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Appendix E. Consolidated Comments on the Public 
Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

This appendix includes all comments received on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study for a 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Pathway along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW, and summarizes the response to these 
comments. This appendix presents the staff report and minutes for the November 14, 2011 City Council 

meeting and the staff report for the February 13, 2012 City Council meeting. 

E.1 Comments Received During the Public Review Period 
People submitting comment letters: 

1. William Kirkpatrick, EBMUD 

2. Bruce Allan, Chair Lafayette BPAC 

3. Marie Blits, President Lafayette Homeowners Council 

4. Abigail Fateman and John Cunningham 

5. Sergio Ruiz, Caltrans 

6. Jeff Peacock, Chair Lafayette Parks, Trails and Recreation Commission 

7. Ed Stevenson, Building Manager, Lafayette War Veterans 

8. Chris Dodge 

9. Mel Epps 

People registering comments at the study’s website: 

10. Steve Richard 

11. Jeffry Gilman (Lafayette Creeks Committee) 

12. Mike Noonan 

13. Curtis Springfield 

14. Big Wayne 

15. Octavio Lacayo 

E.1.1 Comment Letters 
Comment letters and comments received at the study’s website are presented on the following pages.  



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-2 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-3 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-4 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-5 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-6 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-7 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-8 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-9 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-10 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-11 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-12 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-13 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-14 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-15 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-16 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-17 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-18 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-19 

 



Feasibility & Options Study for a Pedestrian & Bicycle Pathway Along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW 

FINAL 

E-20 | Alta Planning + Design Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft 

 



Appendix E Consolidated Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Feasibility Study 

February 2012 Alta Planning + Design | E-21 

E.1.2 Response to Comments 
The following responses are best reviewed with the comment letters presented in Section E.1.1. 

Correspondence #1: William Kirkpatrick, EBMUD 

Response to Comment 1-1: Noted, a new license agreement will need to be developed. 

Response to Comment 1-2: Since EBMUD already has existing maintenance responsibilities along the 
Aqueduct ROW, the study suggests that, if a pathway were constructed, potential areas of overlap should be 

identified to improve efficiency. For example, a paved pathway may serve to also provide access for 
maintenance vehicles in lieu of the existing maintenance path. If found to be workable, then the jurisdictions 

may wish to develop a shared maintenance approach; the details of which would be specified in the new 
license agreement. The existing revocable license agreement (Section A-3) says EBMUD shall restore the 

ground surface to its pre-existing grade and make best efforts to limit damage to landscaping. Further 
discussion will be needed to determine arrangements for repairing damaged portions of the pathway. 

Response to Comment 1-3: The City was aware of a possible project, but did not know that a specific planned 
capital improvement project for the No. 1 Aqueduct was scheduled for 2015-2020. EBMUD staff has since 

indicated that this project’s schedule may be delayed. The consultant team has investigated further and 
revised the Public Review Draft by adding this paragraph to section 4.4.2: 

“EBMUD has a planned capital improvement project—the Lafayette Aqueduct No. 1 Relining Project—which 
is scheduled for the 2015-2020 timeframe. This project will repair the lining on the Lafayette Aqueduct No. 1 

from the Walnut Creek Water Treatment Plant to the Lafayette Control Works. If the City decides to pursue 
construction of the proposed pathway, the timing of this capital improvement project may be advantageous, 

as it will be easier to construct a pathway in the context of a larger project than in isolation.” 

Response to Comment 1-4: The retaining walls that occur on EBMUD ROW are gravity type which we 

understood could be used subject to review by EBMUD. The proposed gravity retaining walls within EBMUD 
ROW would be removable, consistent with discussions held with EBMUD, the City and the Project Team on 

August 23, 2010. Per that discussion it is understood that ‘removable/temporary’ structures include gravity 
retaining wall, timber, etc. We have added the clarification (shown here underlined) to the first paragraph of 

section 4.4.2: “EBMUD may allow a less permanent structure, such as a gravity retaining wall (e.g., a keystone 
retaining wall), to be installed within their ROW.” We have also changed all generic references to “retaining 

wall” to “gravity retaining wall,” where the proposed retaining wall would be placed within the EBMUD 
Aqueduct right-of-way. 

