been required had the 
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County properly followed the requirements of the Federally funded Highway Bridge 

Replacement and Rehabilitation Program pursuant to AASHTO design 

guidelines/standards. 

 

There is a far greater detrimental environmental impact by unnecessarily widening the 

bridge beyond minimum AASHTO standards than maintaining the status quo of existing 

channel restriction at the preexisting bridge location.  As the independent 

hydrologic/hydraulic analysis clearly indicates, the original siting of the timber bridge and 

separation of abutments have allowed the nearly 62 year old structure to remain in 

satisfactory service without any history of replacement or damage due to high water flows 

as the Local Agency Bridge List indicates construction in “1953”. 

 

○ Please direct your attention to Page 8 and Page 9 of EXHIBIT 1 documenting Page 14 

and Page 16 of the Document’s Environmental Checklist Item “4. BIOLOGICAL 

RESOURCES”. 
 

• Please note the first rectangle enclosed area upon Page 8 of EXHIBIT 1 enclosing 

mitigation measure “[BR-7]” which states in full: 
 

[BR-7] Raw cement, concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other 

coating material, oil or other petroleum products, or any other substances 

which could be hazardous to fish or wildlife resulting from project-related 

activities, shall be prevented from contaminating the soil and/or entering Klau 

Creek. 

 

So far as the Commenter is aware, there are no plans to improve the existing dirt road 

surface by placement of aggregate base and asphalt pavement. 

 

• Continuing upon Page 8 of EXHIBIT 1 please note the second rectangle enclosed 

area enclosing mitigation measure “[BR-8]” which states in full: 
 

[BR-8] Upon completion of construction activities, any diversions or 

barriers to flow shall be removed in a manner that would allow flow to 

resume with the least amount of disturbance to the jurisdictional areas. 

Alteration of the jurisdictional areas shall be minimized to the maximum 

extent possible; any imported materials shall be removed from the stream bed 

upon completion of the project. 

 

It is understood a temporary bridge structure is to be constructed so temporary 

obstructions to flows within the bed, bank and channel should be nonexistent.  

Furthermore, a provision should be incorporated within mitigation measure [BR-8] 

establishing that “Ground surfaces should be restored to preexisting contours.”  Such 
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conditions can be effectively achieved if geotextile fabric is placed upon the preexisting 

ground surface prior to the temporary placement of earthen materials for temporary 

roadway approaches to temporary bridge structures. 

 

• Continuing upon Page 8 of EXHIBIT 1 please note the third rectangle enclosed area 

enclosing mitigation measures “[BR-10]” and “[BR-11]” which state in full: 
 

[BR-10] The Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) prepared for 

the project provides for a 1:1 restoration ratio for temporary impacts and a 3:1 

enhancement ratio for permanent impacts. The HMMP identifies the specific 

mitigation areas. The HMMP will be implemented immediately following 

project completion. The project HMMP shall utilize native riparian plant 

species that currently occur in the project area. All trees with a diameter at 

breast height DBH of four (4) inches or greater will be replaced at a 3:1 ratio, 

except for trees 24-inches or greater, which will be replaced at a 10:1 ratio. 

 

[BR-11] To minimize impacts to the mixed riparian habitat, removal of 

mixed riparian habitat shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete 

the project. 

 

Again, as stated above for “Setting,” with respect to mitigation measures “[BR-10]” and 

“[BR-11]” it should be noted herein that such an extensive, exhaustive biological study and 

subsequent “Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan” for what should be a simple bridge 

replacement project should not have been required had the County properly followed the 

requirements of the Federally funded Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation 

Program pursuant to AASHTO standards. 

 

• Proceeding to Page 9 of EXHIBIT 1 please note the rectangle enclosed area 

enclosing mitigation measures “[BR-22]” and “[BR-23]” which state in full: 
 

“[BR-22] If feasible, removal of trees will be scheduled to occur in the fall 

and winter (between September 1 and February 14), after fledging and before 

the initiation of the nesting season. 

 

[BR-23] If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the nesting 

season (February 15 through August 31), a pre-construction nesting bird 

survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist throughout all areas of 

potentially suitable and accessible habitats within 200 feet of any proposed 

construction activities. The pre-construction nesting bird survey will be 

performed no more than two weeks prior to construction to determine the 

presence/absence of nesting birds within the project area.” 
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Tree removal would be minimized or outright eliminated by constructing the replacement 

bridge structure to the minimum geometric dimensions as required by AASHTO design 

guidelines/standards the County is required to follow under the Federally funded HBRRP 

program. 

