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Introduction to Comments and Responses 

Appendix I presents comments received on the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project 

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 the Final 

Environmental Document (FED). 

I.1.1 Comment Period 

The Draft Environmental Document (DED) was circulated for public review 

beginning on October 15, 2007, and ending on November 16, 2007. A public notice 

announcing the availability of the DED and the public information meeting was 

distributed two weeks before the meeting to more than 8,500 property owners, elected 

officials, city staff, special interest organizations, libraries, neighborhood groups, and 

local media.  The DED was also made available on Caltrans and ACTIA websites and 

at the Livermore Public Library.  

A public information meeting on the DED was held at Smith Elementary School in 

Livermore on October 30, 2007. Approximately 86 people attended the public 

meeting and submitted 29 comment cards. Based on numerous requests from the 

public, the public comment period was extended to December 28, 2007. In total, 

approximately 150 comments were submitted during the comment period.  

I.1.2 Responses to Comments 

State, regional, and local agencies and representatives; private organizations and 

businesses; and members of the public submitted comments. Each comment card, 

letter, e-mail, or note that was received was reviewed and substantive comments were 

identified. Responses to each comment are organized and presented in the following 

sections of Appendix I:

I2, Master Responses to Comments 

I3, Summary of Comments 

I4, Comments from State Agencies 

I5, Comments from Regional Agencies and Organizations 

I6, Comments from Local Agencies and Officials 

I7, Comments from Businesses 

I8, Comments from Individuals   

To locate a Master Response, comment, or comment response, see the Table of 

Contents. Reference materials cited in this appendix are included in Chapter 6. 
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Master Responses to Comments 

This section provides an overview of the most prevalent topics and issues that 

emerged from the body of comments received on the DED.  These issues (Comment 

Summaries) were identified by a number of commenters and are summarized and 

shown in italics below by resource area (Air Quality, Community Impacts, General, 

Noise, Traffic, and Visual Resources) and topic.  Following each issue summary is a 

response.

The order of the following Master Responses does not reflect the importance of any 

single issue in relation to all of the others. 

I.1.3 Air Quality (AIR) 

AIR-1 Pollution Concerns 

Comment Summary: The extra traffic on the widened SR 84 will create additional 

pollution and fumes for nearby residents. Additional trucks on the route will increase 

diesel pollution in the area. Cases of asthma and respiratory problems will increase 

among children and the elderly. Even those in good health may be affected by fumes. 

The project’s potential effects on air quality were evaluated in detail in the Air 

Quality Analysis report (Baseline Environmental Consulting 2008). The report used 

data from an extensive analysis performed as part of the traffic study (Fehr and Peers 

2006) to determine the change in traffic as a result of the project.  

Project-Related Air Quality Changes 

The DED indicates that additional traffic shifting to SR 84 will result in an increase in 

carbon monoxide (CO) and “mobile source air toxics” (MSATs)—a subset of criteria 

air pollutants that originate from human-made sources such as vehicles. As described 

in Section 2.14.5, MSATs are emitted to the air when fuel evaporates or passes 

through the engine unburned, from the incomplete combustion of fuels, and as 

secondary combustion products.  

In the immediate vicinity of SR 84, future CO concentrations would increase slightly 

with the proposed project (between 0 to 0.7 parts per million [ppm] depending on 

location for a 1-hour period) compared with the No Build modeling results for the 

morning and afternoon/evening peak periods. The project would not, however, result 

in localized CO “hot spots” at intersections or exceed an air quality standard. In 

addition, localized CO concentrations are predicted to decrease (improve) between 

2005 and 2030, with or without the project, from future improvements in fuel 
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formulations, strengthened vehicle emission controls, and retirement of older, higher-

polluting vehicles. Overall, the maximum 0.7 part per million increase in CO from the 

project would not exceed the air quality standards established to protect human 

health.

An estimate of MSATs was performed in accordance with Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) guidance, using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as a unit of 

measure (see Section 2.14.5). The VMT estimated for the proposed project is slightly 

higher than that for the No Build Alternative, because the additional capacity on SR 

84 would increase the efficiency of the roadway and attract trips from local streets 

and elsewhere in the transportation network. This increase in VMT would lead to an 

increase in MSAT emissions along the SR 84 corridor and a corresponding decrease 

in MSAT emissions on other routes. However, the overall increase in emissions 

would be somewhat offset by the fact that MSAT emissions generally decrease as 

speed increases. In addition, because the estimated VMT varies by 5 percent or less 

between the proposed project and the No Build Alternative, no appreciable difference 

in overall MSAT emissions is expected. Finally, independent of this project, U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) programs are projected to reduce MSAT 

emissions by 57 to 87 percent between 2000 and 2020, and would benefit the project 

area regardless of any increase in VMT. 

Particulate Matter and Diesel Exhaust

The primary pollutants in diesel emissions are particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, and 

sulfur oxides. Nitrogen oxides and sulfur oxides form additional particulate matter 

when they interact with other atmospheric agents. Diesel engines emit a large amount 

of particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), which can cause 

respiratory problems, especially for children, the elderly, and people with pre-existing 

respiratory conditions. As described in DED Section 2.14.2.2, the Bay Area is 

designated as unclassified/attainment of Federal standards and nonattainment of State 

standards for PM2.5. Nonetheless, the proposed project is not expected to have any 

adverse effects on microscale particulate levels (see Section 2.14.3.2). 

Independent of this project, some reduction in particulate matter is expected to result 

from recently implemented USEPA standards for diesel fuels and new diesel engines. 

The rules mandate the use of lower-sulfur fuels in diesel engines beginning in 2006 

for highway diesel fuel (used in most trucks and buses) and 2007 for nonroad diesel 

fuel (used in off-road construction equipment). As stated above, sulfur combines with 
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other airborne material to form particulate matter. Sulfur also contributes to the 

distinctive odor of diesel fumes. 

Starting in October 2006, the sulfur content of most highway diesel fuel was reduced 

from a standard of 500 parts per million to 15 parts per million, about 3 percent of its 

former level. Old diesel engines burning the cleaner fuel are expected to reduce 

particulate emissions by 10 percent. New diesel engines with improved controls, 

which were required for all diesel engines sold after January 1, 2007, are expected to 

cut this particulate pollution by more than 95 percent.  

Air quality improvements resulting from the new USEPA rules and program will 

become more evident over time as older vehicles are retired from use and are replaced 

by new, cleaner-burning models. In the meantime, however, air quality impacts from 

the proposed project would be minimal and are not expected to result in effects to 

human health. 

I.1.4 Community Impacts (CI) 

CI-1 Quarry Access Change 

Comment Summary:  The quarry mining access should be located away from SR 84 

and preferably limited to Stanley Boulevard, which is not residential. The 

consolidated quarry entrance at SR 84/Concannon Boulevard will increase existing 

noise and traffic directly across from a residential neighborhood. Sand and gravel 

debris will fall from the trucks on a daily basis like it currently does on Stanley 

Boulevard.

The project vicinity has multiple quarries and quarry operators, some with access to 

SR 84 and some with access to Stanley Boulevard. Upgrading SR 84 to expressway 

standards requires eliminating direct private driveway access from the roadway and 

allowing access only at intersections. The project would remove the existing SR 84 

driveway access points and consolidate them to a single shared access road on the 

west side of the Concannon Boulevard intersection. 

The two quarry driveways on SR 84 that would be replaced belong to Pleasanton 

Gravel Company/Vulcan Materials and Cemex/Utility Vault. Vehicle counts were 

recorded to determine the traffic effects of replacing the driveways with the 

Concannon Boulevard access road (Zone 7 Water Agency 2006). The number of 

vehicles using the existing driveways ranges from approximately 6 to 120 vehicles 

per day, depending on the time of year. Mining operators use other points of access to 

transport mined materials from the quarry sites. The majority of vehicles using the SR 
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84 quarry access driveways are cars, light trucks, and service trucks. T-axle tractor 

trailers carrying mechanical equipment use the SR 84 quarry access points 

approximately twice a year. When mining is completed (circa 2030), the quarries will 

be reclaimed and managed by Zone 7 for potable water storage and flood 

management purposes. At that time, the average daily traffic is projected to range 

from less than 10 trips (cars and light trucks) to 50 trips (cars, light trucks, service 

vehicles, and semi-trailers). These volumes of current and future quarry truck traffic 

represent an insignificant proportion of overall traffic on SR 84 (shown in Table 1-2). 

Therefore, the consolidated quarry access at Concannon Boulevard is not expected to 

result in increased congestion on SR 84.

Furthermore, the consolidated access will comply with Caltrans expressway standards 

and provide improved safety for ingress and egress for vehicles traveling between the 

quarry sites and SR 84. An alternative access point is provided on Vineyard Avenue 

(east) for Cemex quarry traffic.  

Other alternative access points at Stanley Boulevard were considered and rejected due 

to physical constraints including Arroyo del Valle and County-permitted limits of 

mining. Encroaching on mining limits would affect the mining rights of the quarry 

operators and incur a significant added cost to compensate the quarry operators for 

lost mineral resources. The added cost would far exceed available funding for the 

project.

Alternative locations for a shared access road are also limited by a City of Livermore 

ordinance that restricts trucks that weigh 3 tons or more to SR 84 (along with the 

existing Kitty Hawk Road to Airway Boulevard route to I-580) and East Stanley 

Boulevard.

If debris falling from trucks becomes a recurring problem, the quarry operators will 

be required by the State to provide street sweeping service on a regular basis.

I.1.5 General (GEN) 

GEN-1 Alternatives 

Comment Summary:  The DED should have presented a broader range of 

alternatives. Other alternatives should have been analyzed in more detail. 

Because the project proposes to widen SR 84, there are only two alternatives – the No 

Build and Build Alternatives. The alternatives are documented in the DED in 

accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National 
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Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. Before deciding on the Build 

Alternative, numerous design concepts were evaluated by a multidisciplinary team 

from Caltrans District 4, ACTIA, the Cities of Livermore and Pleasanton, the Zone 7 

Water Agency, and consultant engineers and planners. Design options were 

considered for (a) the SR 84 alignment between Ruby Hill Drive and Vallecitos Road, 

(b) the Vallecitos Road intersection, and (c) the Stanley Boulevard intersection. These 

options are summarized in Section 1.5. Appendix B provides additional 

documentation comparing the design options and the reasons for rejecting them. 