The advance video detection proposed at Dolores Drive can be installed in compliance with EBMUD’s 
procedures. Passive video detection can detect movement up to 300’ away, and the study recommends 

detecting pathway users 200 feet in advance of the Dolores Drive intersection. We have revised the Public 
Review Draft to reflect this by adding the following item to recommendation 3b, passive video detection, in 

Section 5.4.4. Dolores Drive Crossing: “Cameras should either be installed outside of the EBMUD ROW, 
which would require an encroachment permit from adjacent property owners (Caltrans or other), or at the 

roadway crossing looking back at the path, on City of Lafayette’s ROW.” 
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The consultant team has evaluated the locations of the proposed pathway lighting at street intersections, 

medians (at Private Drive) and in-pavement flashers (at Dolores Dr.) and added the following clarifications to 
the Public Review Draft: 

The following sentence has been added to all items in Chapter 5 recommending pedestrian scale lighting: 
“Light poles should be installed within City of Lafayette’s ROW or easement over the EBMUD Aqueduct 

ROW.” 

The recommendation for a median at Private Drive (item 6, Section 5.4.3) has been revised to clarify that “. 

This extension of the median falls within the City’s easement over the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW. If a raised 
median is not feasible per EBMUD’s procedures, a painted median can be considered as an alternative.”  

In section 5.5.2 Oak Hill Road Crossing Options, option 2 has been revised to include the note, “Traffic signal 
poles should be located within Caltrans’ or City of Lafayette’s easement over the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW.” 

In Section 5.6.2 First Street Crossing, option 3 has been revised to include the note that “Traffic signal poles 
should be located within Caltrans’ or City of Lafayette’s easement over the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW.” 

Response to Comment 1-5: The Public Review Draft has been revised to acknowledge that the signalized at-
grade crossings occur within the Caltrans’ ROW, not EBMUD’s. (See response to comment 1-4.)  

Response to Comment 1-6: When describing a Class 1 Bikeway Design Standard, the Caltrans standard is used 
as the reference. The Public Review Draft has been revised to incorporate EBMUD’s 12-foot wide pathway 

requirement in both the discussion of facility type and the preferred pathway design. The change from 10-foot 
to 12-foot paved width will not require modifications to cost estimates or alignments. The cost of paving an 

extra two feet of pathway is minimal and can be contained within the 25% contingency already included in 
cost estimates. The alignments are conceptual, and will be refined if the City decides to pursue the pathway 

further. 

Response to Comment 1-7: The Pubic Review Draft has been revised to clarify costs included in maintenance. 

Specifically, Table 1-1 Cost Estimates by Phasing and the associated narrative has been revised to show annual 
maintenance, long-term maintenance (e.g. slurry sealing and AC overlay), and reconstruction of pathway at 30 

years. Similar modifications have been made to Table 7-1 and associated narrative. 

Response to Comment 1-8: The draft layout is based on satisfying the standards for a Class 1 Bikeway and an 

ADA compliant pathway, as this will provide for the widest range of users and access to transportation 
funding. The initial layout was developed to minimize switchbacks to the greatest extent possible. If the 

project advances, then future design phases will refine the alignment further. 

Response to Comment 1-9: The City understands that if it issues a sub-license to an adjacent property owner, 

the City is ultimately responsible for maintenance if the property owner fails to comply. See also Response to 
Comment 1-2. The Public Review Draft’s Chapter 6 Funding and Maintenance Strategy has been revised to 

clarify this. Specifically, the following sentence has been added to Option 4, Adjacent Property Owner 
Maintenance Requirements in Section 6.4.2: “Under the existing EBMUD Landscaping Licensing Agreement, 

if the City issues a sub-license to an adjacent property owner, the City is ultimately responsible for 
maintenance if the property owner fails to comply.” 

