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Appendix J Public Comments on the IS/EA

Introduction

Appendix J presents comments received on the Interstate 680/State Route 4
Interchange Improvement Project Draft Environmental Assessment (NEPA) and
Initial Study (CEQA)/Proposed Negative Declaration (IS/EA; dated May 2006) and
the responses to those comments. Any text changes resulting from the comments are
summarized in the responses and have been incorporated into the text of this Final
IS/EA.

Comment Period

The State Clearinghouse comment period officially began on August 4, 2006, and
ended on September 5, 2006. The comment period remained open until September
22, 2006, for any comments submitted to the Contra Costa Transportation Authority
(CCTA) or the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

A public hearing/open house was held to inform the public about the proposed
improvements to the Interstate 680/State Route 4 (1-680/SR-4) interchange. Local
residents, elected officials, and other interested parties were notified of the event
through a variety of methods. A one-page mailer was sent on August 7, 2006, to
announce the public hearing/open house. Newspaper display advertisements were
published in the Contra Costa Times, the major regional newspaper, on August 5 and
19, 2006. The advertisements included a brief description of the project, a map of the
project area, information on where the IS/EA could be reviewed, and details about the
public hearing/open house. The IS/EA was also made available on the Caltrans Web
site at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm.

Caltrans and CCTA sent local, state, and federal elected officials copies of the IS/EA
and letters describing the project and notifying them about the public hearing/open
house.

Copies of the IS/EA were made available at the following locations:

e Pleasant Hill Library, 1750 Oak Park Boulevard, Pleasant Hill

e Contra Costa Transportation Authority, 3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,
Pleasant Hill

e Caltrans Transportation Library, 111 Grand Avenue, Room 12-639, Oakland

The technical documents that were prepared to support the IS/EA were also available
for public review at the CCTA office.

1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project J-1



Appendix J Public Comments on the IS/EA

The public hearing/open house to discuss the proposed project and solicit comments
on the IS/EA was held on August 22, 2006, at the Pacheco Community Center at
5800 Pacheco Boulevard, Pacheco, between 5:00 and 7:30 PM. Project staff
members made a short presentation about the project and were available to answer
questions. A court reporter was available at the hearing to transcribe individual
comments, and attendees were invited to complete comment cards. The transcript
and comments submitted at the meeting are included and addressed in Sections J.2
and J.3.

In addition, CCTA staff gave presentations about the project at the Concord Cascade
Mobile Home Park on August 16, 2006, and to the Pacheco Town Council on August
23, 2006.

Responses to Comments

Six individuals issued spoken comments at the public hearing/open house, and 10
individuals, businesses, and state and local agencies provided written comment cards
or letters. Copies of these comments as well as the State Clearinghouse letter
regarding State agency review are presented in the following sections:

e Section J.1, Summary of Comments
e Section J.2, Comments from Public Hearing
e Section J.3, Comments from Government Agencies, Businesses, and Individuals

J-2 1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project



Appendix J Public Comments on the IS/EA

J.1 Summary of Comments

Table J-1 lists the names of the individuals, businesses, and agencies that provided
comments on the IS/EA. Each comment is briefly summarized. This table provides a
brief overview of the nature of the comments and a reference list of individual
comments. The comment submissions and corresponding responses are presented in
Sections J.2 and J.3.

1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project J-3






S-C

109l01d 1uawaAoidw] abueyaiaiu| #-4S/089-1

‘Bunsaulbua l1ood sI aneam Buieuiwid jou pue 108foid

uo Asuow yonuw siy) Buipuads ey uoluido sassaldx3 ‘aAeam ay) aleulwi|d
01 padojanap ubisap aAleAOUUl, UB pue palpnis Jayliny 8q aAeam SIyl leyl
SpUBWIWOIaY "N Sleulwld 1,usaop Ing ‘siy1 sanosdwi 108foid pasodoud pue
‘snopJezey sl #-4S gM 01 089-] 9S woJ} aijel) Ag pareald aneap , urewsal
[IIM Y21ym,, "pA|g 003Yded O} H-HS M Wolj dwrel-Jo yum pauiasuod 'q/.
"JU||99Xa SI Ssa%01d

uoneuwuoyul ajgnd pue 'pAajg 02ayoed 01 dwel-jo ‘ubisap |elono ayl e; suonelado 198yS

"JusapISay pJoouo)d oljel] e 90-£-6 juswiwo) AoDoW Aer

‘asiou aijed Ayidwe pue

alow Buinow aq |m sred ‘oijel Buinoidwi 1098foid yupn “alay papasu jou

S| [fempunos eyl saalbesiq ‘oAl J8leMiaams 0] 9S00 g [|IM Juawubije

MBN "SIyl Japisuodal 0} 19D sabeinoous pue pajuasald sueld sy ul

pajrelap |lempunos oN “10198uUu09 089-1 9S 01 ¥-HS g3 Ylm pauladuo) eg
"M3IA 0|gelq ‘8de|d 420.x4d.|g UO Juspisay SSION e 90-¢¢-8 BureaH PIwyas g

‘uonoesuel) arelsa [eal 0} prebal yum 108foud siyy Jo ainsojosIp

10} sjuswaliinbal 1noge pauiaduod pue asnoy Bulas uo Buiuue|d "qg

‘parenena-al aq 1l eyl Jo pawoyad aq Apnis Jayloue Jeyl sisenbay "aAug sonjeA

ajdwa] pue {-4S usamiaq 1jINg Jana Sem [[empunos ou Aym suonsand 'eg Auadoid e Aauunpjoin
‘aAlQ 9|dwa] uo Juspisay 9SION e 90-22-8 BulresH uaqoy

‘ybiy A1an si sprek 1uol) pue 3oeq Siy ul asiou

Jljel] eyl parels -asiou 3anil Ajjeroadsa ‘|aAs| asIou Inoge pauladuo) ey
‘aAlQ 9|dwa] uo Juspisay 9SION e 90-22-8 BunesH ynpanz 3ory

"9NSSI XSl POO}} SSalippe 0}

auop Buiaq si Buiyiou pue ‘Buiesado jou ase saeb pooy) eyl pauiasuo) eg
“red swoy ajigow Jo Jabeue Buipoo|{ e 90-22-8 BuuesH | 109S premoH
"9sIou asealoul |IMm 108foud sjgaq eg Bunids
"9AlIQ 9jdwia] uo apisay 9SION e 90-22-8 BurreaH aluuog

‘uondo dwel dijs ay) suoddns Ajbuons ‘gt

‘paIpn1s aq |[emMpunos

Jeyl sisanbay ‘panowal aq ||Im S8al] *8SIou pasealoul ‘Buipusdse sdwey
ag im dwey sawoy 03 19s0ojo Buinow dwres 089-] S 01 -4S 93 el dis suoddng e
"9ALIQ 9jdwia] uo wapIsay 9SION e 90-22-8 BurresH A3|qis BnoQ
SuJaduo) Jo Arewwns pasiey Sanss| areq 821n0S aweN

Vv3/S| @Y1 UO SIUSWWOD pue SIsUsaWWo) Jo Arewwns T-C a|qel

V3/S| 8y} Uo sjuswwoD dland ¢ xipuaddy




100l01d 1uawaAoidw] abueyaiaiu| -4S/089-1 o-r
‘alnjonJselul
Jayem 199104d 01 uonipuod uonehniw e spnjoul Y3/S| eyl sisenbay ‘qrT
"JuUBWNJ0P 8y} Ul paziubooal aq
SalIok) Jejius Jaylo Aue pue asayl reyl sisanbai pue ‘109oid sy jo eale sanjioe4
1oedwi ul saijioe) dMOD abpamouoe 10U Sa0p Y3/S| 40 GT'Z Uonoss "erT 101381
"ealy 198l0ld | J8¥eM\ UO [e1aQ 10LSIq Jarepn
ulyum sauljadid 1a1epn paleal] pue [eued BIS0D vu0) sareladQ/sumO [feuonippy 90-0Z-6 JENEN eisopenuod | 1T
"Anpioey Jisyy Bunjel pioAe 01 ¢ aseyd Jo
sasodind ay ysiidwoosoe 01 sfesodolid aaneula)e 1apISuod sisanbay 90T
Aoy 8y Jo sioielado pue SIsUMO
1oj swooul Jo ssoT “Aujioe) sy 1e seakojdwa swn-ued ¢ pue seakojdwa
awn-||n} € Jo} sqol Jo sso . 'sanjioe) abelois-}|as Jaylo Je sajel [ejual
Jaybiy,, pue ‘syueus) J1dy} o} SIS0 Buinow ‘syun abelols J8s ayl asn oym
saluedwod pue s[enpliAipul 00 40 Juawade|dsiq :ul }nsal |Im 1938[oid 'q0T
‘9ses| JIay)
JO [emaualuou ay) ul ynsal [jIm yaiym ‘198foid syl Jo g aseyd sesoddQO eQT
‘(ebueyauayul Jo J8UI0D uonedo|ay abelols
MS Te Auadoud sueae)d Jo 83sS8|) plens|inog 02ayded Uo JIsumQ ssauisng ssauisng 90-6T-6 Jane | lun od9yoed | OT
‘Auadoud 18y Jo uoneneasp asned ||IM 96
"Ul UMO[Q ISNp pue UIp aiow
Se ||lam se abueydlalul Jeau SjuapISal 10} 8SI0U Yanw 00} asne [[IM "J6 SaneA
*auop aq 0] spaau Auadoid
109loud Aym 8as 10U saop pue sieak Auew Joj abueydlaiul pasn seH "eg 9SION IEETIS ZapueuloH
‘aAlg 9|dwa] uo Juapisay paaN 103loid 90-TT-6 uswiwo) IETETS 6
‘'suibaq uonodNIISUOI UBYM
ybnous |[el aq p|nod mou pajeld § U Jo young ABn ue, si eale rey)
Awaund . 'py Jiny Jeau ig adwa] puiyaqg, eare pasnun ui pajue|d alam
soaJ) Buimolb el J1 Jusixa awos 0} parebniw ag pinod syoedw! sAoqy 'pg
‘Afgisia oigen AemaalH 08 ojelt
‘PIRMUMOP PUBISAP ||IM YIIYyMm ‘Sawiny Jo [|dws pue uonnjjod aiol ‘g8 jo Anjiqisin
‘peq Apealfe SsI ydiym ‘asiou dijel) alow aney |[Im 199loid eg pue uonnjjod 199ySs auysaH
‘aAlQg 9|dwa] uo Juapisay [ensip 90-TT-6 uswwo) saouelH 8
SuJaduo) Jo Arewwns pasiey Sanss| areq 821n0S aweN #