The DED proposed to relocate and realign the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection 450 

feet to the north. As a result of public comments that expressed concern about the 

impacts of this intersection change on vineyard land and individual property owners, 

the other design options were reconsidered to assess whether the impacts could be 

avoided. The Department subsequently determined that SR 84/Vallecitos Road 

intersection Option A, in which the intersection would remain in its current location, 

could be skewed to reduce the potential for high-sided vehicles to overturn. 

Additional modifications were made to Option A to further improve safety and 

enhance traffic operations, including eliminating the left-turn movement from SR 84 

to Vallecitos Road. As a result, the Build Alternative was changed to include the 

revised Option A. 

GEN-2 EIS/EIR 

Comment Summary:  An Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/

Environmental Assessment was not the appropriate environmental document for the 

proposed project—an EIS/EIR should be prepared. The DED provided insufficient 

information to support the findings that the project would have no significant 

impacts. A new environmental document should be prepared by an independent third 

party, not by Caltrans or Caltrans-paid consultants. 

Determination of Project-Related Effects 

CEQA requires a lead agency to prepare an EIR if there is substantial evidence, in 

light of the whole record, that the project may have a significant effect on the 

environment (California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d), 21082.2(d); 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064). NEPA requires an EIS to be prepared when the 

proposed federal action (project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect 

the quality of the human environment.” Under NEPA, significance is a function of 

both context and intensity (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1508.27).
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The determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental 

effects was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study 

area. Environmental studies for the proposed project began in January 2005 and 

included preparation of the 15 technical reports listed in Chapter 7 of the DED. The 

technical reports addressed noise, traffic, air quality, cultural resources, biological 

resources, community impacts, hydraulics and water quality, hazardous waste 

contamination, geology, and visual impacts. These studies were prepared by 

consultant experts in each subject and were reviewed by experienced Caltrans 

environmental or engineering staff before the studies could be approved for reference 

and inclusion in the DED. It is important to note that the same technical studies must 

be prepared whether the ultimate environmental document is an Initial 

Study/Environmental Assessment or an EIS/EIR. It makes no difference to the 

individuals preparing or reviewing the technical study whether the DED that 

summarizes the study is an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment or an EIS/EIR. 

Thus, preparing an EIS/EIR would not change the content or nature of any of the 

technical studies.

The decision to complete an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment as the DED was 

based on the technical studies’ findings that no significant impacts would result, or 

that impacts would be avoided. The reasons that any potentially significant effects of 

the project were avoided were summarized in the DED.  

Details to Support Determination of No Significant Impact 

The DED was circulated for public review and comment on October 15, 2007, and 

the public comment period was extended from November 15 to December 28 to 

ensure that all interested individuals had the opportunity to submit their comments. 

The Department considered all written and verbal comments received at the public 

hearing and by telephone, postal mail, and e-mail. The following information has 

been included in the FED to address comments requesting additional detail. 

Additional long-term, multiple-day noise measurements were taken near the 

intersection of SR 84 and Vallecitos Road, as some commenters requested further 

evaluation of current and future conditions as a result of the modifications to this 

intersection in 2007. Measurements were conducted at three of the 2005 

monitoring locations for at least two full days to develop a daily average 

descriptor. The new noise level data showed minimal differences from 2005 

levels, ranging from a decrease of 1.4 A-weighted decibels (dBA) to an increase 

of 0.8 dBA. These data were determined to not affect the conclusions of the 
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original analysis. This information has been added to Sections 2.15.2.1 and 

2.15.3.1 of the FED.

In response to comments requesting more information about noise levels at the 

second stories of residences on SR 84, noise measurements were collected to 

determine whether additional soundwalls could feasibly and reasonably reduce 

exterior second-story noise levels. Based on measurements taken at the heights of 

second-story residences adjacent to the roadway and soundwalls modeled for 

those locations, additional soundwalls along SR 84 would provide limited 

effectiveness in reducing noise at second-story levels. In general, noise reduction 

from the soundwalls would be less than 5 dBA and in most cases only 2 dBA to 3 

dBA. Therefore, no additional locations were identified for which soundwalls 

would provide feasible and reasonable noise abatement. 

In response to comments that requested specific information about changes in 

truck traffic, additional data were gathered to test the modeling and projections 

used in the traffic studies. The data show that the project would result in minor 

increases in future truck volumes of 100 to 175 trucks per day over No Build 

conditions. Overall, however, the project would have a slightly lower proportion 

of trucks to automobiles—3.3 percent of average daily traffic on SR 84, compared 

to 4.0 percent with the No Build Alternative. Therefore, the project would not 

result in a significant increase in truck traffic on SR 84. This information has been 

added to the FED in Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3.

To address comments that requested information about how potential increases in 

truck traffic would affect noise levels, additional data were gathered to determine 

the amount of heavy truck traffic required to approach or exceed the Federal noise 

abatement criteria at nearby homes, with the project in the year 2030. The study 

showed that the heavy truck percentage on SR 84 would have to range from 5 to 

40 percent, depending on the roadway segment, to reach the 66 dBA threshold at 

which noise abatement must be considered. According to the future truck 

percentage data described in Section 2.7.3.3, trucks would account for an average 

of 3.3 percent of all traffic in the project limits except for one segment.  Between 

Vallecitos Road and Vineyard Avenue, trucks would account for 5 percent of all 

traffic, but 2030 noise levels for that segment would be below 60 dBA. These 

truck volumes would not result in noise levels that approach or exceed the Federal 

noise abatement criteria at any residences along the project limits. This 

information has been added to Sections 2.15.2.1 and 2.15.3.1.  

The Department reconsidered design options for the SR 84/Vallecitos Road 

intersection in response to concerns about the effects of the proposed relocation 
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and realignment of the intersection on vineyard land and individual property 

owners. Additional technical studies were conducted and subsequently identified 

that the intersection could remain in its current location if skewed to reduce the 

potential for high-sided vehicles to overturn and if additional modifications are 

made to further improve safety and enhance traffic operations. As a result, the 

project design was changed to maintain the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection in 

its current location.

The additional study or evaluation of these issues did not change the conclusion that 

no significant effects would result from project implementation.  

Who Is Responsible for Preparing Environmental Documents 

Under CEQA and NEPA, the public agency proposing an action that would result in 

direct or indirect physical change is responsible for the CEQA/NEPA process, 

including research and preparation of the required environmental documents. The 

technical studies and DED were prepared in accordance with CEQA and NEPA 

requirements and under the same process that would apply to any other proposed 

project by a public agency. In this case, all studies prepared by consultants were 

subject to the review of the Lead Agency, Caltrans. Other members of the Project 

Development Team also reviewed the reports. No studies were finalized until they 

were approved by Caltrans. As with any other project, the technical studies for this 

project are available for public review, and any substantive project issues or concerns 

must be addressed in the FED. 

GEN-3 Property Values 

Comment Summary:  Making SR 84 into an expressway will hurt residential property 

values in the project vicinity.  

Residential property values are influenced by many factors, including:  

Property attributes (such as age, size, number of bathrooms and bedrooms, 

condition, lot size, and additional amenities such as a pool or spa)  

Locational attributes (such as access to shopping and services, commuting 

distance to key employment areas, and quality of local schools)

Market conditions (such as interest rates, employment growth, amount of new 

residential construction, depreciating/appreciating housing markets, and vacancy 

rates)  
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Residential development occurs along freeways, highways, and local roads in the 

project area in response to the continued demand for housing.  The SR 84 roadway 

already exists, is well traveled, and is visible to some homes. If SR 84 had an adverse 

effect on property values, that would already be reflected in the property values to 

some extent with or without the project. More than just widening the roadway, the 

proposed project would improve circulation, reduce future congestion, and add 

landscaping. All of these factors theoretically may or may not influence property 

values in terms of home cost. Therefore, the project cannot be assumed to 

substantially influence home values along SR 84.  

Under CEQA, the economic or social effects of a project are not treated as significant 

effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Under FHWA NEPA 

guidelines, agencies must consider possible adverse economic, social, and 

environmental effects—including property value losses—and make final decisions on 

the project in the best overall public interest, taking into consideration the need for 

fast, safe, and efficient transportation; public services; and the costs of eliminating or 

minimizing such adverse effects (23 USC 109[h]). Concerns about property values 

are acknowledged, and every feasible effort to balance the needs of the nearby 

community with long-term transportation goals for the region will be considered. 

GEN-4 Lack of Project Information 

Comment Summary: Ruby Hill residents were not aware that SR 84 backing their 

properties could become such a large thoroughfare. Area residents weren’t informed 

until after work began.  

SR 84 was added to the State’s freeway and expressway system in 1959. In 1960, the 

California Highway Commission adopted an alignment for SR 84 that extended along 

Isabel Avenue from Vallecitos Road to I-580, to reduce congestion in downtown 

Livermore. Construction of the Isabel Avenue Extension (the current roadway) was 

completed in 2001.  

In 2003, a Route Transfer Agreement between the City of Livermore and Caltrans 

was executed to transfer the designation of SR 84 through downtown Livermore 

(First Street) to the Isabel Avenue corridor. The City of Livermore conducted a 

publicly noticed meeting on August 11, 2003, to allow the public to comment on the 

proposed transfer and relinquishment of SR 84.  

Environmental studies for the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project began in January 

2005. A public open house was advertised and held at the Smith Elementary School 
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(about two blocks from Isabel Avenue) on July 28, 2005. Mailers were sent to owners 

of all properties along Isabel Avenue to inform them about the proposed project and 

invite them to the open house. More than 4,750 mailers were sent to residents, 

property owners, and elected officials, and advertisements were placed in local 

newspapers. In addition, the mailers advised residents on how to stay informed about 

the project. The meeting provided an opportunity to obtain information and ask 

questions about the project. Comments from the public open house were recorded and 

considered in the development of the DED.  

The DED was circulated for public review and comment on October 15, 2007. A 

public notice announcing the availability of the DED and the October 30, 2007, 

public meeting was distributed two weeks before the meeting to the project mailing 

list, which included more than 8,500 property owners, elected officials, city staff, 

special interest organizations, libraries, and neighborhood groups. A public notice 

announcing the availability of the DED and the public meeting was published in the 

Livermore Independent (10/18), Tri-Valley Herald (10/15), Pleasanton Weekly 

(10/19), and Valley Times (10/15). Project information was also posted on the 

Caltrans and ACTIA websites. The review period was extended to December 28, 

2007, to ensure that all interested parties had adequate time to submit comments. 