Response to Comment 1-10: Noted. The Public Review Draft has been revised on page 3-1, Policy Summary, 
first paragraph, last sentence to include Caltrans and read, “…EBMUD Aqueduct and Caltrans ROWs.” 
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Response to Comment 1-11: Noted. The Public Review Draft has been revised on page 3-3, EBMUD Trails so 

that it does not imply that the EBMUD Reservoir is connected to the Aqueduct ROW. 

Response to Comment 1-12: See response to comment 1-8. A subsequent conversation with EBMUD staff 

clarified that one of the concerns with switchbacks was the impact switchbacks might have on discing the 
site to meet the Fire Marshal’s standards. Steep locations of the Aqueduct ROW are difficult to disc and a 

pathway with switchbacks may further hinder the ability to disc. During the design phase, the City should 
evaluate which areas may no longer be suitable for discing and consider installation of landscaping in order to 

meet the Fire Marshal’s standards. The following paragraph has been added Section 6.2.1. “In some cases, 
maintenance requirements may impact the final design. For example, if switchbacks along the pathway limit 

the ability to disc vegetation near the switchbacks, it is recommended the City consider alternate means to 
disc or install landscaping at the impacted areas to meet Fire Marshal standards. If the City decides to pursue 

the pathway, the City should consider impacts to maintenance while preparing the final design.” 

Response to Comment 1-13: Noted. Section 6.2.1Maintenance and Operations Requirements has been revised 

to note that “…construction of a pathway along the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW may require increasing the 
frequency of maintaining tree canopy from an as-needed basis to a higher level.” As frequency of maintaining 

tree canopy will be determined by the final pathway alignment and more detailed review of canopy cover, 
maintenance costs have not been adjusted. 

Response to Comment 1-14: Noted. On page 4-7 the number of people served by EBMUD has been changed in 
the Public Review Draft from 1.4 to “approximately 1.3 million people…” Note: Also modified in Section 4.8.2 

Response to Comment 1-15: Although not our understanding from previous conversations with EBMUD staff, 
we are pleased to learn that “EBMUD as-built drawings of the Lafayette Aqueducts accurately describe actual 

horizontal and vertical alignments.” On page 4-10, second sentence has been deleted. A review of the EBMUD 
as-built drawings provided to Mark Thomas & Company does not suggest that there are any conflicts with 

Lafayette Pathway preliminary engineering. Please note that explicit invert and top of pipe elevations are not 
shown in the as-built drawings that Mark Thomas has been provided. Steps were taken in the preliminary 

design process to avoid conflict with known, above ground Aqueduct features and eliminate/minimize the 
need for excavation within the EBMUD Right of Way. 

Response to Comment 1-16: Noted. On page 4-10, under Aqueduct/Utility Locations, the last paragraph has 
been revised to incorporate reference to a major distribution pipeline in the far northern portion of the ROW 

between Dolores Drive and Happy Valley Road. Per Mark Thomas & Company, the major distribution 
pipeline indicated in EBMUD’s letter is not explicitly shown on the as-built drawings in plan or profile view. 

Preliminary design of the pathway in this area DOES take steps to avoid conflict with known, above ground 
Aqueduct features and minimize excavation of any sort. Pedestrian bridge footings that will require 

significant excavation are proposed outside of the EBMUD right of near the area in question. Also, a keystone 
block retaining wall in a “fill scenario” is proposed within the right of way near the area in question to 

accommodate the grade difference of the pathway, created by the tight switchbacks. All construction of the 
pathway and the wall at the area in question can be done above existing ground elevation. 