Vv3/S| @Y1 UO SIUSWWOD pue SIsUsaWWo) Jo Arewwns T-C a|qel

V3/S| 8y} Uo sjuswwoD dland ¢ xipuaddy




LT

109l01d 1uawaAoidw] abueyaiaiu| #-4S/089-1

‘uonebniw pue ywiad

e Buuinbal Ajrenualod ‘arels ay) Jo 1arem e aq Aew el sisaulbul jo ashoy
sdio) Auly "S'N 8yl Jspun Jeuondipsiinfuou, ag 01 paulwalap sealy ‘q9T -Bues|d | preog [01U0D
pareal; Ajareudoidde aqg 01 spasu 'S'’N arels | Aurend ssrem
jgounu Jarem wiolsS ‘papiroid jou adeuns snolaladwil JO Bale [elo] “e9T 9yl JO sisre/\ BIA 131197 [euoiboy
‘preog [0auo) Alfend Jarep [euoibay Auenod Jarepn 90-82-8 uswwo) elulojled | 91
‘abueyalaiul ay) 1e 193loud uononisuod
1se| Buunp 10848 Syl pasusuadxy ied awoH 9|IqoIN o|geld oyduey
3y} Te AuAnoe 1uapoJ asealoul |[IM uononiasuod Buunp Buiaup a)id egT
lied aWOH 3JIqoA 0jgelg oyduey Je Juspisay SjuspoJ/sisad 90-T1-8 [lews | [IIspoo WeliM | ST
"awin SIY} Je sjuswiwiod ou sey AlD eyt SuUBWWO9 pJo2u0D
‘Buiuue|d/191ua) Nwlad ploouoD jo Ao Ou aneH 90-22-6 lanan o AiD | vT
‘ubisap 109lo.d Jo wuawdojansp Buunp siapinoid adIAIBS
Alnn pa1oaye yum areuiplood 01 ainseaw uonebiniw Buippe sisanbay peT
"v3/S| 9Y1 01 uonippe Joy ‘saseyd 109loid Aq paloaye
sanl[1oe} 1011SIg Arelues e1soD BIUOD [eUa) JO S|Ielsp SapInoId "IET
‘papinoldd siojesado WwalsAS Jamas pue 1011SIq J81eAA 01 SBJUBIBL9Y ST oumsIg
"0€T JUBWWO) 01 8suodsal Jad T-S a|qel arepdn esT Arenues ei1so0d
‘JoUIsIg Arejues ©lso) esuo [enuad saninn 90-22-6 Jama7 | enuod [enuad | €7
‘'sabpuq buiyoeoidde ay) Yreauaq
uelpaw Aempeod jo Buideaspue| Ajjeaiioads ‘uonebniw pue skempeol 0|
uo s1oedwi enualod arenens Ajarenbape 10U Sa0p SISAjeue [ensiA "9z
"Jauuew
pareuiplood e ul Buiwn feubis uonoasialul arelado 01 pasu ayenfeAs pinoys [ensIA
v3/S| pue ‘1ayjoue auo 0] Alwixoid 9SO Ul SUOINDaSIaIUI aJe alayl "PZT Buiwn L
Aressagau JI arebniw pue azApeue pinoys v3/SI ayl yadiym ‘sanijioe] ajoAalq [eubis el
pue uelsapad 1oedwi 01 [enualod ayy sey 199loid sanaljaq Aluno) "ogT sanijioe
"JuswdojaAap S1I UO 31eUIPI00D URd AJUN0D Teyl 0s paledionue/pajnpayds uellsspad
sl 108loid syl uaym 01 se |ie1ap alow sisenbal Aiunod -Buissold peodjrel pue axid
3y} yleauaq sani|ioe} uelsapad/ayiq pue saue| Inoj Moj[e 0} pjeAsjnog 109loud 1dag
093dked Je BuISS01218A0 prodjiey 4SNg 10n11Suodal 03 Saysim Auno)d ‘qzT Juswaoe(dal juswdojanad
"109(04d Buissolo Aunwwo)
ay1 ul sdwres dijs "pA|g 098yded ayi jo uoisnjoul spoddns Aiunod ezt peoJjrel Auno)
uswiedaq uswdojanag Allunwiwo)d JO snyeis 90-22-6 lana BISOD BNIUOD | 2T
SuJaduo) Jo Arewwns pasiey Sanss| areq 821n0S aweN #

Vv3/S| @Y1 UO SIUSWWOD pue SIsUsaWWo) Jo Arewwns T-C a|qel

V3/S| 8y} Uo sjuswwoD dland ¢ xipuaddy




100l01d 1uawaAoidw] abueyaiaiu| -4S/089-1

8-
asnoy
‘pleog j0nuo) Alend) Jarepn [euoibay eiulolie)d ayl Wodl 1ansg| Apnis -Buires|d
90-82-8 a1 sem asnoybulies|d arels Ag paniwsuel] Jans| JUBWWO0OI AU [eniu| 8yl uo aleIs
‘900z | Selouabe arels ‘yoleasay
‘G Jaquualdas uo papus salouabe ajess Uoj pouad mainal dlgnd 1ey) Sa1oN wiolj paniagal asnoy | pue Buluue|d
"Alessadau asuodsal JUBWIWIOD OU ‘[epiwisuel] Jo 1anaT] SJUBWWOD -BuLres|d 10 32140

‘lfeniwisuel] asnoybuLres|d arels JO [eniwisues | 90-9-6 arel1s sJowanos | /T

SuJaduo) Jo Arewwns pasliey sanss areq 92INn0S aweN #

Vv3/S| @Y1 UO SIUSWWOD pue SIsUsaWWo) Jo Arewwns T-C a|qel

V3/S| 8y} Uo sjuswwoD dland ¢ xipuaddy




Appendix J Public Comments on the IS/EA

J.2 Comments from Public Hearing

The nine-page official transcript of comments recorded by the court reporter at the
public hearing/open house held on August 22, 2006, is presented below. Responses
to each comment (numbered in the margins as 1a, 1b, 2a, etc.) are presented after the
complete transcript.
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1 I-680/SR-4

2 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
3 | Q-

4

5 RE: DPUBLIC HEARING/OPEN HOUSE.

(] copy

Nt N St St

10 REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
11 (ORAL PUBLIC COMMENTS)

12 AUGUST 22, 2006

13
14
15 . Taken At:

16 Pacheco Community Center
17 ' 5800 Pacheco Boulevard
‘18 Pacheco, California, 94553
19
20
21

22 REPORTED BY: MANDIE J. DOYLE, CSR #6946
Certified Shorthand Reporter

23 --000--
24
25
Certified Shorthand Reporters
ZaudonellaL 1 2321 Stanwell Drive » Concord, CA 94520-4808
P.O. Box 4107 = Concord, CA 94520-4107
REPORTING SERVICE, INC (925) 685-6222 » Fax (925) 685-3829
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1 INDEX
2
3 ORAL COMMENTS BY: Page
4
5 1. DOUG SIBLEY 3
2175 Blackrock Place
6 Martinez, CA, 94553
7 2. BCNNIE SPRUNG 4
1120 Temple Drive
8 Pacheco, CA, 94553
9 3. HOWARD SCOTT 4
355 Vista Grande
10 : Pacheco, CA, 94553
11 4. RICK ZURFLUH : 5
1113 Temple Drive
12 Pacheco, (A, 94553
13 5. ROBERT McKINNEY 6
1142 Temple Drive
14 Pacheco, CA, 94553
15 6. BILL SCHMIDT 7
2165 Blackrock Place
16 Martinez, CA 94553
17
18
19
20 --000-~
21
22
23
24
25
Certified Shorthand Reporters
;;jj ZanéonellaL 2 2321 Stanwell Drive zoncord, cA 9452pﬂ-?808
- P.O. Box 4107 » Concord, CA 94520-4107
REPORT[NG SERVICE. INC (%25) 685-6222  Fax (925) 685-3829
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10

11

12

13

14

15
16
1a | 17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

AUGUST 22, 2006 5:00 P.M.

PROCEEDINGS

MR. SIBLEY: I live nearby at 2175 Blackrock Place,
Blackrock is one word, here in Martinez. I live in the
Diablo View Homeowners Association, and I was president of
that for 10 years.

One concern I have is that the new ramp from eastbound
4 to southbound 680 is moved to the south of the existing
ramp right adjacent to our homeowners' homes. The new
proposed ramp was moved further south compared with the
existing ramp, a lot closer to our homes and along Muir Road
and Sweetwater Drive, and that's the east intersection.
There's a west and am east, because Sweetwater is a
horseshoe intersection, this is the lower one.

The freeway and the homes are essentially at grade, and
this new ramp is going onto a structure, so it will be
climbing, and there will be increased noise based on the
ﬁpgrade. And it's so close to our Association homes, a lot
of trees are being removed, tall eucalyptus trees, but they
still shield the existing noise, and they're gone.

So it would be helpful to study the sound wall, oh,
maybe where the freeway and Muir Road are at grade, are at
the same grade, which isn't all that long, and to enhance,

put some trees or oleanders or something back to help muffle

J 3 Certified Shorthand Reporters
J Z.ardorella 2321 Stanwell Drive » Concord, CA 94520-4808
P.O. Box 4107 » Concord, CA 945204107

REPORTING SERVICE. INC {925) 685-6222 » Fax (925) 685-3829
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1 the noise.

2 | Second comment ig I really stroﬁgly support the slip

3 ramp from northbound 680 to westbound 4, the slip ramp that

4 goes to Pacheco Boulevard and the Park-and-Ride lot, Transit

5 lot and the CHP office.

1b | 6 Pacheco Boulevard is a fairly main thoroughfare, and it
7 serves our area. It would save me a lot of backtracking if

8 that option is built, and I think it would serve Transit and

9 it would serxve the Park-and-Ride a lot, and I think it's a

10 win-win situation for everybody to have it.