GEN-5 Quality of Life 

Comment Summary: The proposed project will decrease the quality of life for 

residents who live near SR 84 or for the Livermore Valley in general. 

Some commenters have associated quality-of-life concerns with the potential for 

project-related changes in air quality, noise, property values, and the aesthetic quality 

of the project area. These issues are addressed in detail in Master Responses AIR-1, 

NOI-1, GEN-3, and VIS-1, respectively.  The DED identifies measures to minimize 

effects such as construction dust, traffic noise, and disturbance to landscaping. 

Additional measures can be considered during the final project design phase. 

Quality of life is an intangible factor that cannot be measured in the same way as 

other physical changes to the environment. Under CEQA, economic or social effects 

are not treated as effects on the environment unless they result in a physical change 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Under FHWA NEPA guidelines, agencies must 

consider possible adverse economic, social, and environmental effects such as 

perceived changes in quality of life from a proposed project. The guidelines require 

agencies to make final decisions on the project in the best overall public interest, 
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taking into consideration the need for fast, safe, and efficient transportation; public 

services; and the costs of eliminating or minimizing such adverse effects (23 USC 

109[h]). These impacts will be considered in balancing the needs of the nearby 

community with long-term transportation goals for the region.

GEN-6 Segmentation of the Three SR 84 Projects in the Livermore 

Area

Comment Summary: The proposed project should have been evaluated in the same 

environmental document as the I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project and the 

Pigeon Pass Safety Project. Dividing the project into “subprojects” doesn’t 

adequately account for the projects’ cumulative environmental effects. 

FHWA regulations outline three general principles that are used to define a 

transportation project. According to 23 CFR 771.111(f), a project should:

1.  Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental 

matters on a broad scope;  

2.  Have independent utility or independent significance, i.e., be usable and be a 

reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the 

area are made; and  

3.  Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable 

transportation improvements.  

Logical termini are defined as (1) rational end points for a transportation 

improvement, and (2) rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts. 

Independent utility, or independent significance, is defined as being a usable and 

reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area 

are made.  

The proposed project meets all three of the FHWA criteria.

Logical Termini and Sufficient Length 

The SR 84 Expressway Widening Project has rational end points for a transportation 

improvement: Jack London Boulevard and Ruby Hill Drive, which represent the 

southern limit of the I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project and the approximate 

northern limit of the Pigeon Pass Safety Project, respectively. The I-580/Isabel 

Avenue and Pigeon Pass projects are separately funded projects that will be 

completed before the proposed project. 
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The SR 84 Expressway Widening Project also has rational end points for 

environmental impact review, as the different settings of the three projects each 

dictate a different set of environmental concerns. The Pigeon Pass Safety Project is in 

a predominantly rural area with little development and sensitive biological resources. 

The SR 84 Expressway Widening Project area contains single-family homes, mining 

operations, vineyards, recreational facilities, commercial uses, and undeveloped land. 

The I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project area contains a greater concentration of 

commercial and industrial land uses with some residential, agricultural, and 

transportation uses, including the Livermore Municipal Airport.  

The length of the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project is based on its logical termini. 

No minimum length exists for roadway projects, and some projects that must undergo 

environmental review are less than a mile long. Moreover, the length is sufficient for 

an adequate consideration of alternatives. Section 1.5 and Appendix B of the DED 

discuss the other build alternatives that were evaluated but eliminated from 

consideration. Existing and planned development, including conservation areas and 

mining operations, impose constraints on alignments for a build alternative. That 

would remain true whether the proposed project was considered alone or together 

with the I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project and Pigeon Pass Safety Project. 

Independent Utility 

Although the three projects are ultimately intended to upgrade SR 84 to expressway 

design standards and to provide a continuous four- to six-lane facility between Pigeon 

Pass and the I-580/Isabel Avenue interchange, each project addresses needs that have 

specific independent utility:

The Pigeon Pass Safety Project is needed to improve the safety and operation of 

the segment of SR 84 through the Vallecitos Hills/Pigeon Pass area, which has 

steep grades, winding sections with limited sight distances and reduced speed 

limits, congestion during peak hours, a higher collision rate than the statewide 

average, and no passing/climbing lanes or pullouts. The project is under 

construction, and completion is scheduled for 2009.  

The SR 84 Expressway Widening Project is needed to accommodate existing and 

future local traffic circulation by adding capacity on SR 84 in this more developed 

area. The addition of new travel lanes in each direction has been planned for this 

segment since it was originally constructed. The planned lanes were included and 

discussed in the Isabel Avenue Extension Environmental Impact Report (2001), 

which provided the decision-making basis for the current alignment and design of 
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SR 84. To meet the needs for added capacity, the project will also upgrade SR 84 

to an expressway by providing controlled access (eliminating private driveway 

access) and relocating private utilities out of State right-of-way, and improve 

pedestrian and bicycle access by connecting multiuse trails.  

The I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project is needed to improve access to I-580 

by replacing the partial interchange at Portola Avenue with a full interchange at 

Isabel Avenue and to improve local traffic circulation north and south of I-580 by 

increasing the number of local freeway crossings. No direct access to I-580 

currently exists from Isabel Avenue, and therefore vehicles must use frontage 

roads to access connections to the freeway. Project construction will begin in 

2009.

Each project would yield traffic circulation and operational improvements over the 

No Build scenario. Each project can function independent of the other and 

independent of other transportation projects.

Other Reasonably Foreseeable Transportation Improvements  

The SR 84 Expressway Widening Project would not restrict consideration of 

alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements. Other 

transportation projects planned in the vicinity are identified in Section 2.21.3.

Cumulative Impact Assessment 

The cumulative effects of the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project together with the 

Pigeon Pass Safety Project and the I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project are 

considered in Section 2.21.3. Traffic would increase along SR 84 as a result of the 

cumulative projects, but no exceedances of an air quality standard are predicted, and 

future noise levels would increase but remain within the thresholds established by 

FHWA and the Department. The SR 84 Expressway Widening Project would remove 

trees at the southern extent of the alignment, which would contribute to oak woodland 

impacts from the Pigeon Pass Safety Project. With required avoidance measures and 

replanting/landscaping, cumulative impacts to biological resources would be offset or 

mitigated. Cumulative changes in stormwater runoff volume and the viewshed are 

also considered in Section 2.21.3 and would not be significant. 

I.1.6 Noise (NOI) 

NOI-1 Noise Increases from the Project 

Comment Summary: The project will cause a significant increase in traffic noise for 

nearby residents. Traffic noise in the area is already a problem.
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A Noise Study Report (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007) was prepared for this 

project to evaluate potential noise impacts to sensitive land uses along SR 84 within 

the project limits. The report was prepared following the guidelines set forth in the 

Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/ 

index.htm).  The findings of this report are summarized in Section 2.15 of the DED. 

A copy of the Noise Study Report is also available for review at the City of 

Livermore Planning Department.   

The study projected maximum noise levels and increases that might occur along SR 

84 for traffic conditions in the year 2030, with and without the project improvements 

in place. Future noise levels with and without the project were compared to determine 

the potential future maximum increases in noise with the project compared to those 

without the project.  Between approximately Jack London Boulevard and Alden 

Lane, the predicted increases ranged from 0 to 2 dBA, except for a location in Ida 

Holm Park (maximum 4 dBA increase).  Along the Ruby Hill development, increases 

were predicted to range from 3 to 5 dBA at the tennis courts and adjacent recreation 

field to Sangro Court/Norante Court, and from 0 to 2 dBA from Donata Court to the 

southern project limits, south of Ruby Hill Drive. 

Maximum predicted noise levels at residential properties, with the project in place 

and traffic projected to year 2030 conditions, ranged from 51 to 65 dBA.  Higher 

levels were predicted at nonresidential areas, such as along the multiuse trail directly 

adjacent to SR 84, up to 72 dBA (a 2 dBA increase over the No Project conditions of 

70 dBA). Predicted noise levels with and without the project are listed in Table 2.15-3 

of the DED. 

As described in the Noise Study Report, people generally cannot perceive changes in 

environmental noise levels of 3 decibels or less. A change of 5 decibels is usually 

clearly perceptible by most people, and an increase of 10 decibels is usually perceived 

as a doubling in loudness (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007, Section 4.3, p. 15).

The noise study concluded that noise levels are not expected to approach or exceed 

the Federal noise abatement criteria at nearby homes with the project in place.  Most 

homes may already benefit from traffic noise reduction provided by existing berms 

and walls that were constructed as part of the Isabel Avenue Extension project (2001). 

The criteria for consideration of noise abatement are based on the Federal noise 

abatement criteria.  For residential areas, noise levels of 66 dBA or an increase in 12 

dBA due to project implementation would require consideration of noise abatement. 
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None of the residential locations studied met or exceeded these criteria. In accordance 

with the Federal criteria that apply to this project, noise abatement measures were not 

carried forward for further consideration. 

The study did show noise levels of 66 dBA (which meets the definition of 

“approaching” the Federal noise abatement criteria) at a recreation area in Ruby Hill. 

Therefore, a barrier was studied at that location and a 6-foot-high soundwall was 

identified as a measure that could reduce noise from SR 84 traffic. This finding was 

included in the DED for further consideration, but the DED also noted that this 

barrier would affect existing views. Resident and public input on the soundwall was 

solicited during the DED review period. After consideration of “reasonableness” 

factors, the soundwall has been determined to be not reasonable and will not be 

included in the project. 

Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to 

reduce tire noise. Other methods that can reduce noise levels will be considered 

during the final project design phase, including signage to deter use of engine brakes. 

Additional public outreach will be conducted during the final design and construction 

phases to share updated project information with the public. 

I.1.7 Traffic (TR) 

TR-1 Trucks 

Comment Summary: The project will attract more trucks to SR 84 and increase noise, 

pollution, traffic congestion, and accidents in the nearby neighborhood. A complete 

ban should be imposed on 18-wheel or nonpassenger trucks on SR 84, similar to that 

in place for a segment of Interstate 580 in San Leandro and Oakland. At least 

consider restricting the times when trucks can use SR 84 to avoid evening and/or 

night hours. Charge commercial truck drivers a toll to pay for the addition of lanes 

and development on SR 84. Heavy truck traffic on SR 84 will have a negative effect 

on the way the Ruby Hill development and other nearby communities are perceived.  