Response to Comment 1-17: Chapter 4 of the Draft Feasibility and Options Study discusses private property-
owner concerns, including security, pathway access and potential for trespass, privacy, aesthetic impacts, 

lightning design and pathway access after dark, parking, traffic operations and existing easements. Funding 
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and maintenance are discussed in Chapter 6. The planning-level cost estimates include a 25 percent 

contingency (that is, an amount equal to one-quarter of the total construction costs) to account for these 
additional costs. More detailed cost estimates would be prepared during a future phase, if the City decides to 

pursue the pathway. On page 4-31 under Private Property-Owner Concerns and in the Next Steps, page 7-5, 
section 7.2.6, has been revised to note that some of these concerns will need to be addressed in the new license 

agreement. A list of the specific items noted in the study needing to be addressed in the new license agreement 
have been added to page 7-6. 

Response to Comment 1-18: In a phone conversation on January 25, 2011, the EBMUD Manager of Security and 
Emergency Preparedness, Steve Frew, indicated that the proposed EBMUD Aqueduct Pathway would not be 

a cause for concern related to Homeland Security issues. He did have suggestions for improving general 
security along the proposed pathway. Specifically, he requested that any design enhance the visibility of the 

pathway to deter unwanted activities, and requested installation of a fence along Happy Valley Creek to deter 
people from walking across the exposed Aqueducts. He indicated that EBMUD has a precedent for working 

with communities to transform unused EBMUD right-of-way into formalized recreational amenities, and sees 
this transformation as beneficial to security. The following sentence, and a reference to the aforementioned 

phone call has been added to Section 4.8.1, under Security, “Additionally, EBMUD has a precedent for working 
with communities to transform unused EBMUD right-of-way into formalized recreational amenities, and sees 

this transformation as beneficial to security.” 

Response to Comment 1-19: Yes, cost estimates include import borrow and grading for the Class I path, 

including some in the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW. The following sentence has been added to the end of Section 
5.3.1 “If the City decides to pursue construction of the pathway, additional discussions with EBMUD, review 

and approval of the pathway design, and issuance of an encroachment permit for construction will be needed 
during future planning and design phases.“ 

Response to Comment 1-20: The steps envisioned would be rustic and not permanent in nature. They would 
help prevent further erosion of the hillside due to current informal use. At the design stage, the City would 

coordinate on the design with EBMUD. Narrative and photos illustrating an example of the type of steps has 
been incorporated into Section 5.4.1 under Section 5.4 Segment 1: Risa Road to BART. The narrative states, 

“The proposed timber stairs would be constructed using railroad ties and rebar to hold them in place. 
Construction would require minor ground disturbances at the timber stair location. The timber stairs would 

not be placed on top of the aqueducts or considered permanent structures. “ 

Response to Comment 1‐21: Noted. On page 6‐3, the last sentence has been deleted: “Rather than eliminate 

maintenance tasks, it is likely a revised agreement would reduce the frequency with which tasks are 

conducted.” 

Response to Comment 1-22: See Response to Comment 1-9. 

Response to Comment 1-23: See Response to Comment 1-2. 

Response to Comment 1-24: The proposed pedestrian and bicycle bridge at Happy Valley Road does not place 
any permanent structures in/or on the EBMUD Aqueduct ROW. The bridge footings and retaining walls 

would be located within Caltrans ROW and are shown on Figure 5-7 of the Draft Feasibility and Options 
Study. The EBMUD approvals would be required for the pathway segments which connect to the bridge. The 
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last sentence in the first paragraph under Section 7.1.1 has been revised to read, “…the bridge design must avoid 

placing not place a structural load over the Aqueduct…” 

Correspondence #2 Bruce Allan, Chair, Lafayette Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
Response to Comment 2-1: An evaluation of the completed phase prior to implementing the next phase is 
reasonable and consistent with the conservative approach taken throughout the study. The following 

paragraph has been added to page 7-1, “Prior to implementing Phase 2 and Phase 3, the prior completed phase 
should be evaluated to determine if cost-benefit assumptions continue to hold. At that point, a determination 

can be made whether to pursue the subsequent phase.” 