11 And those are my two concerms.

12 MISS SPRUNG: Bonnie Sprung, 1120 Temple Drive,

13 Pacheco.

} 14 There is no sound walls going up. I'm on Temple Drive
15 | that backs up to Muir Road, and it's where the dotted lines
16 are, the red dotted lines. There's no sound walls or |

17 anything going up there, and I know we're going to get a lot
23 18 of the traffic and everything there, it's going to be a

19 mess, I'm sure, because we're backing up the freeway now,
20 and this is going to be even bigger, so it's going to be
21 hard on us.

22 There's a few of the other people that's backing up

23 Témple Drive also that wants to say something.
24 .MR. SCOTT: My name is Howard Scott, my address is 355

25 Vista Grande, Pacheco, California.

4 Certified Shorthand Reporters
J Zardorella 2321 Stanwell Drive * Concord, CA 94520-4808
REPORTING SERVICE. INC. F.O. Box 4107 » Concord, CA 94520-4107

(925) 685-6222 » Fax (925) 685-3829
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1 I want to express my concern for 150 people that live
2 in my mobile home park, I'm the manager.

3 So far Cal-Trans has done nothing but screw us around.
4 I've lived there for 30 years. Cal-Trans owns the property
5 between Cal-Trans, Highway 4 and our wall that separates.

6 They have two flood gates that don't operate when it gets

7 heavy rain. When that happens the water builds up, it

8 covers Marsh Drive, it covers our park and floods.
9 We had three floods in the last seven years. In the
10 | first 30 years it was nothing, but as they keep screwing B

11 around with the highway and the airport we start getting the
3a 12 drainage from them. Cal-Trans has not answered usg in
13 letters and calls that we've made to them. We have sent

14 letters to Torlakson, to DeSaulnier, to everybody. Nothing.

15 We've had a couple of answers back from Torlakson's office.
16 He said, "We're working on it, we're aware of it," and
17 this has been over a year's time. He's working on it? What

18 the hell's he working on?

19 So that's what I got to say, and I'm getting a little
20 bit tired of the whole thing. I don't own the property, but
21 | I'm speaking for my owner, and something's got to be done,

22 and it's got to be done pretty quick because it's going to

23 start raining again.
24 -As soon as this thing starts I will be long gone.
25 MR. ZURFLUH: Rick Zurfluh, 1113 Temple Drive, Pacheco.
Certified Shorthand R
zanaomlla“_—\n 5 2321 Stanwell Dﬂie . eConc;)rd, énA 94;5;—%5;
P.O.Box 4107 » C d, CA 94520-4107
REPORTING SERVICE. INC, ((;);5) 685-G£c'0 ll;ax (925) 685-3829
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1 I'm concerned about the noise level. I already have a
- 2 lot of truck noise coming off Highway 4, especially when the
} 3 trucks decelerate, and as this freeway's built I'm concermed
4a | 4 about heariné' more noise.
| 5 Right now I know they've done some tests, so they tell
3 me tonight. The noise in my front yard is not as great as
7 the noise in my backyard. When you go in my backyard it
8 sounds like the freeway is right there.
9 So those are my concerns. Thank you very much.
10 |~ “MRT McKINNEY: My name is Robert McKinney, 1142 Temple |
11 Drive, in Pacheco.
12 Now I've often wondered why there was never a sound
13 wall put between Muir Road and the freeway, and I know that
14 they have stated that there have been studies done, but I
15 beg to differ with them, because my backyard backs up to the
5a | 16 canal trail, which also has freeway noise, and it gets very
17 loud.
18 And T would like to have them either suggest another
19 study taken with current traffic or to loock into it again,
20 because I really feel a sound wall is needed.
21 And then I also have concerns about disclosure for this
22 project. I would like to put my house on the market in two
5b | 23 weeks, and I don't know how this is going to affect me.
24 They're saying our houses aren't affected in terms of the
\ 25 eminent domain right-of-way, but I can see some negative
,—[ Zardonrella ]\:ﬂ 6 2321 Stanwell Dfiiiﬁfiecﬁ?ff&héfeﬁi’ﬁfég
EPORITNG SERVICE INC FOTS e Cont 4 s
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1 impact from having an overpass beirig built up and having

2 that also coming over and being in the view of our backyard
3 now, so I have issues and concerns with that.

5b, 4 If Susan or her staff member or somebody can tell me
cont. | 5 whether or not I need to disclose this project, because I am
6 putting my house on the market in two weeks, like I said.

7 So I don't feel we're being affected in a real negative way,
8 but I also need to know the legalities regarding disclosure

9 of this project, if I'm affected by it. So if somebody

©10 | could contact me my home phone number is (925) 685-1725.
11 Thank you very much.
12 MR. SCHMIDT: My name is Bill Schmidt, I live at 2165
13 Blackrock Place, that's one word, B-l-a-c-k-r-o-c-k, Place,
14 in Martinez. That is in the Diablo View Homeowners
15 Association off of Sweetwater Drive.
16 . My concern is the proposed phase that will be
17 constructing the eastbound Highway 4 to southbound 680
18 connector. The concern that I have is on the right edge of
19 the shoulder that the sound wall -- that there is no sound
6a 20 wall detailed in the plans. I highly encourage CCTA to
21 reconsider this, as I believe it makes an impact to an
22 already problematic situation.
23 'I‘hélnew alignment will be closer to Diablo View

24 Homeowners Association at the lower end of Sweetwater Drive.

25 The current elevation of eastbound Highway 4 to those homes

7 Certified Shorthand Reporters
2321 Stanwell Drive » Concord, CA 94520-4808

REPORTING SERVICE PO, Box 4107 » Concord, CA 94520-4107
ﬁ G S C (925) 685-6222 » Fax (925) 685-3829
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1 at the lower end of Sweetwater Drive is very close to the
2 current elevation of the existing roadway, and there is no

3 sound wall in place now, it's very noisy.

4 I understand that people have said that the decibel
5 ratings that have been projected to level C in that area
6 would not meet the requirements for FHWA funding to include
7 a sound wall in that area. I strongly disagree. I think
8 people need to reconsider and take some actual studies of

63,
cont. 9 the area.

" 10 ° " In the morning the current traffic going eastbound ~
11 Highway 4 to southbound 680 is static in one lane. The new
12 proposal will have two lanes, it's expected that that
13 traffic will then be moving. The existing condition at that
14 peak time of tiaffic flow, there is no noise impact because
15 the cars are static and there is no additional tire noise.
16 When this phase is completed there will be two lanes of

17 moving traffic, and that will greatly amplify an already

18 problematic situation.
19 Thank you. I hope you consider putting a sound wall in
20 that area.

21

22 (Whereupon, the proceeding was concluded at 7:30 p.m.)
23 --00o--

24

25

Certified Shorthand Reporters
J Zardorella 8 2321 Stanwell Drive * Concord, CA 94520-4808
REPORTING SERVICE INC P.O. Box 4107 + Concord, CA 94520-4107

(925) 685-6222 » Fax (925) 685-3829
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1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

85.
2 COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA )

4 I, MANDIE J. DOYLE, CSR, License No. C-6946, State

5 of California, do certify:

7 That said proceeding was reported at the time and
8 place therein stated by me, a Certified Shorthand Reporter,
9 and thereafter transcribed into typewriting;

10 o
11 I further certify that I am not interested in the
12 outcome of said action, nor connected with, nor related to,

13 any of the parties of said action or to their respective

14 counsel.
15
16 .
17 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand
18 this ﬁ/u(, day of (Zg?dmi , 2006.
19
20 Mun&.u Z K’Qu/&-)

C 7 7
21 MANDIE J. DOYLE, CSR, License No. C-6946,

State of California.
22
23
24
25
Certified Shorthand Re
J Zardorella 9 2321 Stanwell Drive 'eConmrd, &dgisgmﬁmwl;

EPORTING PO. Box 4107 » Concord, CA 94520-4107
g — SERVICE. NC (925) 685-6222 » Fax (925) 685-3829

Responses: Doug Sibley

la

The commenter’s home is in a residential subdivision made up of cul-de-sacs that
branch off of Sweetwater Drive south of Muir Road and 1-680. The nearest of these
cul-de-sacs to Muir Road and 1-680 are Highcliff Court and Westwood Place. Further
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south of the freeway, the next set of cul-de-sacs is Drycreek Court and Blackrock
Place. The Noise Impact Study conducted for the project evaluated two locations on
Muir Road that are just east and west of Sweetwater Drive, one location on Highcliff
Court, and one location on Westwood Place. Worst-case traffic noise levels were
estimated at 61 to 62 A-weighted decibels (dBA) without the project and 62 to 63
dBA with the project. The increase at each of the modeled locations was 1 dBA with
the project in place. An increase of 1 dBA is not typically a perceptible change, and
the maximum noise levels do not exceed the Caltrans and Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) noise abatement criteria used to determine whether a noise
barrier or equivalent noise reduction method should be evaluated.

There are groves of trees within the State right-of-way between Muir Road and 1-680.
Trees and vegetation closest to the freeway will have to be removed during
construction. Planting within the right-of-way will be replaced. Trees will be
replaced according to setback and sight distance standards for safety. Planting for
landscaping purposes is not considered effective for noise reduction because it does
not become dense enough to shield or block freeway noise, and therefore Caltrans and
the FHWA do not use vegetation as a noise mitigation measure.

1b
The commenter’s support of the northbound 1-680 to westbound SR-4 ramp is noted.

Response: Bonnie Sprung

2a

A number of residents living in the single-family, detached home neighborhood along
Temple Drive commented at the public hearing and in writing about existing noise
levels at their homes and yards and potential future noise with the project in place.
This response is intended to address these concerns. The IS/EA addresses noise in
Section 2.4, and measured and modeled noise levels are listed in Appendix F, Table
F-1. The neighborhood and noise measurement/modeling locations are shown in
Appendix A, Figure A-3.

Temple Drive provides access to homes in this neighborhood and has relatively low
traffic, primarily only from local residents. Muir Road is north of Temple Drive and
parallels SR-4, functioning as a frontage road. From its intersection with Pacheco
Boulevard, Muir Road rises in elevation as it heads west, and homes on Temple Drive
well to the west of Pacheco Boulevard have a steep slope between the backyards and
Muir Road. The homes are below the elevation of SR-4 in this area. An existing
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concrete safety barrier along Muir Road in this area prevents cars from potentially
leaving the roadway and going downslope into the residences; this low barrier also
blocks some tire noise from cars using Muir Road. SR-4 is the primary contributor of
traffic noise, although vehicle traffic from Muir Road also contributes.