In December 2003, SR 84 was transferred to Isabel Avenue. As a result of this route 

transfer, SR 84 was designated as a truck route, and truck routes on First Street, 

Vallecitos Road north of Isabel Avenue, Holmes Street, Livermore Avenue, and 

Stanley Boulevard east of Isabel Avenue were removed to limit cut-through traffic 

and prohibit through truck traffic in downtown Livermore. 

The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, and 

therefore truck restrictions cannot be applied by the State as an avoidance or 
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mitigation measure for this project. Under the California Vehicle Code, a local 

agency may petition to prohibit certain vehicles from using a highway or impose 

vehicle weight restrictions for a roadway. The process for truck restriction involves a 

number of steps and requires the local agency to initiate and justify the proposal and 

identify an alternate truck route. For complete details of the truck restriction process, 

see: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/trucks/routes/restrict-process.htm.

The Department will consider installing signage that advises drivers of large trucks to 

use freeway routes for regional travel and avoid SR 84 between I-680 and I-580. 

TR-2 Other Regional Traffic Improvements 

Comment Summary: The proposed project has not been timed well. What good will it 

do to widen SR 84 between Pigeon Pass and the I-580/Isabel Avenue interchange if 

the interchange has not been completed? A more effective use of the project funding 

would be to improve the I-580/I-680 interchange and add a lane to I-580 between 

Pleasanton and Livermore. With no improvement to I-580 from Airway Boulevard 

east, the proposed project will result in more traffic backing up on SR 84 through 

Livermore.

Several projects are planned on I-580 between I-680 and the Altamont Pass to 

improve traffic congestion, including the addition of carpool lanes in each direction 

and auxiliary lanes between interchanges to improve operations of merging and 

diverging traffic. Specifically: 

The I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project will extend and widen SR 84 north 

of Jack London Boulevard and provide a new interchange connection for SR 84 to 

I-580.  The I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project will be completed before the 

proposed project.

Construction of an eastbound I-580 carpool lane from Tassajara Road to 

Greenville Road is scheduled for completion in 2010. Construction of a 

westbound I-580 carpool lane from Greenville Road to San Ramon Road is 

scheduled for completion in 2012.  

A separate study to improve the I-580/I-680 interchange began in 2006 to identify 

improvements for regional traffic operations on those freeways.  

Providing direct access to I-580 via the new interchange and widening SR 84 are 

expected to reduce congestion on local streets in the Cities of Pleasanton and 

Livermore that currently experience a high level of cut-through traffic. When 

constructed, the operational improvements on I-580 and I-680 will further improve 
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local circulation. Separate studies have been conducted to show the cumulative 

benefits of these projects. Additional information can be obtained from the Alameda 

County Congestion Management Authority. 

TR-3 Speed 

Comment Summary: The project should limit the speed on SR 84 to reduce noise to 

nearby residences. The speed limit should be 40 mph; 50 mph is too high in a 

populated area with small children around. At least lower the speed limit on SR 84 to 

45 mph from Vineyard Avenue to the Ruby Hills entrance to decrease traffic noise. 

The speed limit on an expressway is set by State law at 55 mph. In areas with traffic 

congestion, signalized intersections, or pedestrian and bicycle traffic, the speed limit 

can be lowered by 5 mph (the existing condition, 50 mph) without undergoing a 

legally mandated process. The process to lower the speed limit by more than 5 mph 

(to 45 mph) requires technical engineering and traffic surveys that focus on safety, 

driver expectations, and traffic. The results of these studies would need to support a 

lower speed limit. Because conditions do not indicate the need for these studies at this 

time, the posted speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph, and all intersections will 

remain signalized. Options for monitoring and enforcing speed will be considered 

during the final project design phase.

TR-4 Signal Timing 

Comment Summary: Signal timing on SR 84 is an issue in the project area, 

particularly at the following intersections: 

Concannon Boulevard, which has delays in the early morning and poor signal 

timing of left-hand turns from Concannon onto Isabel Avenue 

Vallecitos Road  

The left-hand turn from Vineyard Avenue to SR 84 

How and when will signal timing be reassessed? Does the project include funding to 

synchronize traffic lights from Vineyard Avenue to 580? Will the signal timing 

account for heavy trucks, which have longer acceleration and deceleration time than 

cars? Finally, the existing signal intersections should be maintained to calm traffic 

and minimize speeds. Also consider adding more signaled intersections to reduce 

noise, speed, and pollution concerns. 

Traffic signal timing and queue storage requirements will be addressed during the 

final project design phase to provide acceptable traffic operations throughout the day. 
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After the project is constructed, Caltrans and the City of Livermore will coordinate to 

monitor and update signal timing, if warranted. 

The proposed project will set signal timing and provide adequate storage for queuing 

vehicles at the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection and other signal intersections 

within the project limits. 

The existing signal intersections will be maintained. No additional signal 

intersections are currently planned within the project limits.   

I.1.8 Visual Resources (VIS) 

VIS-1 Landscaping Plan 

Comment Summary: Caltrans should provide enough landscaping to help reduce 

noise and absorb carbon dioxide (or carbon monoxide) from traffic. Additional 

landscaping is essential to make SR 84 visually compatible with the beauty of the 

surrounding area and vineyards. The landscaping should include large trees such as 

redwoods, shrubs such as evergreens, and native plants.  

The conceptual landscaping plans for SR 84 propose to keep the native vegetation 

south of Vineyard Avenue to maintain the rural setting.  As part of the reclamation 

plan between Alameda County and the quarry owners, landscaping is proposed along 

the quarry frontages on SR 84 and Stanley Boulevard.  Landscaping was installed 

north of Concannon Boulevard on the east side of SR 84 as part of the Isabel Avenue 

extension project (constructed 2001).

Landscaping will be installed under a separate project immediately following the 

main construction project. Funds for the project include the cost of installing the 

landscaping and maintaining it for three years. After three years, landscape 

maintenance and funding will be provided by Caltrans, the City of Livermore, and the 

quarry operators. Landscape maintenance and funding obligations will be 

documented in maintenance agreements among these entities. 

For safety reasons, fixed objects such as trees cannot be placed within 30 feet of 

traffic lanes on an expressway facility. 

Although landscaping is not considered a noise abatement or air quality improvement 

measure, it is included in the project as an aesthetic element.  



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

I-42 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

Landscape plans for the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project are preliminary, and 

will be further developed during the project design phase. Public input will be 

included through focused neighborhood meetings.  

VIS-2 Landscaped Median 

Comment Summary: The proposed project includes a concrete barrier. It would look 

much better and be more consistent with the visual surroundings to have a 

landscaped median instead. The concrete barrier will make the area look like a 

freeway.

The proposed project includes a 22-foot median with a concrete safety barrier from 

north of Vallecitos Road to Jack London Boulevard except at intersections. The main 

reason that a median barrier is included rather than an island is safety, both for the 

motorist and the highway workers who must maintain it. In addition, the median is 

not wide enough to accommodate an island more than 2 feet wide. Due to the design 

of SR 84, safety policies dictate that trees or other fixed objects not be placed within 

30 feet of traffic.  Aesthetic treatments (color, texture, and pattern) will be considered 

for the concrete safety barrier to make it more visually consistent with the 

surrounding area. 
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Summary of Comments 

The comments addressed a wide range of topics that are summarized as follows. 

Concerns that the DED findings indicate that the project would have no significant 

impacts, and whether an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was the appropriate 

type of environmental document (see Master Response GEN-2) 

Concerns about relocation of SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection and related impacts, 

considering that the intersection was reconstructed in 2007 (see FED Section 1.5.2) 

Concerns about existing noise levels and future increases from the project, and requests 

for noise abatement for nearby residences (see Master Response NOI-1) 

Requests for full landscaping, including in the median, to improve the visual quality of 

the corridor (see Master Responses VIS-1 and VIS-2) 

Concerns about air pollution (particularly from diesel trucks) related to increased traffic 

from the project (see Master Response AIR-1) 

Concerns about increased truck traffic and associated noise, pollution, traffic congestion, 

and safety (see FED Sections 2.7.3.3 and 2.15.3.1; Master Response AIR-1)

Concerns that project funding is being used to address regional traffic congestion while 

other bottleneck locations such as the I-580/I-680 interchange remain unchanged (see 

Master Response TR-2 and the response to Comment I-112-3) 

Requests to limit truck access and reduce the speed limit on SR 84 (see Master 

Responses TR-1 and TR-3, respectively) 

Concerns about increased noise and traffic related to the consolidated quarry access at 

SR 84 and Concannon Boulevard (see Master Response CI-1 and the response to 

Comment I-83-4) 

Concerns that the project will affect property values and quality of life in the project area 

(see Master Responses GEN-3 and GEN-5) 

Concerns about level of public notification given for the project (see Master Response 

GEN-4 and the response to Comment I-32-1) 

Concerns over segmentation of SR 84 projects, including the I-580/Isabel Avenue 

Interchange Project and the Pigeon Pass Safety Project (see Master Response GEN-6) 
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Comments from State Agencies 

Comment S-01 California Public Utilities Commission, Kevin Boles 
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Responses to Comment S-01 

S-01-1

The project will not impact Union Pacific operations or modify the Union Pacific railroad 

underpass, which was constructed as part of the Isabel Avenue Extension Project (2001) 

to accommodate widening of Isabel Avenue/SR 84 to six lanes. However, the Department 

will require access control rights for the segment of Union Pacific right-of-way fronting 

the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and the Stanley connector ramp to SR 84. Union 

Pacific will be consulted during the final project design, and any required approvals or 

permits will be obtained. 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

I-46 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

Comments from Regional Agencies and Organizations 

Comment R-01 East Bay Regional Park District, Jim Townsend 
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Responses to Comment R-01 

R-01-1

The proposed project does not preclude future trail crossings under the Arroyo Mocho 

and Arroyo del Valle bridges. A new trail connection will be provided across Arroyo del 

Valle on a private bridge. Trail access is currently provided across the Arroyo Mocho 

Bridge. The new service bridge across Arroyo Mocho will not preclude access for 

bicyclists and pedestrians. 