 

• Continuing upon Page 9 of EXHIBIT 1 please note the rectangle enclosed area 

enclosing mitigation measure “[BR-24]” which states in full: 
 

[BR-24] Caltrans shall be immediately notified if any nesting bird species 

protected under federal law [including the MBTA] are observed during 

surveys. Caltrans shall coordinate with USFWS regarding appropriate 

avoidance measures and the County shall coordinate with CDFW regarding 

appropriate avoidance measures. Work activities shall be avoided within 100 

feet of active passerine nests and 200 feet of active raptor nests until young 

birds have fledged and left the nest(s). Readily visible exclusion zones shall 

be established in areas where nests must be avoided. Nests, eggs, or young of 

birds covered by the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code would not be 

moved or disturbed until the end of the nesting season or until young fledge, 

whichever is later, nor would adult birds be killed, injured, or harassed at any 

time. 

 

Based upon this mitigation measure, one cannot help wonder if Caltrans is to be placed in 

charge of such responsibilities, then why is Caltrans District 05 Local Assistance not 

demanding the County construct the replacement bridge structure to the mandatory 

minimum AASHTO standards in the first place thereby eliminating any need for removal 

of preexisting trees? 

 

● Page 10 of EXHIBIT 1 documents Page 25 of the Document regarding Environmental 

Checklist Item “12. “TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION,” where the underlined passage 
states: 

 

“Traffic along Cypress Mountain Drive is infrequent (approximately 100 

average daily trips) and is currently used by nearby residents and visitors to the 

7X Ranch, a youth camp located south of the project side.” 

 

Please note the misrepresentation “…approximately 100 average daily trips...” has been 

previously addressed.  No further comment is necessary. 

 

○ Please direct your attention to the bottom of Page 10 of EXHIBIT 1 where the last 

sentence at the bottom of Page 25 within the “Impact” paragraph states: 
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“The proposed project activities would be temporary, lasting approximately 

four months.” 

 

Please note the construction period could be further reduced by reducing the bridge 

dimensions to the minimum dimensions established by AASHTO standards. 

 

● Page 11 to Page 12 of EXHIBIT 1 document Page 27 and Page 28 of the Document 

regarding Environmental Checklist Item “14. “WATER & HYDROLOGY”.  Please note the 

rectangle enclosed first paragraph at the top of Page 12 of EXHIBIT 1 where it is stated in 

full: 

 

“The construction of the proposed bridge will improve the capacity of flow over 

that of the existing bridge as well as meet the Federal Highway Administration’s 

(FHWA’s) criteria of passing the 50-year flood and the 100-year flood. The 

proposed bridge will have a soffit elevation of approximately 1140.90, which 

would be roughly 13.8 feet above the current creek thalweg.” 

 

The Commenter on February 24, 2015, submitted a public records request to the County of San 

Luis Obispo requesting a copy of the hydrologic/hydraulic study performed for the bridge 

replacement project.  As of the completion and submittal of these comments, the Commenter has 

yet to receive a copy of the requested hydrologic/hydraulic study. 

 

○ Please direct your attention to Page 1 and Page 2 of EXHIBIT 7 documenting 

respectively, County of San Luis Obispo Department of Public Works “AVERAGE 
ANNUAL RAINFALL,” Drawing No. “H-1,” and “Figure 819.2C Regional Flood 
Frequency Equations” from “CHAPTER 810 HYDROLOGY,” from the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual. 

 

• Please note per Page 1 of EXHIBIT 7 the maximum average annual precipitation for 

the drainage area upstream from Bridge 49C0033 is “42” inches. 

 

• Delineation of the Klau Creek watershed upstream of Bridge 49C0033 has 

determined the drainage area encompasses 5.7 square miles. 

 

• By application of the Regional Flood Frequency Equations for the Central Coast 

regions, the following stormwater runoff flows are calculated: 

 ∫ 
A 

[sq. miles] 

Ρ 

[inches] 
H 

Qn 

[cfs] 

Q2 0.006 5.7 42 2.09 180 

Q5 0.118 5.7 42 2.09 480 

Q10 0.583 5.7 42 2.09 720 

Q25 2.91 5.7 42 2.09 1,060 

Q50 8.2 5.7 42 2.09 1,360 

Q100 19.7 5.7 42 2.09 1,660 
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○ The Commenter employed the EPA Stormwater Management Model (EPA SWMM) to 

evaluate hydraulic water surface elevations within the Klau Creek stream channel at the 

Bridge 48C0033 crossing.  Page 3 of EXHIBIT 7 is a screen shot of the EPA SWMM 

model employing five subcatchments. 