Existing noise levels in this neighborhood were measured at points identified in the
IS/EA and the Noise Impact Study at locations W-S-9 and W-S-10 (shown in
Appendix A, Figure A-3). Short-term measurements taken in the late morning were
56 and 59 dBA. These and other measurements were used to calibrate the noise
model to local conditions, and then a traffic noise level was predicted using future
traffic volumes and speeds that would produce a worst-case noise level at these same
measured locations. The predicted highest traffic noise levels at these locations were
61 and 63 dBA without the proposed project. These levels do not exceed the FHWA
and Caltrans thresholds used to evaluate noise abatement. Future noise levels with
the new northbound 1-680 to westbound SR-4 ramp in place were predicted at 60
dBA. The slight decrease in noise levels would result from the construction of the
eastbound SR-4 to southbound 1-680 connector ramp, which would partially block
freeway noise from the SR-4 mainline. At the existing eastbound on- and off-ramps
at Pacheco Boulevard, the new connector ramp would be on an elevated bridge, and
noise levels at the Temple Drive homes would be represented by the No Action levels
of 60 to 63 dBA. Thus, regardless of whether the proposed connector ramp would
block existing mainline noise, the traffic noise levels in this area would remain
similar to existing levels. These traffic noise levels are quite audible within residents’
backyards but do not reach the levels where noise abatement would be considered
under established FHWA and Caltrans criteria. Because the existing and predicted
future noise levels are below the criteria for consideration of abatement measures (66
dBA is considered the Noise Abatement Criteria for residential land uses; see Section
2.4.1.2), no noise barriers were recommended in the IS/EA. Field review of this area
and review of the noise modeling in response to this comment did not identify
anything incorrect with the assessment or conclusions.

Response: Howard Scott

3a

The proposed improvements at the 1-680/SR-4 interchange would not affect the
flooding issue noted in this comment. The existing flood risk is discussed in IS/EA
Section 2.10.1, which states that the “predicted overflow of a Base Flood would
inundate the mobile home park southeast of the 1-680/SR-4 interchange, in addition to
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the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District Treatment Plant.” This condition already
exists and would occur without any of the proposed interchange improvements.

Caltrans owns and maintains a 600-foot un-named open channel or ditch along Marsh
Lane, just north of the mobile home park. The channel drains into the Grayson Creek
Flood Control Channel, which is owned and maintained by Contra Costa County. A
wall exists along the boundary of the mobile home park at the flood control channel.
There is a flap-gated control structure at the confluence of the drainage channel and
Grayson Creek. The purpose of this structure is to prevent Grayson Creek flood
waters or tidal waters from backing into the drainage channel. However, flood waters
have exceeded the volume expected for the channel, resulting in high water levels
against the wall along the mobile home park’s north boundary. This wall, built as part
of the mobile home park development, was not designed by the mobile home park as
a floodwall and has failed twice in recent years." The mobile home park’s engineers
recommended increasing the park’s north wall to the same height as the Grayson
Creek levee and constructing/reinforcing the wall as a flood barrier. Alternatively, an
earthen barrier or levee could be built adjacent to the north wall, similar to the
existing configuration on the western boundary of the mobile home park. Neither the
mobile home park wall nor the levee is within Caltrans right-of-way. These facilities
are the responsibility of the mobile home park and Contra Costa County, respectively.

Caltrans will continue to monitor and maintain the open channel that is within their
jurisdiction and work with the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.

Response: Rick Zurfluh

4a

See the response to Comment 2a regarding noise levels at the Temple Drive/Pacheco
Boulevard neighborhood. Although the traffic noise levels at this location are audible
to residents, the levels do not currently exceed the Caltrans and FHWA thresholds for
considering noise abatement measures such as soundwalls. Predicted future worst-
case conditions are also below levels at which noise abatement must be considered.

! etter from MBK Engineers, March 13, 2006, to Rancho Diablo Mobile Home Park summarizing
results of inspection of the Rancho Diablo flood protection facilities.
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Responses: Robert McKinney

5a

See the response to Comment 2a regarding noise levels at the Temple Drive/Pacheco
Boulevard neighborhood. Although the traffic noise levels at this location are audible
to residents, the levels do not currently exceed the Caltrans and FHWA thresholds for
considering noise abatement measures such as soundwalls. Predicted future worst-
case conditions are also below levels at which noise abatement must be considered.

5b

We cannot comment on what needs to be disclosed in a private real estate transaction.
The IS/EA provides pertinent information on the project and should be referred to
with regard to how it affects the commenter’s property. The project is not fully
funded and construction is anticipated to begin between 2012 and 2014; therefore,
project construction is not immediate but should certainly be anticipated. With regard
to whether project elements will be in view of the homes in the area depends on the
location of each home, as parts of this neighborhood are situated against a hillside. A
representative view from the Temple Drive neighborhood is presented in Figure
2.17-2, with and without the project in place.

Response: Bill Schmidt

6a

See the response to Comment 2a regarding noise levels at the Temple Drive/Pacheco
Boulevard neighborhood. Although the traffic noise levels at this location are audible
to residents, the levels do not currently exceed the Caltrans and FHWA thresholds for
considering noise abatement measures such as soundwalls. Predicted future worst-
case conditions are also below levels at which noise abatement must be considered.
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J.3 Comments from Governmental Agencies, Businesses,
and Individuals

Comments are presented below in the order in which they were received. Individual
issues within each numbered comment submission are lettered (7a, 7b, etc.).
Responses follow each comment.
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Comment: Jay McCoy
& | °

Federal Highwa
CCTA Ld Administration.

1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project

'COMMENT SHEET

Comments may be submitted today or sent to:
Susan Miller, CCTA

3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
1680sr4comments@ccta.net

*Please submit comments by 5:00 p.m. Friday, September 22, 2006

! . fro
" Name: TAy 5 M tor Date:_ 9-3-0¢
Affiliation (if applicable). ) i

Address: 1230 rrlen Pr2 Ve

Con/ ol Ch 29rz2o

Phone: 925 -bzb-3oro E-mail: _ ; chime @ cs rom

Comments:

7a

‘ / . . .
A ) f/fa%#wm“y_ﬁz_ﬂ&ﬁ:

Please use the reverse side or attach any additional pages

J-26 1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project



Appendix J Public Comments on the IS/EA

7b, s » > .

cont. i, { { éé( St . Lt ﬁ A uc
~,

Response: Jay McCoy
7a
The commenter’s opinion is noted.

7b

One of the primary reasons that the existing westbound SR-4 to Pacheco Boulevard
off-ramp is difficult to negotiate is the short distance between this exit and the
cloverleaf on- and off-ramps of the 1-680/SR-4 interchange. The issue of spacing
between the Pacheco Boulevard ramp and the interchange cannot be completely
eliminated without closing the ramp, due to the proximity of Pacheco Boulevard to I-
680. Maintaining access to and from Pacheco Boulevard was identified as an
important local concern; therefore, the design of the current project maintains that
connection. The project would improve this situation (as noted in this comment) by
shifting a large amount of the traffic that uses the current cloverleaf ramp at I-
680/SR-4 to a more efficient high-speed direct connector. This would reduce the
volume of westbound traffic on SR-4 at the Pacheco Boulevard exit. Realigning or
shifting this exit on SR-4 to the east would conflict with the southbound 1-680 to
westbound SR-4 connector ramp. Shifting the Pacheco Boulevard exit to the east
would also conflict with the Contra Costa Canal and the hillside above it.
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Comment: Frances Hehnke

,/8a

8b

k‘if 8c

1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project C;TA ot arieton!

COMMENT SHEET

a
}‘ Comments may be submitted today or sent to;
, Susan Miller, CCTA

i
%
i

9 3478:Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
1680sr4comments@ccta.net

*Please submit comments by 5:00 p.m. Friday, September 22, 2006

Name: - \%w M/éu Date:

Affiliation (if applicable):
Address: 1119 Termpr O
f/)aclzg,()

Phone: E-mail: gunhe—Lrannic @ yakoo,%

Comments:
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Please use the reverse side or attach any additional pages
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'MWMMW/UMMO@

Response: Frances Hehnke

8a

The Temple Drive neighborhood currently experiences traffic noise, which primarily
originates from the freeway and Pacheco Boulevard. This is discussed in the response
to Comment 2a. The Noise Impact Study conducted for the proposed project shows
existing and future maximum traffic noise levels up to 63 dBA (see Appendix F,
Table F-1, locations W-S-9 and W-S-10; also see Appendix A, Figure A-3, which
shows the Temple Drive neighborhood and these noise study locations). However,
the noise analysis does not predict an increase in noise with the project, because the
proposed direct-connector ramps will partially shield some neighborhood locations
from the existing line-of-sight to the freeway lanes. With the shielding from the
ramp, future noise levels are predicted at 60 dBA.

8b

Section 2.3 of the IS/EA discusses the existing and future air quality conditions and
the potential for impacts from the proposed project. Moving a freeway ramp closer to
a residence may increase the potential for exposure to higher levels of pollutant
emissions, but in this case, the freeway is separated from the neighborhood at Temple
Drive by the wide existing right-of-way at this location and the presence of Muir
Road between the freeway and the neighborhood. Pollutants from vehicles do not
necessarily move downward, as exhaust emissions may rise with temperature (from
hot exhaust gases or a hot day), descend (on a cold day or a day with an air
temperature inversion), or disperse as they move and mix with wind movements,
including air current mixing caused by the vehicles themselves. Measured levels for
carbon monoxide, a pollutant of primarily localized concern, are considerably below
State and Federal standards for the project area and will remain so with the project
completed.