R-01-2

The existing trail on the east side of SR 84 under the Stanley Boulevard bridges will 

remain and the existing headroom clearance maintained. Future trail access on the west 

side of SR 84 under the Stanley Boulevard bridges is not currently proposed but will be 

considered during the final project design phase in coordination with City of Livermore 

and East Bay Regional Park District staff as well as the quarry owners. 
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R-01-3

The project proposes pedestrian-activated signals at this location together with 

crosswalks and other safety features to accommodate non-motorized traffic. These 

improvements will be installed so as not to preclude construction of the future regional 

trail on Vineyard Avenue (west of SR 84). Trail signs would be installed under the future 

regional trail project. 
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Comment R-02 Tri-Valley Conservancy, Sharon Burnham  
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Responses to Comment R-02 

R-02-1 through R-02-5 

The agricultural land identified in the comment is the partial parcel that would have been 

affected by the relocation and realignment of the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection 

proposed in the October 2007 DED.  The parcel is under a Tri-Valley Conservancy 

easement. As indicated in this FED, the Department has reconsidered one of the 

eliminated design options following additional technical studies and subsequently 

identified that the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection could remain in its current location 

if specific design changes are incorporated. These include adjusting the angle of the 

Vallecitos Road approach to the intersection to reduce the potential for high-sided 

vehicles to overturn and additional modifications to further improve safety and enhance 

traffic operations. With these modifications to the proposed project design, the Vallecitos 

Road intersection will remain at its current location, and acquisition of the parcel 

identified in this comment will be avoided.  

As modified, the Build Alternative will not require acquisition of cultivated agricultural 

land, nor will it impact the parcel and the Tri-Valley Conservancy’s easement. 
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R-02-6

See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the range of alternatives analyzed in the DED.

R-02-7

The City of Livermore Planning Department reviewed the DED’s discussion of 

cumulative impacts (Section 2.21) and concluded that the discussion is complete and 

includes the appropriate projects. Under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]), an 

environmental document must include a description of the existing physical 

environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project at the time the notice of 

preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 

environmental analysis is commenced. As described in Section 3.1 of the DED, 

environmental analysis for the project began in 2005.  

Nonetheless, Section 2.21 has been revised to include additional planned development 

approved after environmental analysis for the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project 

commenced.

R-02-8

The comment is noted. See the response to Comments R-02-1 through R-02-5. 
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Comments from Local Agencies or Officials 

Comment L-01 Alameda County Board of Supervisors, Scott Haggerty 
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Responses to Comment L-01 

L-01-1 through L-01-4 

The Department has noted and acknowledged the strong opposition to the Vallecitos 

Road intersection relocation and realignment expressed in the public review comments, 

primarily from the Tri-Valley Conservancy, the City of Livermore, and others. 

The Department has taken another look at previously eliminated design options to 

determine whether the impact to the agricultural easement area could be avoided.

Subsequently, it was determined that the angle at which the Vallecitos Road intersection 

connected to SR 84 could be skewed to reduce the potential for high-sided vehicles to 

overturn and thereby allow this intersection to remain in its current location.  Additional 

modifications to Option A to further improve safety and enhance traffic operations

include elimination of the left-turn movement from southbound SR 84 to Vallecitos 
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Road.  The existing and future traffic volumes for this movement are insignificant and 

can be accommodated by the SR 84/Vineyard Avenue intersection without additional 

traffic impacts. Removal of this movement would also reduce conflicting turning 

movements at the intersection, further improve safety, and allow for a two-phase traffic

signal to improve traffic operations. Additional signing and striping would also be 

installed to increase driver awareness of the intersection configuration and speed 

requirements for safe turning maneuvers.  With these modifications to the proposed 

project, the Vallecitos Road intersection can remain at its current location, with no 

additional right-of-way required. 

The Department also responded directly to this comment in the attached letter.
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Comment L-02 Alameda County Community Development Agency, 

Bruce Jensen  
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Responses to Comment L-02 

L-02-1

The text of Section 2.1.1.2, under the “Alameda County” subheading, has been revised to 

include a reference to Measure D, as the comment requests. 
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L-02-2

The project has been modified to avoid impacts to farmland, as described in the response 

to Comments R-02-1 through R-02-5. No impacts to Williamson Act contract lands will 

occur, and therefore mitigation is not required. 

L-02-3

 As shown in Table 2.1-1 of the FED, the project would require partial acquisition of 

quarry parcels from Cemex and Pleasanton Gravel Company that are currently vacant. 

The partial acquisitions are needed for widening SR 84 and constructing the consolidated 

quarry access at Concannon Boulevard. One partial parcel (0.52 acre) owned by the 

Pleasanton Gravel Company is within mining limits. 

The comment states that the impact of lost mineral resources goes beyond the loss of 

revenue to the operator. Approximately 0.27 acre of encroachment into the approved 

mining limits is required to accommodate truck turning movements for the new 

consolidated quarry access at SR 84 and Concannon Boulevard. This encroachment into 

the approved mining limits was discussed with the quarry operators and Zone 7 staff at a 

meeting on June 6, 2006. No other mineral resources would be affected by the project, 

and no evidence exists that the loss would put pressure on other resources or result in the 

need for extractors to seek mineral resources elsewhere in the county. To offset the value 

of lost mineral resources, surplus State right-of-way (approximately 2 acres) is available 

north of the proposed quarry access at Concannon Boulevard. Relinquishment of a 

portion of this excess land is an option that will be considered during the right-of-way 

process. The Department has and will continue to coordinate with the quarry operators to 

avoid or minimize potential effects to existing and future mining operations. 

Because the loss of mineral resources would be limited to the 0.52 acre that is within 

mining limits, the partial acquisition of the parcel is not expected to put pressure on other 

resources or result in the need for extractors to seek mineral resources elsewhere in the 

county. Section 2.4 has been revised to include this information. 

As stated in the comment and in Section 2.4.1, the project area includes land containing 

construction aggregate resources of regional significance. Under the Surface Mining and 

Reclamation Act, the entity that is responsible for approving the reclamation plan for the 

mineral resources must make findings pursuant to California Public Resources Code 

Sections 2762 and 2763 before permitting a use that could affect those resources. In this 

case, the entity (or “lead agency” under Public Resources Code Section 2728) is Alameda 

County, which approved the 1981 Specific Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

I-64 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

Area Reclamation (LAVQAR Plan). According to Public Resources Code Section 2762, 

Alameda County must prepare a statement specifying its reasons for permitting the 

proposed use, forward a copy to the State Geologist and Reclamation Board for review, 

and provide public notice of the availability of its statement. This would occur during the 

final design phase for the project. 

In conformance with Policy 15 of the LAVQAR Plan, the Department has coordinated 

and will continue to coordinate with Alameda County on the environmental review for 

this project. During the final project design phase, the Department will coordinate with 

Alameda County staff to verify that the project does not impact mineral resources. At the 

current level of design, no significant impact is anticipated. 

L-02-4

Detailed landscaping plans are not typically included in a DED and are developed during 

the final project design phase in coordination with the affected agencies, including 

Alameda County. Based on public input on the DED, a more densely landscaped corridor 

may also be considered, but a final landscape design will be developed in coordination 

with the public and affected agencies during the project design phase. Section 2.8.4 has 

been revised to note that the Department will coordinate with Alameda County to ensure 

the highway landscape concept will be harmonious with landscaping installed by the 

quarry operators as part of a separate project. Note that landscaping is a project design 

element and is therefore not considered mitigation.   

L-02-5

Section 2.1.1.2 has been revised to include a description of the LAVQAR Plan, and 

Section 2.1.2.2 has been revised to discuss the project’s consistency with the plan. Since 

project scoping began in 2005, the Department has coordinated with Zone 7 on the 

project design to avoid or minimize impacts to future water supply and flood 

management facilities. One outcome of this consultation was the elimination of full and 

partial interchange designs considered for the SR 84/Stanley Boulevard intersection, as 

described in DED Section 1.5.3. The width required for the roadway widening was also 

reduced to further minimize impacts to quarry lands. Although acquisition of up to 

approximately 2 acres of quarry properties would be required for the project, the acquired 

areas represent a fraction of the 3,820-acre area governed by the LAVQAR Plan. 

Therefore, the project is not expected to result in impacts to LAVQAR Plan 

implementation, Zone 7, or water customers. 
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Comment L-03 City of Livermore, Cheri Sheets 

Responses to Comment L-03 

L-03-1, L-03-2 

The Department has acknowledged and noted the strong opposition to the Vallecitos 

Road intersection relocation and realignment expressed in the public review comments, 

primarily from the Tri-Valley Conservancy, the City of Livermore, and others. 
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The Department has taken another look at previously eliminated design options to 

determine whether the impact to the agricultural easement area could be avoided.

Subsequently, it was determined that the angle at which the Vallecitos Road intersection 

connected to SR 84 could be skewed to reduce the potential for high-sided vehicles to 

overturn and thereby allow this intersection to remain in its current location.  Additional 

modifications to Option A to further improve safety and enhance traffic operations

include elimination of the left-turn movement from southbound SR 84 to Vallecitos 

Road.  The existing and future traffic volumes for this movement are insignificant and 

can be accommodated by the SR 84/Vineyard Avenue intersection without additional 

traffic impacts. Removal of this movement would also reduce conflicting turning 

movements at the intersection, further improve safety, and allow for a two-phase traffic

signal to improve traffic operations. Additional signing and striping would also be 

installed to increase driver awareness of the intersection configuration and speed 

requirements for safe turning maneuvers.  With these modifications to the proposed 

project, the Vallecitos Road intersection can remain at its current location, with no 

additional right-of-way required. 
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Comment L-04 Zone 7/Alameda County Flood Control and Water 

Conservation District, Mary Lim 
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Responses to Comment L-04 

L-04-1

See the response to Comment L-02-5 in regard to impacts to lands within the LAVQAR 

Plan. During the environmental planning phase, several coordination meetings were held 

with Zone 7 staff to ensure that the LAVQAR Plan areas for the Chain of Lakes and 

flood control channels (Arroyo del Valle and Arroyo Mocho) would not be affected by 
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the proposed project. All comments received from Zone 7 staff were addressed, and 

coordination with Zone 7 staff will continue during the final design phase to ensure that 

Zone 7’s interests are met in full.  

L-04-2

The approved mining limits (a 50-foot setback from the existing right-of-way limits) will 

not be affected by the project except as stated in the response to Comment L-02-3. The 

arrangement of access roads, landscaping, drainage, and utilities within the setback area 

has been and will continue to be coordinated with Zone 7 staff during final project 

design. The 50-foot setback is shown on the plans in Appendix A and is annotated as 

“Limit of Mining.”  