 

○ Page 4 to Page 6 of EXHIBIT 7 document the initial approximated Klau Creek channel 

cross section considering a 30-foot clear deck span with a 1.5:1 rock slope embankment 

into the channel.  This approximate channel section was employed prior to receipt of the 

2008 to 2014 Bridge Inspection Reports that clarified the pre-existing channel cross 

section. 

 

• Page 5 of EXHIBIT 7 graphically indicates the 100-year event results in an 

approximate flow depth of just over 6 feet. 

 

• Page 6 of EXHIBIT 7 graphically indicates the 100-year event results in an 

approximate flow velocity of approximately between 12 and 13 feet per second. 

 

○ Page 7 to Page 9 of EXHIBIT 7 document the adjusted existing Klau Creek channel 

cross section based upon the photos contained within the 2008 to 2014 Bridge Inspection 

Reports. 

 

• Page 5 of EXHIBIT 7 graphically indicates the 100-year event results in an 

approximate flow depth of just over 6 feet. 

 

• Page 6 of EXHIBIT 7 graphically indicates the 100-year event results in an 

approximate flow velocity of approximately 11 feet per second. 

 

The existing height between the Kalu Creek channel flow line and the bottom of the 

existing timber bridge girders is not presently known by the Commenter.  It is 

disconcerting the County of San Luis Obispo has not made all technical studies for the 

project, particularly the hydrologic/hydraulic study readily available at their website.  As 

has been previously stated, the Commenter has submitted a public records request for the 

project hydrologic/hydraulic study however the document may not be received until after 

the March 2, 2015 5 pm deadline to submit comments. 

 

If the existing height between the bottom of the timber bridge girders and the Klau Creek 

channel flow line elevation currently exceeds 8-feet, there should be no objection to 

constructing the replacement concrete slab bridge with a soffit elevation no greater than 

the existing elevation of the bottom of the existing timber bridge girders.   
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If the existing height between the bottom of the timber bridge girders and the Klau Creek 

channel flow line is currently less than 8-feet above the existing Klau Creek channel flow 

line, then the replacement concrete slab bridge should be constructed with a soffit elevation 

no less than 8 feet above the Klau Creek channel flow line elevation.   

 

This independent hydrologic/hydraulic analysis has clearly demonstrated the passage 

enclosed by rectangle at the top of Page 12 of EXHIBIT 1 documenting Page 28 of the 

Document where it states in part: 

 

“The proposed bridge will have a soffit elevation of approximately 1140.90, 

which would be roughly 13.8 feet above the current creek thalweg.” 

 

is without merit.  To establish a 13.8 foot clearance between the bridge soffit and the Kalu 

Creek channel flow line is excessively unnecessary and therefore should be abandoned.  As 

the independent hydrological/hydraulic analysis has clearly demonstrated, increasing the 

span from 27 feet to 30 feet and that increasing the bridge span to 54 feet is neither 

necessary nor cost-effective and does not minimize environmental impacts to the greatest 

extent feasible. 

 

● Page 13 of EXHIBIT 1 documents Page 29 of the Document regarding Environmental 

Checklist Item “15. “LAND USE”.  With respect to “Land Use” it is imperative to repeat that 
parcels served by Cypress Mountain Drive via Bridge 49C0033 are generally either: 

 

○ “Agricultural Preserve”, or, 

 

○ “Under Williamson Act contract.” 

 

A cursory census of parcels through the San Luis Obispo County GIS database available 

online confirmed numerous parcels served by Cypress Mountain Drive are zoned as 

“Agricultural Preserve.” 

 

Furthermore, as California counties must either adhere to State of California Public 

Resources Code Sections 4251-4290, or establish local alternative standards as authorized 

by Section 4290 of the Public Resources  Code, Cypress Mountain Drive, due to multiple 

locations being presently substandard, one-lane roadway with respect to emergency vehicle 

access, any further development of parcels accessed by Cypress Mountain Drive should be 

restricted until such time Cypress Mountain Drive is widened in its entirety.  Therefore it is 

therefore clearly demonstrated future Average Daily Traffic out 20 years should not exceed 

100 vehicles per day. 
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● Page 14 of EXHIBIT 1 documents Page 31 of the Document regarding “Exhibit A – Initial 

Study References and Agency Contacts.” 

 

It is incomprehensible the box for “CA Department of Transportation” was not checked as 

an agency contact as the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of 

Local Assistance has been delegated full responsibility by the FHWA to manage the 

HBRRP program through which this project is to be 88.53% funded. 