The proposed project would provide additional vehicle capacity to the 1-680/SR-4
interchange and ramps but would also increase the efficiency of the interchange by
allowing vehicles to use high-speed direct connectors instead of the congested
cloverleaf ramps. By improving traffic flow and reducing congestion, the project
would have a beneficial effect on air quality.
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8c

The proposed eastbound SR-4 to southbound 1-680 connector would be visible from
some locations in the Temple Drive neighborhood, as shown in the visual simulation
in Figure 2.17-2. Traffic along Muir Road may be visible over the top of some
Temple Drive residences’ back fences, but this would not change as a result of the
project. Homes with existing views of Muir Road traffic would continue to have
these views because the project would not change the location or height of Muir
Road.

8d

Landscaping at the interchange would be provided as part of the proposed project, as
discussed in Section 2.17.5. 1t is assumed that the comment refers to the hillside
slope on the south side of Muir Road between Pacheco Boulevard and approximately
the existing on- and off-ramps to eastbound SR-4. That area is within State right-of-
way and could be considered for planting. However, because any plantings would
have to allow adequate sight distance for cars on Muir Road turning onto Pacheco
Boulevard, the use of tall plantings may be incompatible, at least near that
intersection. Planting cannot take place in advance of the construction, since it would
be disturbed by construction activities.
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Comment: Helen Fernandez

g

Fet
1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project CCTA e Airmisteton.

COMMENT SHEET

-Comments may be submitted today or sent to:

Susan Miller, CCTA
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
i 1680sr4comments@ccta.net

Please su%mit comments by 5:00 p.m. Friday, September 22, 2006

Name: jg)d«/e 1/ ;//éf& vaNdet Date: 7 /)] / 6
e ’ 7
Affiliation (i applicable);
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Comments:
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Please use the reverse side or attach any addltlonal pages

9b

Response: Helen Fernandez

9a .

The purpose and need for the proposed project are described in Section 1.2. That
section discusses a number of problems and constraints with the current design,
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primarily caused by the tightly spaced distances between various on- and off-ramps
that create safety issues as well as traffic congestion. The amount of traffic using the
1-680/SR-4 interchange will continue to grow, based on local and regional land use
plans, which will exacerbate the existing problems. For these reasons, this
interchange improvement project has been planned for many years.

9b

See the response to Comment 1a regarding noise. Dirt and dust in the form of
particulate matter could potentially come from vehicle emissions or from vehicles on
the freeway (i.e., kicked up from tires or blown off of pavement). The project would
add high-speed connector ramps, including one in the vicinity of Temple Drive, but
this change should not noticeably increase the amount of dirt and dust in the project
area. Right-of-way would still remain between the nearest new ramp and the homes,
and landscaping would be installed as part of the project, which should help in
minimizing windblown dust generation. The project would shift traffic from an
inefficient loop ramp system to more efficient high-speed connector structures, which
would lower per-vehicle emissions by improving efficiency at the interchange and
reducing congestion. Independent of this project, particulate emissions will also be
substantially reduced from previous years due to the requirement for all large trucks
to use cleaner-burning diesel fuels.

Dirt and dust would primarily be of concern during project construction, and the
construction contractor would be required to implement mitigation measures as
discussed in Section 2.3.5.

9c

Property values in the Temple Drive area should not be substantially affected by the
proposed project. The backyards of some homes on Temple Drive are adjacent to the
Muir Road right-of-way. The commenter’s backyard is also near Pacheco Boulevard.
The existing visibility and associated traffic noise of the freeway and Muir Road
already affects this property. The proposed freeway connector ramps would not
appreciably change the existing level of noise. The freeway ramp will be partially
visible, as shown in Figure 2.17-2, but it is not expected to result in a substantial
change.
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Comment: Robert E. Sheldon, Pacheco Mini Storage

1

4
AN

10a

10b

PACHECO MINI STORAGE
5146 Pacheco Bivd.
Pacheco, California 94553
Telephone No. (925) 674-1927
Facsimile No. (925) 685-6780

September 19, 2006

Ms. Susan Miller SEP 21 2006
Project Manager (CCTA)

3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Re: 680/4 Interchange Improvement District
Dear Ms. Miller:

On behalf of Pacheco Mini Storage, a self-storage facility located at 5146 Pacheco
Blvd., Pacheco, California, this letter shall serve to voice our objections to Phase 2 of the
proposed 680/ 4 Interchange Improvement Project.

Pacheco Mini Storage is a lessee of Cal Trans property located at the southwest
corner of the 680/4 Interchange. The business has leased the land for more than 20 years
and occupied the space continuously for the entire time. It was only recently that we
learned of the proposed changes to the interchange and the drastic impact it will have on
our business. As recently as July 15, 2003, we were advised by the Cal Trans Right of Way
agent that our leased property would likely not be affected by the project. Now we’ve
come to understand that not only will our business be affected, but the Phase 2 changes will
result in the non-renewal of the lease so as to accommodate a two-lane connection from
eastbound SR-4 to southbound I-680.

This proposed change will have the impact of the following:
1) Displacement of more than 400 individuals and companies who occupy self-
storage units at Pacheco Mini Storage. It is to be noted that we have the lowest rental rates

in Central Costa County and forcing the tenants to move will result in significant moving
expenses for them as well as higher rental rates at other self-storage facilities.

SACLIENTSISHELDON\PACHECO MINI STORAGE\Corres\Susan Miller-Cal Trans.wpd
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Ms. Susan Miller
CCTA Project Manager
September 19, 2006
Page 2

10b 2) Loss of jobs for 3 full-time employees and 3 part-time employees at our self-

t storage facility, each of whom have employed at the facility for more than 2 years;
cont.

3) Loss of income for the owners and operators of the facility.

1T

In addition to operating the self-storage facility, we are and have been a U-Haul
dealer for approximately 20 years and the displacement of the facility will result in the
closing of the U-Haul center which will have a deleterious effect on the general public. Our
facility is popular because of its proximity to the freeway interchange.
10c

You are requested to consider alternative proposals to accomplish the purposes of
Phase 2, including, but not limited to constructing the connector to southbound 1680 so as
to take only a small portion of our facility thereby enabling the business to continue in its
current location.

I welcome the opportunity to speak with you about this matter. Please call me at
my business office in Walnut Creek. The number is (925) 279-3071.

Sincerely yours,

Pacheco I\W
By:

Rober\) E. Sheldon

Response: Robert E. Sheldon, Pacheco Mini Storage

10a

Caltrans has retained the ownership of the subject parcel because of the long-term
plans to address the need for improvements to the 1-680/SR-4 interchange. The
design of the proposed improvements was most recently addressed in a Project Study
Report in 2001 and in the current Project Report and IS/EA. There has been no need
to terminate the existing lease because funding has not been available to advance the
proposed project; hence the lease situation has continued for many years.
Construction of a direct-connector ramp would unavoidably impact the subject parcel
because of its large size and direct proximity to 1-680, SR-4, and the interchange.

10b

Use of the parcel currently leased to the existing land use/tenant at this location is
unavoidable due to the need to construct and operate the eastbound-to-southbound
direct-connector ramp. The displacement of the storage facility is necessary to make
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the proposed freeway improvements, which would have substantial benefits to safety
and capacity at this major interchange. Maintaining the existing private storage
business on State-owned right-of-way would not be consistent with long-term plans
to improve traffic operations and safety at this interchange. Because the property is
already owned by Caltrans, the lessee would not be entitled to relocation benefits or
compensation.

10c

A number of alternatives were considered for the proposed project and are discussed
in detail in Section 1.4. The reasons for withdrawing these alternatives from further
evaluation are also provided in that section.

It is also not possible to accommodate both the proposed new freeway ramps and the
existing storage or other private businesses within the existing parcel. The proposed
connector ramp and slip ramp at this location would effectively split the parcel, and
the remaining slivers of the parcel on each side of the ramp would be too narrow for
use by the storage facility. In addition, the existing 1-680 and SR-4 freeway
alignments establish the location and design of the connector and slip ramps, which
must meet specific design criteria. There is relatively little flexibility in where these
ramps can be placed and still meet design requirements. For these reasons,
continuation of the existing lease arrangement for the storage facility on this parcel
would not be possible if the project is approved.
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Comment: Mark Seedall, Contra Costa Water District

A_\\ﬁ\_\_\__ CONTRA COSTA e—
e WATER DISTRICT D
. — [ .
- ;?_\ainCOncord Avenue /f ! I@E‘ME@
BO, -cle20 I SEP '.
(%ggfggja-ggoogﬁi‘; (925) 686-8122 UL 25 2006 /rU)/

AsT——— | I

o CCTA

September 22, 2006 Ty

Via Electronic Mail

Directors 1680srdcomments@ccta.net
Joseph L. Campbell
President Hard Copy to Follow
Elizabeth R. Anello
Vice Presidont Ms. Susan Miller
Beﬂe:ogtmun Contra Costa Transportation Authority
John A. Burgh . v
Karl L. Wandry 3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
Walter J. Bishop

G M
enersl Menager Subject: Interstate 680/State Route 4 Interchange Improvement Project

Environmental Assessment/Initial Study
Dear Ms. Miller:

The Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) has received the Environmental
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) for the proposed Interstate 680/State Route 4
(1680/SR4) Interchange Improvement Project.  CCWD operates: and maintains the
Contra Costa Canal for the United States Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation). The
Contra Costa Canal passes under SR 4 approximately 600 feet west of Pacheco
Boulevard' and thé 1680/SR4 interchange and. under 1680 northiof the 1680/SR4
interchange approximately 4,000 feet north of the interchange,.:"In addition, the
1680/SR 4 interchange passes over the following CCWD treated water pipelines:

- A 30 inch water pipeline crossing under I680 approximately 1,000 feet south
of the interchange and paralleling SR4 between interchange and State Route
242,

- An 18 inch water pipeline crossing under SR4 approximately 1,000 feet west
of the interchange and under 1680 approximately 800 feet north of the
interchange.

- A 12 inch water pipeline crossing under SR4 approximately 1,200 feet west of
the interchange.

CCWD notes that Section 2.15 Utilities and Emergency Services of the EA/IS did not
acknowledge CCWD facilities in the impact area of the 1680/SR4 interchange project.
In sequence, the 5 phases of the prOjeCl and thmr potential :mpacts +won CCWD
11 fax:]lltles are as follows : .

a i ' E [ T ,"" e . .
tet Phasé tn Impact ‘on Contra’ Costa” Canal. and 12 1r1¢h plpelmc WCbt of
: 1nterchange and 30 inch pipeline south'of mterchangc

s Phase 2- (same as above)
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11a,
cont.