L-04-3

Roadway drainage will be directed away from Chain of Lakes property and pass through 

approved best management practice (BMP) facilities before outfalling to natural 

watercourses. Section 2.11.4 summarizes the water quality BMPs that will be 

implemented as part of the project.  

L-04-4

A geotechnical investigation will be conducted during the final project design phase, and 

slope stability issues will be addressed. The installation of inclinometers will be 

considered at strategic locations adjacent to the quarries to monitor the stability of slopes 

adjacent to SR 84. 

L-04-5

The project does not preclude future construction of these facilities. Section 2.1.2.2 of the 

FED has been revised to include this information.  

It is assumed that the conduit mentioned in the comment is the future flood bypass 

structure proposed to connect Lakes A and C. 

L-04-6

The comment is noted. Agreements between Zone 7 and the Department will be 

coordinated during the final project design phase. 

L-04-7

Table 2.1-1 of the FED has been revised to reflect current and future land uses. 
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L-04-8

Zone 7 easement areas will be coordinated with Zone 7 and Alameda County staff during 

the final project design phase. 

L-04-9

See the response to Comment L-02-5. 

L-04-10

Existing access points will not be closed by the project; they will be relocated using 

consolidated driveways to controlled intersections to comply with Caltrans safety 

standards for an expressway facility. The consolidated driveway system proposed by the 

project will be engineered to a higher standard than the existing facilities, and ancillary 

improvements such as drainage, fences, and gates will be provided. The scope of the 

access improvements will be coordinated with the affected owners during final project 

design.

L-04-11

The comment is noted. Zone 7 is requested to provide accurate mapping showing the 

location of its water transmission lines so they can be coordinated with the proposed 

highway improvements during the final design phase.  Once located, every effort will be 

made to avoid these facilities and protect them in place, if necessary. 

L-04-12

A Location Hydraulic Study was prepared for the DED and analyzed the flood flows 

provided in the Zone 7 comment. During final project design, a detailed hydraulic 

analysis will be performed at both bridge crossing locations to verify that the 100-year 

floodplain is not affected by the proposed bridge improvements. 

L-04-13, L-04-14 

Zone 7 specifications will be applied in the design of new bridges crossing Zone 7 bridge 

facilities, and a hydraulic analysis will be submitted to Zone 7 for review and approval. 

L-04-15

Zone 7 access south and north of Arroyo Mocho (on the west side of SR 84) will be 

maintained. Existing access points will be closed to meet Caltrans expressway standards 

and relocated via a new bridge across Arroyo Mocho to connect to Discovery Drive. 

Details of the access relocation will be coordinated with Zone 7 staff during the final 

design and right-of-way engineering phases of the project. 
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L-04-16

The comment is noted. This matter will be coordinated with Zone 7 staff during the final 

project design phase.

L-04-17

A Location Hydraulic Study was prepared for the DED and analyzed the flood flows 

provided in the Zone 7 comment. During final project design, a detailed hydraulic 

analysis will be performed at both bridge crossing locations to verify that the 100-year 

floodplain is not affected by the proposed bridge improvements. 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-75

Comment L-05 City of Pleasanton, Joshua Pack 
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Responses to Comment L-05 

L-05-1

Figure 1-2 will be updated to show the current location of the SR 84/Vallecitos Road 

intersection, which was relocated by the City of Livermore in summer 2007. 
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L-05-2

The text of Section 1.3.2 has been revised as suggested. 

L-05-3

The prior realignment of the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection is discussed in Section 

1.5.2.

L-05-4

The sentence has been deleted as recommended. 

L-05-5

The text of Section 1.5.4 has been revised as suggested. 

L-05-6

The FED has been revised to include this decomposed granite (DG) trail and state that 

crosswalks will be provided at the SR 84/Vineyard Avenue intersection.

L-05-7

The relocation of the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection discussed in Section 2.1.2.1 of 

the DED is separate from the realignment project that was completed in 2006. Since the 

DED was circulated in October 2007, the project design has been changed to maintain the 

intersection in its current location, with the additional modifications discussed in Section 

1.5.2.1 of the FED. Section 2.1.2.1 and the rest of the FED have been updated to reflect 

this change. 

L-05-8

The text of Section 2.2.3 has been revised as suggested. 

L-05-9

The project design has been modified to avoid cultivated agricultural land; therefore no 

Williamson Act lands would be affected (see the response to Comment L-05-7).  

L-05-10

The text of Section 2.5.1.4 has been revised as suggested. 

L-05-11

The text of Section 2.5.2.2 has been revised to state that the percentage listed for the 

study area’s Hispanic population reflects how respondents identified themselves (either 

exclusively as Hispanic or in combination with other races). Respondents who select a 
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combination of races in the Census are counted under each race, resulting in totals that 

are tallies of responses, rather than percentages of respondents.

L-05-12

The text of Section 2.6.2 has been revised as suggested. 

L-05-13

The project does not include funding to relocate existing overhead utilities underground. 

All telephone poles and other overhead utilities will be relocated out of State right-of-

way to meet expressway standards. The text of Section 2.6.2 has been revised to state that 

the project will not relocate existing overhead utilities underground. 

L-05-14

The text of Section 2.7.2.1 has been revised as suggested.

L-05-15

The traffic operations analysis assumed Jack London Boulevard would be widened (as 

planned) to four lanes between El Charro Road and SR 84 for both the 2010 and 2030 

study years. 

L-05-16

The traffic analysis and Table 2.7-2 included ramp metering in forecasts for 2010 and 

2030 conditions. 

L-05-17

Existing landscaping affected by the roadway widening will be restored. During the final 

design phase, the property owners with affected landscaping will be consulted to 

coordinate any modifications to their existing landscaping. 

Section 2.8.4 has been revised to include more detailed information about the conceptual 

landscaping plan. 

L-05-18, L-05-19 

Rubberized asphalt concrete will be used throughout the project limits. The project 

includes a landscaping plan, but note that landscaping is not considered a noise abatement 

measure. 
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Comments from Businesses

Comment B-01 Pleasanton Gravel Company, via Reed Smith LLP, John 

Lynn Smith 
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Responses to Comment B-01 

B-01-1

See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to the comment that an EIS/EIR should have been 

prepared.

The last complete paragraph on page 2 of the comment letter states that the DED fails to 

address project impacts and mitigation for the following resources. The locations of the 

responses that address each issue are included in parentheses below. 

Mineral resources and mining operations (B-01-2) 

The plan for Zone 7’s future use of the quarry area for water storage and flood control 

(B-01-5)

Cumulative impacts (B-01-6) 

Traffic (B-01-4 and B-01-7) 

Noise (Master Response NOI-1) 

Global warming (B-01-8) 

Utilities (B-01-9) 

Tri-Valley Conservancy easement (B-01-10) 
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B-01-2

The project would not eliminate access to Pleasanton Gravel Company property. The 

project would improve existing access roads and access points to SR 84 by consolidating 

them to connect to signalized intersections. Consolidating the access routes would 

improve the safety and operations of these facilities and conform to Caltrans expressway 

standards.

The driveway improvements would not affect mineral resources because most work 

would be done outside of the approved limits of mining. Construction of the quarry 

access at Concannon Boulevard would encroach into the mining area; however, surplus 

State right-of-way is available north of this location to mitigate for this loss.  

Construction activities will be coordinated with the quarry operators to ensure that 

mining operations are not adversely affected. The proposed access road improvements 

were reviewed by Pleasanton Gravel Company, Vulcan, Cemex, and Utility Vault staff 

during DED development and all comments were addressed in the current design. 

Additional coordination will be undertaken during the final design phase to ensure the 

access improvements are coordinated with existing and future operations of the 

Pleasanton Gravel Company property. 

B-01-3

The LAVQAR Plan requires minimum 50-foot setbacks from public streets around all 

reclamation areas. The setbacks will be maintained except in one parcel owned by the 

Pleasanton Gravel Company (item 14 in FED Table 2.1-1), where an area of 0.52 acre 

within current mining limits would be acquired to construct the consolidated quarry 

access at SR 84 and Concannon Boulevard. The FED has been revised to include this 

information in Sections 2.1.2.2 and 2.4. Also see the response to Comment L-04-2. 

The project design was discussed with Pleasanton Gravel Company, Vulcan, Cemex, and 

Utility Vault staff during DED development. All comments were addressed in the current 

design. Additional coordination will be undertaken during the final design phase to 

ensure that highway improvements do not affect existing and future operations of the 

Pleasanton Gravel Company property. 

B-01-4

Master Response CI-1 discusses the basis for the conclusion that replacing the existing 

quarry driveways with a consolidated access at Concannon Boulevard would not have 

significant impacts. 
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Relocation of the access roads was considered in the study area evaluation. The traffic 

operations analysis accounted for the closure of the access roads and construction of a 

new consolidated access at SR 84/Concannon Boulevard, and data from this analysis 

were used to evaluate impacts to air quality, noise, and energy. No impacts would result 

from the access relocation. 

B-01-5

The comment provides no specifics regarding project-related impacts. The actual 

acreages that would be affected by the project are listed in Table 2.1-1. The proposed 

design accounts for future use of the affected quarry property by Zone 7 for groundwater 

recharge and flood control. Coordination with the quarry owner, quarry operators, and 

Zone 7 will be maintained during detailed design and construction phases of the project. 

B-01-6

The City of Livermore Planning Department reviewed the DED’s discussion of 

cumulative impacts (Section 2.21) and concluded that the discussion is complete and 

includes the appropriate projects. Under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]), an 

environmental document must include a description of the existing physical 

environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project at the time the notice of 

preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 

environmental analysis is commenced. As described in Section 3.1 of the DED, 

environmental analysis for the project began in 2005.  

Nonetheless, Section 2.21 has been revised to include additional planned development 

approved after initiation of the environmental analysis for the SR 84 Expressway 

Widening Project. 

The comment mentions Wal-Mart’s 2006 purchase of the Ashwill parcel and cumulative 

impacts associated with construction and operation. In March 2007, the Livermore City 

Council approved an ordinance to bar large retail developments in Livermore. The 

ordinance prohibits any superstore larger than 90,000 square feet with at least 5 percent 

of the sales floor area devoted to nontaxable goods such as groceries. The construction of 

Wal-Mart was blocked and not included in Section 2.21. 