 

● Page 15 to Page 16 of EXHIBIT 1 document Page 32 and Page 33 of the Document 

regarding “…specific information and/or reference materials have been considered as a part 
of the Initial Study”. 

 

It is imperative to note that not one document is referenced from either the Caltrans Local 

Assistance Procedures Manual, nor the Caltrans Local Assistance Program Guidelines, 

including but not limited to: 

 

○ Local Assistance Program Guidelines Chapter 20-Environmental Enhancement and 

Mitigation (EEM) Program, the home page which is available at the following link: 

 

http://dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/EEM/homepage.htm 

 

○ Local Assistance Procedures Manual-Chapter 6 – Environmental Procedures, a copy of 

which is available at the following link: 

 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/lam/prog_p/ch06-2013-03-14.pdf 

 

 

End Comments regarding the Document 
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$539,000.00 

$361,000.00 



Page 134 of 184 

EXHIBIT 5 
PAGE 15 OF 16 



Page 135 of 184 

EXHIBIT 5 
PAGE 16 OF 16 



Page 136 of 184 

EXHIBIT 6 
PAGE 1 OF 6 



Page 137 of 184 

EXHIBIT 6 
PAGE 2 OF 6 

KEY MAP OF CYPRESS MOUNTIAN ROAD GOOGLE EARTH STREET VIEWS 

@ SANTA ROSA CRK RD 
GOOGLE STREET VIEWS 

PAGES 3 & 4 OF 6 

WEST OF RESERVOIR RD 
GOOGLE STREET VIEWS 

PAGE 5 OF 6 

@ KLAU MINE ROAD 
GOOGLE STREET VIEW 

PAGE 6 OF 6 
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NOTE TYPE R11-4: 
“ROAD CLOSED 

TO 
 THRU TRAFFIC” 

SIGN 

CYPRESS MOUNTIAN ROAD POST MILE 0.0 @ SANTA ROSA CREEK ROAD LOOKING EAST 
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CYPRESS MOUNTIAN ROAD POST MILE 0.0 @ SANTA ROSA CREEK ROAD LOOKING EAST 

NOTE TYPE R11-4: 
“ROAD CLOSED 

TO 
 THRU TRAFFIC” 

SIGN 
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ROADWAY WIDTH VARIES: 
12.6± FT TO 15± FT 

CYPRESS MOUNTIAN ROAD POST MILE 0.77± WEST OF RESERVIOR ROAD LOOKING NORTH-EAST 
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CYPRESS MOUNTIAN ROAD POST MILE 6.57± @ KLAU MINE ROAD LOOKING WEST 

NOTE TYPE R11-4: 
“ROAD CLOSED 

TO 
 THRU TRAFFIC” 

SIGN 
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MAXIMUM AVERAGE ANNUAL 
PRECIPITAION FOR BRIDGE 49C0033 

42 INCHES 
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EPASWMM MODEL 
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EXHIBIT 7 
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APPROXIMATED CROSS SECTION 
ASSUMED PRIOR TO RECEIPT OF BIRs’ 
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EXHIBIT 7 
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ESTIMATED 100-YEAR FLOW DEPTH BASED 
UPON APPROXIMATED CROSS SECTION 
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EXHIBIT 7 
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ESTIMATED 100-YEAR FLOW VELOCITY BASED 
UPON APPROXIMATED CROSS SECTION 
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EXHIBIT 7 
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ESTIMATED EXISTING CROSS SECTION BASED 
UPON BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORT PHOTOS 
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ESTIMATED 100-YEAR FLOW DEPTH BASED 
UPON ESTIMATED EXISTING CROSS SECTION 

EXHIBIT 7 
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EXHIBIT 7 
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ESTIMATED 100-YEAR FLOW VELOCITY BASED 
UPON ESTIMATED EXISTING CROSS SECTION  
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PROPOSED 
24-FT x 54-FT 

ALTERNATIVE 
15-FT x 30-FT 

POTENTIAL DETOUR ROUTE 
TO MINIMIZE 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

ALTERNATE DESIGN – 16-FT WIDE SLAB DECK BY 30-FT SPAN 
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EXHIBIT 9 
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TYPE TL-2 BRIDGE 
BARRIER RAIL: 

W6x25 & THRIE BEAM 
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EXHIBIT 9 
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15% 

25% 

396,600 

59,500 

99,200 

555,300 8,900 

114,100 

0.00 

8,900 

564,200 

678,300 

600,500 88.53% 

99,200 14,900 

BRIDGE 49C003 16-FT WIDTHX30- FOOT SLAB DECK WITH TYPE TL-2 BARRIER RAIL 
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EXHIBIT AASHTO-1 
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