11b

Ms. Susan Miller

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
September 22, 2006

Page 2

e Phase 3 - Impact on Contra Costa Canal and 12 inch pipeline west of
interchange and 18 inch and 30 inch pipelines east of interchange.

e Phase 4 - Impact on Contra Costa Canal and 18 inch pipeline north of
interchange and 18 inch and 30 inch pipelines east of interchange.

e Phase 5 - Impact on Contra Costa Canal and 18 inch pipeline north of
interchange and 18 inch and 30 inch pipelines east of interchange

The above impacts should be recognized in the Utilities and Emergency Services
portion of the EA/IS and mitigation to protect these facilities should be within the
environmental document prepared by Caltrans.

In addition to the impacts set forth above; it is possible that there may be other water
facilities that are impacted or land rights from this project and in order to fully
address these impacts it will be necessary for CCWD to review the design drawings
for each phase of project construction.

CCWD’s review of the EA/IS indicates that within the proposed project footprint,
Caltrans may require additional lands rights from Reclamation so new facilities can
be constructed to include ramps and roadway improvements and a sound wall in 5
phases. In order for CCWD to determine the impact of the project on Relcamation’s
property and CCWD water pipelines as well as the consistency of the project with
existing property rights, review of design drawings in relationship to right-of-way and
Canal facilities are required. CCWD requests that a specific mitigation be included in
the EA/IS to require CCWD review of the design drawings prior to awarding
construction contracts and assurances from Caltrans that there will be no impacts to
CCWD facilities or pipelines in the vicinity of this work. The mitigation condition
could be written as follows:

Mitigation Condition to Protect Water Infrastructure

Prior to awarding any construction contracts for any of the
proposed construction phases associated with this project,
Caltrans will provide assurances that there will be no
impacts to CCWD facilities or pipelines in the vicinity of
this work

CCWD appreciates the opportunity to provide its comments on the Interstate
680/State Route 4 Interchange Improvement Project EA/IS. Should there be any
questions please do not hesitate to contact me at (925) 688-8119.

Sincegely,

oA Sudatf

Mark Seedall
Senior Planner

MAS/tIr

Response: Mark Seedall, Contra Costa Water District

1lla

The utility lines identified in this comment have been added to Section 2.15.2, and

Table S-1 has been updated.
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11b

Section 2.15.5 has been revised to include a statement that the project sponsors will
coordinate with the Contra Costa Water District to avoid impacts to the pipelines or
will work with the District to relocate them.

Comment: Patrick Roche, Contra Costa County Community
Development Department
Dennis M. Barry, AICP

CO m m un |ty C O n t ra Community Development Director

Development Costa
Department

County Administration Building
651 Pine Street

4th Floor, North Wing
Martinez, California 94553-0095

Phone: 925-335-1290

Susan Miller, Project Manager

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Gugar
Dear 1\4( Miller:

This letter is intended to provide our comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment and Initial Study /Proposed
Negative Declaration (EA/IS) for the proposed 1-680/State Route 4 (SR-4) Interchange Improvement Project. In
addition to these comments, we would also like to express our support for the Contra Costa Transportation Authority
(CCTA) and Caltrans to proceed expeditiously to construct this important project, which was part of the program of
projects overwhelming approved by Contra Costa voters with the passage of Measure J in 2004,

The staff from Community Development and Public Works departments have had the opportunity to review the
proposed project and respond to the various elements of the study that will be included in the scope of the
environmental review. Based on the information provided in the EA/IS we would like to offer the following comments.

e The study indicates that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has reviewed and granted conceptual
approval of the “slip ramps” that would be designed off of the northbound I-680 to westbound SR-4 and
Eastbound SR-4 to Southbound I-680 direct connector ramps. These slips ramps would provide continued
access to both I-680 and SR-4 from local roadways. We would like to express our strong support for
including these facilities within Phases 1 and 2 of the proposed project as they provide vital local access to
these regional freeways. The County strongly supports the inclusion of the Pacheco Blvd. slip ramps in the
project to maintain this important access point to and from the freeway system at this interchange. Without
the access provided by the slip ramps, residents and businesses in the area would see increased travel times to
access the freeways, and emergency responders from the County Sheriff and the California Highway Patrol
would see increases in their emergency response times. The proposed slip ramp to Pacheco Blvd. from
northbound 1-680 to westbound SR-4 will require the relocation of the Blum Road / Pacheco Blvd
intersection to the north, putting the off-ramp/on-ramp intersection with Pacheco Blvd in close proximity to
the relocated Blum Road / Pacheco Blvd intersection. The geometric plan should provide for appropriate
separation between these intersections, and the signal design and timing should be coordinated.

12a

o The study indicates that the reconstruction of the Burlington Northern-Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad over-crossing
south of the Pacheco Blvd on/off-ramps to I-680 has been separated out to as an individual project from the
EA/IS to be completed before Phase 5 of this project. The reconstruction of this facility does have the potential
to impact local road improvements in the County due to the fact that west of this over-crossing there is a
smaller railroad over-crossing on Pacheco Blvd. The County wishes to reconstruct this smaller over-crossing to
allow widening of Pacheco Blvd. to four lanes and provide pedestrian and bicycle access under the railroad.
We would like to request more detail as to when this project is proposed to be constructed and request that
Caltrans, CCTA and BNSF confer with the County regarding this important project as it develops.

12b
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e ' The study does not appear to address improvements to any local roadways beyond the Level of Service
Analysis performed. We believe this project has the potential to also impact pedestrian and bicycle
facilities on local roadways which the EA/IS should analyze and mitigate if necessary. For example the
project does not analyze the impacts to the Proposed Class II facility on Pacheco Blvd proposed in the

12¢ CCTA Countywide Bike/Pedestrian Plan., nor does it indicate if Caltrans intends to reconstruct the

sidewalk it recently installed along the east side of Pacheco Boulevard from the intersection of Blum Rd.
and Pacheco Boulevard south to the intersection of Pacheco Blvd. and Muir Rd. It is County and CCTA
policy that planned bike/pedestrian facilities be included in proposed road projects whenever feasible.

Caltrans and CCTA should analyze and potentially mitigate these impacts as part of this project.

e It is not clear from the project description if the EA/IS Level of Service analysis evaluated whether the
signals on the local roadways will need to operate in a coordinated manner to ensure that traffic that travels
through more than one intersection does not experience excessive delay or cause traffic queues to block
adjacent intersections or traffic lanes. There are a number of intersections in close proximity to each other
that serve this interchange. This EA/IS should evaluate this potential impact and consider the need for
potential mitigation such as interconnecting the new signals with existing signals serving the interchange.

12d

¢ The Visual Impact Analysis of the EA/IS does not appear to evaluate the potential visual impacts of this
project on local roadways. Within a 1,500-foot stretch of Pacheco Boulevard, the project will add a new
intersection, two freeway ramps and two freeway bridges. These additional structures will come into the
view of motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists using Pacheco Boulevard, which is the main street for this
unincorporated community. The mitigation measures currently proposed in the EA/IS do not include
12e any enhanced landscaping along local roadways, despite the fact that it does identify there is a potential
that visual characteristics of the local area could be impacted by the proposed project. The EA/IS should
analyze the mitigating effects of landscaping the roadway median beneath and approaching the bridges.
We believe these medians should be landscaped in order to be consistent with local policies, since
Pacheco residents have approved an assessment district and the County is proceeding with proposed
plans to landscape the median south of the project.

Based on our interpretation of the Draft EA/IS, the study does not evaluate all potential impacts associated with
the project alternatives. Should our interpretation be determined to be correct, the Final EA/IS for the I-
680/State Route 4 Improvement Project should include an evaluation of these impacts and if warranted identify
measures that would mitigate these impacts.

As a final matter, it will be imperative for CCTA and Caltrans to consult with the County, the cities of Martinez and
Pleasant Hill, and the Pacheco Municipal Advisory Council, in preparing and implementing an effective construction
related-traffic mitigation program for the I-680/State Route 4 (SR-4) Interchange Improvement Project.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on Draft EA/IS. Please contact Hillary Heard, County
Community Development Department at 925-335-1278, or John Pulliam, County Public Works Department at
925-313-2165, if you have any questions regarding the comments in this letter.

Sincerely yours,
Patrick Roche, Principal Planner
Advance Planning Division

CC: John Pulliam, PWD-Transportation Engineering
Hillary Heard, CDD-Transportation Planning
Chron file

GMdvance Planningladv-plan\Environ. Docs\680_SR Neg Dec.doc

Response: Patrick Roche, Contra Costa County Community
Development Department

12a

The Community Development Department’s support of the project is noted.

12b
Phases 3 through 5 of the proposed project are identified in the IS/EA for completion
in 2020. As noted on page 1-23 of the May 2006 IS/EA, these phases would be
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constructed as funding is obtained, and at this time, no date has been established. No
further details about the design or schedule of Phases 3 through 5 will be available
until funding is further developed. CCTA will coordinate with Contra Costa County
on changes in the status of those phases.

12c

Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities include sidewalks and crosswalks along
Pacheco Boulevard, Muir Road, and Blum Road. Any of these facilities affected by
the proposed project would be replaced in kind. This would include any
reconstruction necessary to the sidewalk on Pacheco Boulevard within the project
limits that was mentioned in the comment. A planned bikeway identified in the
Countywide Bikeway Network Plan extends along Pacheco Boulevard beneath the
existing overhead crossing of SR-4. The project design includes the necessary space
to stripe this bikeway lane when it is installed.

Other existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the project limits
are not affected by the project, and no changes are proposed. These include the
existing bikeway and sidewalks along Muir Road and along the Walnut Creek
channel south of SR-4. Other planned facilities in the project area include the bike
lanes or pathways along Solano Way, Walnut Creek north of SR-4, Marsh Drive, and
Imhoff Drive. These planned routes are not affected because either they are not
crossed by the project, or the modifications to SR-4 would be limited to median
improvements on the existing highway rather than local road crossings or their ability
to accommodate future bike facilities.

12d

The intersections that would be directly affected by the proposed project are the slip
ramp connections with Pacheco Boulevard and the Blum Road/Pacheco Boulevard
intersection (which would be realigned in Phases 1 and 2). A Traffic Operations
Analysis was completed for the project to support the environmental review, but
signal timing analysis is normally completed during final design (after environmental
approval). CCTA and Caltrans will evaluate signal timing for the affected portions of
Pacheco Boulevard at that time.