Response to Comment 2-2: Regarding securing maintenance costs, renegotiating the license agreement and 

next steps, the comment letter’s proposal may not give the City the best flexibility to pursue opportunities to 
implement the project. EBMUD would like the maintenance terms renegotiated when there is a more detailed 

design available, while the commenter is suggesting to not pursue next steps until accurate maintenance costs 
are identified and secured. At this stage it may be appropriate to acknowledge, as the study does, that the City 

should identify a maintenance funding source prior to the construction of the pathway. The next steps in 
Section 7.2 have been reordered to more closely reflect the likely order of implementation. The following 

sentence has been added to Section 7.2.6. Secure Operations and Maintenance Funding, “Since the costs of 
maintenance and operations are tied to the final design of the pathway this step must come after designs have 

been finalized and the EBMUD Revocable Landscaping License Agreement is renegotiated.” 

Correspondence # 3 Marie Blits, President, Lafayette Homeowners Council 
Response to Comment 3-1: See Response to Comment 2-2. The study acknowledges that funds for operation 
and maintenance be secured prior to construction; however, completely pre-funding, prior to construction, all 

elements including the pathways long-term reconstruction is not realistic and inconsistent with how the City 
and other jurisdictions plan for CIP projects. 

Response to Comment 3-2: Construction, operation and maintenance cost estimates are based on actual costs. 
Reality checks of the cost estimates have occurred by comparing the estimates to existing projects. 

Response to Comment 3-3: Decisions on project staffing will be made at the time the project is undertaken. 

Response to Comment 3-4: An EIR is an informational document and the Downtown Specific Plan Draft 

Environmental Impact Report has been used in this instance as it provides the most current and available 
data. If the City Council decides it wishes to pursue the pathway’s implementation, one of the next steps 

would likely include the statutory environmental review. Section 7.2.2. Environmental Review has been added 
to the Next Steps discussion in Chapter 7 of the Public Review Draft.  

Response to Comment 3-5: The study used traffic count data from the Downtown Lafayette Specific Plan EIR 
(completed by TJKM and data collected in September 2007 and 2009) and the Traffic Impact Study for the 

Proposed Whole Foods Market (completed by TJKM in May 2010 and data collected in July 2009). 

Response to Comment 3-6: Morning Peak hour traffic volumes for northbound Oak Hill Road are referenced 

in the development of this feasibility study. Figure 4-4 (page 4-5) shows existing traffic volumes at several 
intersections in the study area; including Oak Hill Road at the SR24 off-ramp (data collected 2007/2009). 

Figure 4-5 (page 4-6) shows the predicted future traffic volumes at these intersections, given build-out of the 
Downtown Specific Plan. 
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Level of service at Oak Hill Road/ SR24 off-ramp for both existing conditions and future build out of the DSP 

are shown in Table 4-3, page 4-27. The consultant team conducted preliminary traffic analysis for preferred 
Option 3 (lane reduction) on Oak Hill Road, and found that the intersection would operate at an acceptable 

level of service during the PM peak, as shown in Table 5-13, page 5-42. The study notes that signalizing this 
intersection would significantly reduce delay. 

Response to Comment 3-7: The project will follow the City’s standard protocols for public outreach and 
project delivery. 

Correspondence #4: Abigail Fateman and John Cunningham 
Response to Comment 4-1: If the project proceeds to the design and implementation phase, the City will work 

with adjacent property owners to facilitate connections between the pathway and adjacent properties. 

Correspondence #5: Sergio Ruiz, Caltrans 
Response to Comment 5-1: Further traffic analysis of Oak Hill Road/SR 24 Off-ramp is identified in Chapter 7, 
Next Steps. Section 7.2.3 Conduct Additional Traffic Analysis, in the Next Steps discussion in Chapter 7 has 

been revised to note that No Right Turn On Red should be included in the future evaluation. 

Response to Comment 5-2: Noted. On page 5-47, Figure 5-15 depicts a barrier between the pathway and the 

off-ramp. If the project proceeds to the design phase, a barrier design would be submitted to Caltrans for 
approval. 