B-01-7

A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared during final design, in accordance 

with Caltrans requirements and guidelines. The TMP will address construction-related 

traffic impacts from staged construction and detours as well as specific traffic handling 

concerns. Two-way traffic on public roads and existing access to SR 84 will be 
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maintained during construction. Short-term closures required for specific construction 

operations will occur during nighttime hours. Press releases will be distributed and other 

forms of outreach will be conducted to adequately inform the public about project 

construction and its associated traffic impacts. 

B-01-8

The proposed project is intended to improve local traffic circulation and reduce delays. 

As described in Section 2.22, the San Francisco Bay Area’s Regional Transportation Plan 

(MTC 2005) states that implementation of proposed regional improvements, including 

the proposed project, would reduce average travel time and improve traffic flow, 

resulting in reduced carbon dioxide emissions within the overall regional area. Carbon 

dioxide is a component of GHG emissions. The project’s contributions to reducing travel 

times, travel distance, and congestion would be beneficial toward reducing these 

emissions. 

Under CEQA, an environmental document must include a description of the existing 

physical environmental conditions in the project vicinity at the time the notice of 

preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 

environmental analysis is commenced (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]). 

Environmental analysis for the proposed project began in 2005. The changes in air 

quality standards and attainment status listed in the comment took effect in or after 2006. 

Those changes do not affect the conclusions of the analysis. Nonetheless, Table 2.14-1 

has been revised to include the updated information. 

B-01-9

To meet expressway standards, private utilities must be relocated outside of the State 

right-of-way. In the vicinity of Pleasanton Gravel Company, underground utilities will be 

relocated within the quarry’s buffer area, approximately 35 feet from the limits of 

mining. Details for utility installation will be developed during the final project design 

phase, and utilities will be relocated using construction methods approved by the utility 

owner and in coordination with the quarry owner, quarry operator, Zone 7, and Alameda 

County. Construction of the utility relocations will be coordinated with the quarry 

operators to avoid impacts to quarry operations. Outside of the quarry areas, a traffic 

handling plan will be developed during final design for utility installation. Avoidance 

measures for construction-related air quality impacts are documented in Section 2.14.6. 
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B-01-10

The Build Alternative has been modified to avoid impacts to the property covered by the 

Tri-Valley Conservancy easement. 

B-01-11

See Master Response GEN-2. 
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Comment B-02 Ruby Hill Board of Directors, Katherine Fonte 
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Responses to Comment B-02 

B-02-1

See Master Response NOI-1 for a discussion of noise level changes from the proposed 

project.

B-02-2

Sound mitigation for these recreation areas was considered in the DED (Section 2.15.4) 

and the Noise Study Report (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007). As noted in the 

comment, the field south of the Ruby Hill tennis courts and north of the northernmost 

residence fronting SR 84, and the two tennis courts and soccer field north of these tennis 

courts are exposed to SR 84 traffic noise levels that would approach the Federal noise 

abatement criteria (Receiver IDs 19 and 20 in Table 2.15-3). A 6-foot-high soundwall at 
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the SR 84 right-of-way fronting these facilities was considered feasible both acoustically 

and from a cost standpoint. However, the soundwall would block views from the affected 

recreation areas to the northeast, across the existing vineyard areas, the Arroyo del Valle 

drainage channel, and distant views. The Ruby Hill development, when originally 

constructed, included an open metal fence along the edge of the development above SR 

84 that allows for this view. Resident and public input on the soundwall was solicited 

during the DED review period. After consideration of “reasonableness” factors, the 

soundwall has been determined to be not reasonable and will not be included in the 

project.

No residences or the Community Center would have noise levels that exceed the noise 

abatement criteria for consideration of soundwalls (see Master Response NOI-1). The 

noise evaluation included all potentially sensitive land uses along the SR 84 corridor.

Because the future noise levels with the project are not predicted to exceed the Federal 

criteria for noise abatement at any location along the project route, soundwalls were not 

included in the project or considered further in the evaluation.

The use of rubberized asphalt pavement can reduce tire noise, although the FHWA and 

the Department do not consider it a traffic noise abatement measure.  Any effective noise 

reduction from rubberized asphalt varies by application and tends to diminish over time. 

Although it cannot qualify as noise mitigation under Federal criteria or procedures, it will 

be used throughout the project limits as part of the project design. 

B-02-3

A meeting will be coordinated with representatives of the Ruby Hill development during 

the final project design phase.  Comments from meeting(s) with concerned groups will be 

documented and considered in future decisions on the project. 
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Comment B-03 Union Pacific Railroad, Gerard Sullivan 
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Responses to Comment B-03 

B-03-1

Section 3.3 has been revised to identify that Union Pacific is a highly interested party in 

the project. Although SR 84 will be widened between the abutments of the existing 

bridge structure, Union Pacific was not listed in DED Table 2.1-1 because no land 

acquisition is proposed from Union Pacific property. The Department will, however, 
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require access control rights for the segment of Union Pacific right-of-way fronting the 

intersection of Stanley Boulevard and the Stanley Connector Ramp to SR 84. Table 2.1-1 

of the FED has been modified to include the Union Pacific parcels for which access 

control is required. 

B-03-2

The project will not require modification of the existing Union Pacific structure, and 

construction will not impact Union Pacific tracks or affect Union Pacific and ACE 

operations. The Department will require access control rights for the segment of Union 

Pacific right-of-way fronting the intersection of Stanley Boulevard and the Stanley 

Connector Ramp to SR 84. 

B-03-3

The proposed project will not affect rail operations. 

B-03-4

The project will be coordinated with Union Pacific during the final design phase and all 

Union Pacific concerns and requirements will be addressed. 
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Comment B-04 Miller Starr Regalia, Kristina Lawson 
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Responses to Comment B-04 

B-04-1

This introductory comment is addressed in the responses to the following specific points 

made by the commenter. The Department believes that the Draft Environmental 

Document (DED) complies with and addresses CEQA and NEPA requirements. 

Regarding footnote 1, the Department has been assigned environmental review and 

consultation responsibilities under NEPA pursuant to 23 United States Code (USC) 327, 

as stated at the beginning of Chapter 1. This means that the Department is now 

responsible for the FHWA’s responsibilities under NEPA as well as consultation and 

coordination responsibilities under other Federal environmental laws. The project affects 

resources that are subject to Federal consultation and coordination (see Section 1.6), and 

thus a joint CEQA/NEPA document was prepared. 

B-04-2

The DED’s organization and format is in accordance with the standard Caltrans template 

for an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, which is used State-wide for 

transportation projects. The template was developed to comply with CEQA and NEPA 

requirements.  

The CEQA environmental checklist in Appendix D provides the context for the 

significance determinations presented in the DED. The DED complies with 14 California 

Code of Regulations (CCR) 15063(d) by including the completed checklist and briefly 

providing evidence to support the entries, in narrative form, in Chapter 2. To aid in 
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understanding the basis for the DED’s determinations of significance, a table has been 

added after the checklist in Appendix D providing explanations of each determination 

and page number citations to supporting data in the DED.

B-04-3

This introductory comment is addressed specifically in the following responses. See also 

the response to Comment B-04-2. 

B-04-4

The project does not have a “sole purpose” of connecting two other substantial road 

projects. As discussed in Master Response GEN-6, the project has logical termini, 

independent utility, and adequate length for consideration of alternatives. Improving SR 

84 as a regional connection between I-680 and I-580 is listed as one of the general 

purposes of the project; other purposes include improving local traffic circulation by 

adding capacity on SR 84, upgrading SR 84 to an expressway by providing access control 

and relocating private utilities out of State right-of-way, and providing the opportunity to 

improve pedestrian and bicycle access by connecting multiuse trails.  

The first three of the four criteria in Daly v. Volpe correspond to the FHWA regulations 

(23 CFR 771.111[f]) for defining a transportation project, and are addressed in Master 

Response GEN-6. The fourth criterion, for the highway section “to fulfill important state 

and local needs, such as relieving particular traffic congestion,” is supported by the 

findings of the detailed traffic study completed for the project (Fehr and Peers 2006). The 

proposed project would improve future operating conditions at several intersections 

within the project limits (Table 2.7-1) and divert regional through-traffic away from local 

streets.

The cumulative effects of the three projects are considered in Section 2.21.3. 

B-04-5

The project description in the DED accurately identifies the project scope. Not all 

components of a project are typically specified in detail until later during the final design 

phase.

Section 2.8.4 identifies the locations and types of landscaping that are proposed as well as 

the timing of landscape design and installation. Detailed landscaping plans with exact 

species and planting locations/patterns will be developed during the project design phase. 

The description of landscaping in the DED provides a sufficient level of detail for public 

understanding of the project.
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The widening of two existing bridges and provision of new crossings at Arroyo del Valle 

and Arroyo Mocho are described in general terms because the design of these features 

was in draft form at the DED phase. However, the DED accounts for the bridge work 

using worst-case assumptions about potential effects of the bridge widening and 

construction as developed in the Draft Advance Planning Studies. The survey and 

inventory of biological species included a wide study area around the Arroyo del Valle 

and Arroyo Mocho bridges. The structure widths were based on standard lane and 

shoulder widths required for this type of project. New piers to support the additional 

bridge width were included in the amount of potential fill in these analyses. Potential 

effects of the bridge work are discussed in Sections 2.9.2.5 (historic resource evaluation), 

2.10 (hydrology and floodplains), 2.11 (water quality and stormwater runoff), 2.12 

(ground shaking, liquefaction and lateral spreading), 2.13 (asbestos potential), 2.15 (pile 

driving noise from pile installation), 2.17 (wetlands and other waters of the U.S.), and 

2.18 (plant and animal species). Section 1.4.1.4 has been updated to include additional 

details about the bridges.

Noise abatement measures are required for a project when forecasted noise levels exceed 

the applicable Federal noise abatement criteria for the land use. The detailed noise 

analysis, which was conducted in accordance with State and Federal guidelines, 

concluded that noise levels would not exceed the applicable criteria. Therefore, noise 

abatement measures were not included as part of the project. As described in Section 

2.15.4, a soundwall was considered for the one location where the noise level will 

approach Federal noise abatement criteria. The soundwall was determined to be not 

reasonable and will not be included in the project. See Master Response NOI-1 for 

additional discussion. 