12e

The proposed project will include mitigation for visual impacts, including
replacement of landscaping within the State right-of-way, per Caltrans’ policy. The
project includes proposed slip ramps that will connect 1-680 with Pacheco Boulevard.
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Landscape improvements at Pacheco Boulevard in the vicinity of the slip ramps will
be conducted under a separate contract from the phased interchange improvements.
Any landscaping adjacent to local streets, both inside and outside of State right-of-
way, would be subject to approval of a permanent maintenance agreement between
the local entity and the State. The State will not maintain landscaping on local

streets.
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Comment: Russell B. Leavitt, Central Contra Costa Sanitary District

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District

(925) 228-9500

5019 Imhoff Place, Martinez, CA 94553-4392

www.centralsan.org

September 20, 2006 FAX: (925) 228-4624

JAMES M. KELLY
General Manager

Ms. Susan Mill SEP 21 7006 Counto for the Giatt
s. Susan iller ~ ounsel for the District

(510) 808-2000
CCTA . . ELAINE R. BOEHME
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100 Secrotary of the District
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Dear Ms. Miller:

COMMENTS ON THE INTERSTATE 680/STATE ROUTE 4 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND INITIAL STUDY/PROPOSED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, SCH NO. 2006082017

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. As the wastewater collection and
treatment agency for some of the project area, Central Contra Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD)
offers the following comments:

1. Page ix, Table S-1. Please revise the Utility Service Relocation impacts in light of the
comment below.

13a

2. Page 2-110, Section 2.15.1.1. The water utility agency for the project area is Contra Costa
13b | Water District. The sewer system operators in the project area are Central Contra Costa Ceunty
| Sanitary District and Mt. View Sanitary District.

3. Page 2-111, Section 2.15.2, Paragraph 1. In addition to needing to relocate CCCSD’s 84-
inch diameter sanitary sewer line, there are other CCCSD facilities that could or would be
affected by the proposed project (see the accompanying oversized map).

= Phase 1 - three perpendicular 12-inch diameter sanitary sewers crossings of Interstate
680 may need to be extended/protected.

= Phase 2 — approximately 1,400 feet of 8-inch diameter sanitary sewer on the west side of
Interstate 680 will need to be relocated; two 12-inch diameter sanitary sewer crossing of
Interstate 680 may need to be relocated; and a 6-inch diameter sanitary sewer at the Muir
Road/Pacheco Blvd. intersection may need to be extended/protected.

= Phase 3 — no impact at this time.

= Phase 4 — need to protect 90-inch, 39-inch, twin 78-inch, and 18-inch diameter sanitary
sewers near/beneath State Route 4, between Interstate 680 and the Walnut Creek
channel.

= Phase 5 — need to protect 90-inch, 39-inch, twin 78-inch, 18-inch and 8-inch diameter
sanitary sewers near/beneath State Route 4, between Interstate 680 and the Walnut
Creek channel; CCCSD may also lose the use of some of the frontage road along the WB
State Route 4 onramp to NB Interstate 680 next to CCCSD’s wastewater treatment plant

13¢c

o~
N:ENVRSRV\Planning\Leavit\DevRev\LETTERS\CALTRANS 680-4 EA-IS.doc &3 Recycled Paper
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Ms. Susan Miller, CCTA
September 19, 2006

Page 2
13¢c (WWTP) primary tanks, which will affect secondary access to the WWTP and parking for
’ 10 to 20 employees; any plan changes that require more property to the north could
cont.| significantly affect WWTP operations

4. Page 2-112, Section 2.15.5 and Page C-12, Utilities and Emergency Services Mitigation. An
13d | 5qditional mitigation measure is needed: Coordinate with affected utility service providers when
developing engineering design plans, specifications, and procedures.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 925-229-7255. If
you have design questions, contact Capital Projects Division Manager Tad Pilecki at 925-229-
7273.

Sincerely,

Pt £ stk

Russell B. Leavitt, AICP
Engineering Assistant Il

RBL/mvp
Enclosure

cc: T. Pilecki, CCCSD

Response: Russell B. Leavitt, Central Contra Costa Sanitary District
13a

Table S-1 was updated to include the potential for impacts to sanitary sewer lines and
wastewater treatment plant facilities.

13b
The requested changes were made to the IS/EA.

13c
Section 2.15.2 has been revised to include the sewer lines identified in the comment
and the potential for impacts to employee parking at the wastewater treatment plant.

13d
CCTA and Caltrans will coordinate with the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District; a
description of this coordination was added to Section 2.15.5 and Appendix C.

1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project J-43



Appendix J Public Comments on the IS/EA

Comment: Frank M. Abejo, City of Concord

Crry o CONCORD Crry CounciL
PerMIT CENTER \ i : Susan A. Bonilla, Mayor
1950 Parkside Drive SRS T T PR Mark A. Peterson, Vice Mayor

Helen M. Allen
Laura M. Hoffmeister
William D. Shinn

Concord, California 94519-2578

Telephone: (925) 671-3454

Fax: 995) 671-3381 e '
= 925) 338 Mary Rae Lehman, City Clerk
%ﬁ%%? Thomas Wentling, City Treasurer
Lydia E. Du Borg, City Manager
September 22, 2006

Susan Miller

CCTA

3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

RE: Draft Inmitial Study and Proposed Negative Declaration for the Interstate
680/State Route 4 Interchange Improvement Project

Dear Ms. Miller:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Initial Study and Proposed
Negative Declaration for the Interstate 680/State Route 4 Interchange Improvement Project. The
City has no specific comments at this time but appreciates being kept informed on the progress
of this project.

14a

Very truly yours,

m

Frank M. Abejo
Senior Planner

»

cc:  Phillip Woods, Principal Planner, AICP
Abul Hossain, Transportation Program Manager II

Response: Frank M. Abejo, City of Concord

14a
The comment is noted.
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Comment: William Godsill

15a

\From: William Godsill <bgodsill@yahoo.com>
To: I680srd4comments@ccta.net

Subject: Potential problems

Date: Fri, 11 Aug 2006 13:05:08 -0700 (PDT)

Attn: Susan Miller, Project Manager (CCTA)

I live in Rancho Diablo Mobilehome Park in Pacheco. It
is on the east side of Grayson Creek in the wicinity

[~ of this project. When the work commences, it will

include driving pilings to support the overhead ramps.
This action causes seismic tremors which drives the
rats out of the creek to seek shelter. Unfortunately
these rodents migrate to our park and take up
residence under and in our homes. The last time this
intersection was worked on, I and other residents were
forced to call in Pest Exterminators at a substantial
cost to us. I had to pay $150 and the smell from a
dead rodent lasted almost 3 months. These pests will
create a severe health and safety problem to the
surrounding population.

Bill Godsill

335 EL Serena

"Pacheco, CA 94553

925-687-6298

Response: William Godsill

15a

Pile driving would take place on a temporary basis and would only occur at the
beginning of the construction period. This type of rodent response to construction
pile driving has not been identified as an issue on other projects. The construction
contractor will be directed to control rodent populations prior to clearing and
grubbing operations and during the life of the contract. The contractor can only
control rodents within the work limits.
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Comment: Keith H. Lichten, California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region

California Regional Water Quality Control Board

\0 San Fraiicisco Bay Region

1515 Clay Street, Svite 1400, Oakland, California 94612

: {510) 622-2300 « Fax (510) 622-2460 o
Linda S. Adams http:/]www.wazcrboams::xa.govlsanfmnciscobay . Armold Schlx‘::Zmegber
Secretary for
Environmental Protection F EC E iV ED
AUG 29 2006
STATE CLEARING HOUSE | Date: AUE 2 8 2006

File No.: 21 l8.04 BT

Ms. Susan Miller Q}\C‘/\a%kf "

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100
Pleasant Hill, CA. 94523 ) _
g 2000y 20T
SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/INITIAL STUDY FOR THE
INTERSTATE 680/STATE ROUTE 4 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT

DEPARTMENT PROJECT NO.: EA229100
Dear Ms, Miller:

‘Thank you for giving the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff the
opportunity to review the Draft Envirorimental Assessment/Initial Study for the Interstate.
680/State Route 4 Interchange Improvement Project (Study) (SCH No. 2006082017). The
proposed Project involves replacement of connections between the I-680 and Route 4 and
construction of additional roadway along the State Route4. TheStudy.also includes a proposed
negative declaration that the project would not have a significant impact on the environment.
Watsr Board staff have renfiewed the Study and have the following comments.

The Study notes in Section 2.12.2.2 that “Storin water runoff volumes from the project area are
expected to increase due 1o the increase in impervious surfaces;” the totalarea of added
imipervious surface is not specified in the Study. Section 2.12.5.2 raentions that the project will
incorporate permanent freatment BMPs to treat stormwater runoff. The Water Board appreciates
16a | the forethought devoted to post-construction stormwater BMPs as discussed inthe Study. Please
note that the Department must ensure the appropriate treatment of ‘stormwater runoff from the
entirety of the area of new znd any redeveloped impervious surface. Shonld it prove infeasibls to
treat nmofY, the Department should identify aliernate treatment that will provide a water quality
benefit equivalent to the foregone freatment.

Section 2.6.1.2, “Non-Tirisdictional Areas,” describes a drainage ditch determined not to be a
16b | water of the United States:because “jt catches runoff and does not divert 4 stream.” Please note
that this surface water feafure, while not being a federal water body, is likely a water of the state

Californin Environmentyl Protection Agency

#Y Romiclod Paner
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Ms. Susan Milier [ -2 Study for Interstate 680/Rodte 4
; Interchange Improvement Project

as defined in Section 1305‘0(@3) of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Water Code).

16b, Any project activity that may affect waters of the state reguires notification to the Water Board,

cont. | pursuantto Water Code section 13260(a)(1). Permanent or temporary impacts to waters of the
state may Tesult in compensatory mitigation requirements for those impacts.

If yon have any questions, carmments, or concerns, please contact Breridan Thompson of my staff
at (510) 622-2506, or via e-mail tv BThompson@waterboards.ca:.gov.