Response to Comment 5-3: Further traffic analysis of a traffic signal at the intersections of First Street and the 
SR-24 On-ramp is identified in Chapter 7, Next Steps. Analysis of possible queuing onto Deer Hill Road and 

SR24 is one element of this step. . Section 7.2.3 Conduct Additional Traffic Analysis, in the Next Steps 
discussion in Chapter 7 has been revised to note that queuing analysis needs to be evaluated for Deer Hill 

Road and SR24. 

Correspondence #6 Jeff Peacock, Chair, Lafayette Parks, Trails and Recreation Commission 
No specific comments submitted on the Public Review Draft. 

Correspondence #7 Ed Stevenson, Building Manager, Lafayette Veterans Memorial Building 
Response to Comment 7-1: Noted. Signage and site design and access matters would be addressed in a future 
design phase of pathway development. 

Correspondence # 8 Chris Dodge: 
Response to comment 8-1: Noted. The pathway design standard includes 2-foot wide shoulders on both sides 

of the paved pathway. Figure 5-2, Preferred Pathway Design Standard, has been added to Section 5.3.1 
Pathway Design, illustrating the recommended pathway cross-section. 

Correspondence #9 Mel Epps: 
Response to Comment 9-1: Chapter 6 provides a Benefit-Cost Analysis of the pathway. Table 6-8: Net Present 

Value Benefit-Cost Results has been revised to include a summary column. 

Response to Comment 9-2: The background information as to why the City undertook the pathway study is 

included in Chapter 1, Section 1.2 Policy Context, page 1-1. 
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Correspondence #10 Steve Richard 
Response to Comment 10-1: See Response to Comment 4-1. 

Correspondence #11 Jeffrey Gilman, Lafayette Creeks Committee 
Response to Comment 11-1: Pavement material is a matter to be considered during the design phase. The new 
figure 5-2, Preferred Pathway Design Standard, in Section 5.3.1, includes a note that “Pathway surfacing 

material to be determined during design development and may include pervious pavement.” 

Correspondence #12 Mike Noonan 
Response to Comment 12-1: Balancing the demand for ROW among various modes is addressed in several of 
the City’s planning and policy documents including the General Plan. The revised draft Downtown Lafayette 

Specific Plan contains several recommendations towards improving pedestrian and bicycle access and 
circulation. The pathway study is consistent with the City’s overall approach. 

Correspondence #13 Curtis Springfield 
Response to Comment 13-1: The City’s adopted Bikeways Master Plan identifies additional projects that 

would connect the northern and eastern portion of Lafayette with the proposed pathway. The second 
paragraph on page 2-1 has been revised to further describe the adjoining bikeways projects. 

Correspondence #14 Big Wayne 
Response to Comment 14-1: The Pumping Plant site is not within the project area. Amenities such as drinking 

fountains would be considered during the design phase of the pathways development. 

Correspondence #15 Octavio Lacayo 
Response to Comment 15-1: Access to the north side of the Lafayette BART station is outside the scope of this 
study. BART is aware that improving north-south bicycle and pedestrian access through the station is of 

interest to the community. 

Correspondence #16 Avon Wilson 
Response to Comment 16.1: See Response to Comment 3-4. Feasibility studies such as this are statutorily 
exempt from environmental review. If the City Council decides to proceed with the pathway, environmental 

review would be required at such point when the City would be bound to implementing some form of the 
project such as executing a new license agreement or completion of the design phase. 

Response to Comment 16-2: See Response to Comment 3-5 

Response to Comment 16-3: Additional discussion of air quality matters has been incorporated into Chapter 1, 

Executive Summary, Section 1.3.7 Environmental Constraints and Chapter 4, Existing Conditions, 
Opportunities and Constraints, Section 4.9.2 Potential Air Quality Impacts to Trail Users 

Response to Comment 16-4: Noted. The Acknowledgements page has been updated. 

E.2 City Council Staff Reports and Minutes 
The staff report and meeting minutes for the November 14, 2011 City Council meeting and the staff report for 

the February 13, 2012 City Council meeting are presented on the following pages. (Note: the November 14th 
meeting minutes are presented in the February 13th staff report.) 
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