Sincerely,
Keith H. Lichten, P.E.
Senior Engineer

cc: 64 Clearinghouse

Amnalette Ochoa, Calirans
Hardeep Takhar, Calirans

Response: Keith H. Lichten, California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region

16a

Additional information from the project’s Storm Water Data Report (May 2005)
regarding storm water runoff was added to Section 2.12.2.2. Approximately 5.5
hectares (13.6 acres) of new impervious surfaces would be added due to the project.
Vegetated swales and potentially one detention basin are currently proposed for
treatment of storm water. A total of 19 hectares (47 acres) of impervious surface area
are proposed for treatment along all quadrants of the interchange where installation
would be practicable.

16b

Regulated waters of the state would be included in project mitigation. Permit
applications would be submitted to regulatory agencies, including the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, for the project phases. Project mitigation would be further
developed in consultation with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers at the time of permit application.
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State Clearinghouse Statement

This submittal is not a comment and is included for public information purposes only.

@"E“FWO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA .g:?-k "’é‘%
=
Governor's Office of Planning and Research H .ﬂ £

\'@r

"’Fvs ALY

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Sean Walsh
Arnold Schwarzenegger n W
overnor Director

September 6, 2006

Melanie Brent
Department of Transpo;
P.0. Box 23660

rtation, District 4

Qalkdand, CA 94623-0060

Subject: Interstate 680
SCH#: 2006082017

Dear Melanie Brent:

The State Clearinghous
agéncies Tor review. O
listed the state agencies
the cominents from the
please notify the Staie
Clearinghouse number

Please note that Section
“A responsible
activities invol
required to be
specific docu

These comments are for

more information or ¢la
commenting agency dir

‘State Route 4 Interchange Improvement Project

© submitted the above pamed Mitigated Negative Deglaration to selected state

n the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has

that eviewed your document. The review period closed on September 5, 2606, and
responding agericy (ies) is {ar¢) enclosed. If this commment package is not in order,
Clearinghouse immiédiately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State

in fifure correspondence-so that we may respond prompily.

21104(c} of the California Public Resources Code states that:

or-other public-agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
edin a project which are within an area of expertise of the-agency or which are
rarried ot or approved by the agency. Those comments-shall be supporied by
ientation.”

warded for use in preparing your final environmental document, Should you peed
rification of the enclosed coraments, we recomimend that you contaot the

ccily.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuait to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State

Clearinghouse at (316)

Sincerely,

Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearing]

Enclosures
ce: Resources Agency

45-0613 1f you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

e ———s:

1l

0use

1400 TENTH S’I‘REBT 0. BOX 2044 SACRAMENTGC, CALIFORNIA 96812- 3044

TEL (316} 445-0813  FAX(916) 323-3018 www.Opr.ea.gov
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH#E 2006082017
Project Title  interstate 680/5tate Route 4 Interchange Improvement Project
Lead Agency Calfrans#4

Type MN  Mitigated Negative Declaration
D

The project would make five phases of improvements to the 1-880/SR-4 interchange. New direct
conneciors wotild be added between nerthbotnd 1-680 and westbound SR-4, eastbound SR-4 and
southbound -680, southbound 1-680 and sasthound SR-4, and westhound SR-4 to northbound 1-880.
Sormne existing loop ramps will be removed and diagonat ramps will be widened. New lanes would be
added tb the median of eastbound and wesibound SR~ within the project imits.

Description

Lead Agency Contact
Name Melanie Brent
Agengy Department of Transportation, District 4

Prione.  {510) 286-6206 Fax
email
Address P.O. Box 23660
City Oakland : State CA  Zip 94623-0080

Project Location
County Contra Costa
City ’
Reglon
Cross Streets:  at -680/SR-4 interchange
Pargel Na.
Fownship Range Section Base

Proximity fo:
Highways 1-680/SR-4
Afrports  Buchanan Fleld
Railways BNSF
Waterways Wainut and Grayson Creeks
Schools
iand Use Existing highway right-ofway.

Project Issues Aestheﬁd%su?l; Alr Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Cumutative Effects;
Drainage/Abscrption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geolagic/Seistic; Growth inducing; Landuse; Noise:
Public Services; Soif Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxie/Hazatdous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation:
Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife

Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Controf Board, Region 2; Department of Parks and
Agencies Recreation; Native American Hefitage Commission; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of
Health Services; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Depariment of Water Resources; California
Highway Patrol; Caitrams, Division of Asronautics; Alr Resources Board, Transporiation Projects;
Department of Toxic Substances Controt

Date Received  08/03/2006 | Startof Review 08/04/2006 End of Review 09/05/2006

Note: Blanks zn data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Appendix K Wetlands Only Practicable
Alternative Finding

Executive Order 11990 requires all federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible
adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to
avoid new construction in wetlands wherever a practicable alternative exists.
Construction in wetlands is to be avoided unless there is no practicable alternative to
the proposed construction and the project includes all practicable measures to
minimize harm to wetlands. Economic, environmental, and other pertinent factors are

taken into account in making this required finding.

Alternatives to the Proposed Project
Impacts to wetlands from the project would occur at the following locations:

e  Where the northbound I-680 to westbound SR-4 ramp and the eastbound SR-4 to
southbound [-680 ramp cross over Grayson Creek. Additional pilings are needed
at Grayson Creek to support widening of the existing bridges across the channel.

e  Where SR-4 crosses over Walnut Creek. Additional pilings are needed within the
Walnut Creek channel to support the widening of the existing bridge.

e Along the northern segment of [-680 (near Blum Road and Imhoff Drive), where
minor widening of [-680 at an unnamed drainage is necessary to incorporate the
realignment of the eastbound SR-4 to northbound I-680 connector ramp.

e In the vicinity of the BNSF railroad, where minor widening of the northbound
side of I-680 is necessary near the northern project limit.

The impacts to wetlands have been minimized but are unavoidable. Because the
project modifies the existing interchange by adding new connector ramps, impacts to
wetland resources cannot be avoided by moving the project or the existing highways.
The pilings at Grayson Creek and Walnut Creek are necessary to support the widened
structures and cannot be located outside of the drainage channels. The widening of
1-680 north of the interchange, which affects the drainages near Imhoff Drive and the
BNSF railroad, is necessary to incorporate the new ramps and meet design standards.

Other alternatives to the proposed action were considered during the Conceptual
Engineering Studies phase of the project, as described in Section 1.4. Various design
and operation improvements were developed for the interchange and connector
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Appendix K Wetlands Only Practicable Alternative Finding

ramps, ultimately resulting in the initial definition of the design concept for the five

phases of improvements. Additional review identified other conceptual

improvements at local roads and connections to the freeways, but none were

practicable that could meet the requirements for travel demand at the interchange.

Measures to Minimize Harm to Wetlands

The project minimizes impacts to wetlands at locations where the freeways already

cross the resources and construction is necessary to install permanent structural

improvements. The following table (Table 2.6-1 from Chapter 2) summarizes the

affected locations and the areas of impact.

Proiect Permanent Fill | Temporary Fill
J Location (Type) in Hectares in Hectares
Phases
(acres) (acres)
3-5 Grayson Creek / SR-4 mainline 0.001 (0.003) 0.03 (0.07)
3-5 Grayson Creek / SR-4 southeast ramp 0.001(0.003) 0.07 (0.17)
3-5 Walnut Creek / SR-4 (wetland) 0.002 (0.006) 0.12 (0.30)
1and 2 Grayspn Creek / I-680 eastbound ramp 0.003 (0.007) 0.03 (0.091)
widening (wetland)
1and 2 Grayson Creek / I-680 northwest ramp 0.002 (0.004) 0.13 (0.316)
(wetland)
3-5 Moorhen marsh (wetland) 0 0.01 (0.03)
Moorhen marsh (other waters of the
3-5 United States) 0 0.001 (0.002)
Flood control channel near Moorhen
3-5 marsh (other waters of the United 0 0.003 (0.008)
States)
3-5 Flood control channel (wetland) 0 0.01 (0.03)
Total (All Five Project Phases) 0.009 (0.023) 0.41 (1.01)

The following measures would be implemented to further reduce or avoid impacts.

These measures are discussed in greater detail in Section 2.6.4.

e Construction will be limited to the project site, and placement of all access roads,

staging areas, and other work areas shall avoid and limit disturbance to wetlands.

The construction site shall be restored to preconstruction condition or better.

e Erosion control and sediment detention devices will be used during construction.

Disturbed areas will undergo erosion control treatment before October 31 or as

specified by permits. Work within the Grayson and Walnut Creek channels will

be seasonally restricted as specified by regulatory permits.

K-2

1-680/SR-4 Interchange Improvement Project




Appendix K Wetlands Only Practicable Alternative Finding

e Permanent revegetation and tree planting will be performed.

e Compensatory wetland mitigation or an in-lieu fee will be provided for the
estimated 0.009 hectare (0.023 acre) of permanent impacts.

Finding
Based on the above considerations, it is determined that no practicable alternative
exists to the proposed construction in wetlands, and the proposed project includes all

practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may result from such use.
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Appendix L Resources Evaluated Relative
to the Requirements of
Section 4(f)

This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges
and historic properties found within or adjacent to the project area that do not trigger
Section 4(f) protection either because: 1) they are not publicly owned, 2) they are not
open to the public, 3) they are not eligible historic properties, 4) the project does not
permanently use the property and does not hinder the preservation of the property, or
5) the proximity impacts do not result in constructive use.

The Contra Costa Canal, which was determined to meet the criteria of the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), is crossed at two locations by 1-680 and SR-4
within the project limits. Minor work would be required at the existing crossings. No
part of the Contra Costa Canal would be destroyed or damaged by the project. The
two sections of the canal that pass beneath SR-4 and [-680 were already altered from
their original condition by modernization of the two routes over the past 40 years.
The proposed project would cause no additional change to the original condition of
the canal at either location; rather, it would simply add modern sections to structures
in the canal that have been previously altered and modernized. The proposed project
activities do not rise to a level that substantially impairs the activities, features, or

attributes that qualify the Contra Costa Canal for protection under Section 4(f).

The proposed project will not cause a constructive use of the Contra Costa Canal
because any proximity impacts that may occur will not substantially impair the
protected activities, features, or attributes of the canal.
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