The project description provides adequate detail about these project features to allow for 

informed decision making.  

B-04-6

As described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15073, the Negative Declaration is labeled 

“proposed” when it is circulated for public review. After a DED is circulated, the public 

comments are considered, the document is reviewed, and the proposed Negative 

Declaration is approved if, on the basis of the whole record (including the DED and any 

comments received), there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a 

significant effect on the environment.  
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As stated in the introduction to Chapter 1, the Department has been assigned 

environmental review and consultation responsibilities under NEPA pursuant to 23 

United States Code (USC) 327. The Department is acting as the FHWA for purposes of 

carrying out these responsibilities, and conducts its own standard review of the FED as 

well as an internal NEPA quality control review to ensure that the FED complies with 

FHWA policies and guidance and the requirements of all applicable federal laws, 

executive orders, and regulations. Following approval of the FED, the Department would 

then file a Notice of Determination with the State Clearinghouse. Electronic files of the 

FED will be available on the Caltrans District 4 website (www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/

envdocs.htm) or at www.actia2022.com.

The proposed Negative Declaration in the DED complies with the requirements of CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15071 for contents of a Negative Declaration and includes 

“Mitigation measures ... in the project to avoid potentially significant effects.” As stated 

in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3), mitigation measures are not required for 

effects that are found not to be significant. Measures that avoid or further minimize an 

effect that is not by itself significant are not considered mitigation. Likewise, measures 

that are implemented as part of standard Department practice, such as landscaping 

installation, the water quality best management practices in Section 2.11.4, and the 

construction dust control practices in Section 2.14.6, are not considered mitigation. They 

are standard practices under Caltrans procedures and are implemented on every project as 

part of construction contractor obligations. The DED includes such measures as well as 

measures that are labeled as mitigation. The mitigation measures identified in the 

Negative Declaration are part of the project and are implemented as part of standard 

Department practice.  

The original project design was modified to avoid potential adverse impacts, as 

summarized in Section 1.5 and described in more detail in Appendix B. Specifically, the 

current project alignment in the southern portion of the project limits, between Ruby Hill 

Drive and Vallecitos Road, avoids significant impacts to a creek and environmental 

conservation area that were proposed in the initial design in the SR 84 Project Study 

Report (Caltrans 2003). The proposed intersection configuration at Stanley Boulevard 

minimizes impacts to quarry lands west of SR 84 compared to the initial Project Study 

Report design. These changes are not considered mitigation because they were prior to 

the project design presented in the DED. After the DED was circulated in October 2007, 

the proposed relocation of the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection was eliminated from 

the project to further avoid potential impacts to agricultural land. Again, this change does 

not constitute mitigation because it is part of the project design. The construction 
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contractor is to build the project as designed, and since the project avoids these impacts, 

no mitigation is necessary.  

B-04-7

We do not concur that the IS/ND/EA is not sufficient and an EIR must be prepared. 

B-04-8

The Initial Study/Environmental Assessment is appropriate. In light of the whole record, 

there is no substantial evidence that the project would significantly impact the 

environment. California Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c) states that 

“Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 

inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not 

contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not 

substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions 

predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” 

See the response to Comment B-04-6. 

B-04-9

Specific measures for oak woodland impacts are included in Section 2.16.3.  

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.4 states that a county shall determine 

whether a project in its jurisdiction may result in a conversion of oak woodlands that will 

have a significant effect on the environment. The county can require the lead agency to 

conserve oak woodlands through conservation easements, plant an appropriate number of 

trees, contribute to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund, or implement other 

mitigation measures developed by the county.  

Alameda County will be consulted regarding the project’s impacts to oak woodlands and 

the proposed measures. If measures other than those listed in Section 2.16.3 are 

necessary, they will be substituted or incorporated into the project design.  

It should be noted that California Public Resources Code Section 21083.4 applies to oaks 

that are 5 inches or more in diameter at breast height (DBH). The measures proposed in 

Section 2.16.3 apply to oaks that are 1 inch or more in diameter DBH. Of the up to 26 

oaks that could be affected by the project, approximately 5 are less than 5 inches DBH 

and would not be subject to the provisions of California Public Resources Code Section 

21083.4.
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B-04-10

The comment states that the DED improperly limits the analysis of the project’s 

environmental effects to Alameda County, Livermore, and Pleasanton, and that potential 

growth-inducing effects on the Central Valley should have been considered. 

The primary mechanism of growth inducement would be the increased capacity of SR 84. 

Some drivers use SR 84 as a regional route and will continue to do so in the future with 

or without the proposed improvements. The project will add capacity to SR 84, resulting 

in an increased volume of automobile and truck traffic, some of which would come from 

the Central Valley via the Altamont Pass.  

Traffic modeling for year 2030 conditions shows the following peak-hour volumes on SR 

84 for vehicles coming from the Altamont Pass (in the AM) or going to the Altamont 

Pass (in the PM), with and without the project:

Altamont Pass Traffic on SR 84 (Peak Directions) 
 AM (southbound) PM (northbound) 

Location No Build With Project No Build With Project 

North of Vallecitos Road 110 270 600 640 

South of Vallecitos Road 110 270 710 1,020 

Source: Fehr & Peers data, 2008 

Based on these forecasts, the project would increase the number of vehicles on SR 84 

traveling from or to the Altamont Pass compared to the No Build Alternative. In the AM 

peak hour, the project would add 160 vehicles (270–110=160); in the PM peak hour, the 

project would add 40 vehicles (640–600=40) north of Vallecitos Road and 310 vehicles 

(1,020–710=310) south of Vallecitos Road. 

The modeling also indicates that in the AM peak hour, with the project, 150 of the 270 

vehicles on SR 84 coming from the Altamont Pass originate from local street traffic that 

would shift to the widened SR 84. In the PM peak hour, with the project, 310 of the 

Altamont Pass-bound vehicles would shift from using local streets onto SR 84. Thus, 

approximately half of the traffic on the widened SR 84 would be from local street 

detours.

The increases in future traffic with the project represent nearly the same number of 

vehicles traveling from or to the Altamont Pass that would use SR 84 rather than local 

street detours (150 vehicles in the AM peak and 310 vehicles in the PM peak). Attracting 

regional traffic away from local streets is a stated purpose of the project, and the resulting 

shift onto SR 84 would reduce congestion in other parts of the roadway network. Without 
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the project, the 150 vehicles in the AM peak and 310 vehicles in the PM peak traveling 

from or to the Altamont Pass would simply continue using local streets.  

The increases in traffic volumes used in the traffic analyses for this project are based on 

growth estimates from regional planning documents, which are the basis for 

transportation planning. The Department has a responsibility to plan for growth using 

forecasts from Regional Transportation Plans, Regional Transportation Improvement 

Programs, and other plans. The traffic forecasting therefore indicates that the project 

would benefit local and regional traffic by shifting traffic from local streets onto SR 84. 

A portion of that traffic is associated with the Central Valley, consistent with the 

description of SR 84 as a regional route. But at 150 to 310 vehicles during the peak hour, 

the shift is not high enough to suggest that widening SR 84 would remove a barrier to 

growth or measurably induce growth in the Central Valley. 

B-04-11

Right-of-way acquisition is not considered mitigation; it is part of the project and subject 

to Department and State requirements. Table 2.1-1 lists the acreages and parcels to be 

acquired as well as the parcel owners, current land use, and process by which the 

property would be acquired (“Impact Description” column). The right-of-way appraisal 

and acquisition process is undertaken after the environmental document process. If a 

property owner and the Department cannot agree on the terms of the sale, the Department 

would initiate a condemnation process (for more information, see 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/acquisition/index.htm). 

As described in the FED, the project has been modified to maintain the SR 84/Vallecitos 

Road intersection in its current location; therefore, the acquisition of this property is no 

longer required. As modified, the project will not acquire agricultural land or affect a 

Williamson Act contract, and no mitigation is required. 

Full funding for the project is available with construction beginning in 2011.

B-04-12

As stated in the response to Comment B-04-6, measures that are implemented as part of 

standard Department practices are not mitigation. Detailed plans for landscaping are 

developed as part of the project design phase. Measures to control and/or treat surface 

water runoff are implemented to comply with State and regional permit requirements. 

The development of these plans does not constitute a change to the project or deferred 

mitigation. 
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No State or Federal noise criteria would be exceeded by the project, therefore no noise 

abatement is required. As described in Section 2.15.4, a soundwall was considered for the 

one location where the noise level will approach Federal noise abatement criteria. The 

soundwall has been determined to be not reasonable and will not be included in the 

project. The DED also discusses the potential use of “quiet pavement” but notes that it 

has not been approved by the Department or FHWA as an abatement measure. Therefore, 

no abatement has been deferred. 

B-04-13

The project’s impacts to visual resources are described in Section 2.8.3, including views 

from private residences, public trails, and motorists. The statement that the retaining 

walls and other project features would not result in a substantial change to the visual 

setting is based on the detailed assessment presented in the Visual Resources Impact 

Report (Haygood and Associates 2007) prepared for the project. As described in the 

Visual Resources Impact Report, the highest retaining walls (up to 30 feet), which would 

be between Ruby Hill Drive and Vineyard Avenue, would not be visible to residences 

because the walls would be at the bottom of an embankment and beyond sight lines. Two 

walls between Stanley Boulevard and Jack London Boulevard would vary in height from 

6 feet to 22 feet, but walls already exist in this segment and the new walls are not 

expected to have additional visual impacts.

The relocation of the Vallecitos Road intersection proposed in the DED would have 

required the acquisition of 3.2 acres of active vineyard land, resulting in an adverse but 

not substantial change in the visual setting. As described in the FED, the project has been 

revised to maintain the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection in its current location with 

modifications to further enhance safety; therefore, the acquisition of the vineyard 

property is no longer required. Fill and retaining walls will be required to elevate the 

Vallecitos Road approach to the SR 84 intersection by up to 15 feet in a localized area to 

comply with State highway design standards. The increased elevation of the intersection 

would be an adverse but not substantial visual impact since the fill slopes would blend in 

with the much higher existing slopes of the adjacent vineyard property. Landscaping will 

be provided to screen the proposed fill slopes and retaining walls needed for the modified 

intersection. The remaining walls in the project are 4 feet high or less, and no adverse 

visual impacts are expected. 

Section 2.8.4 describes design measures to enhance the appearance of the retaining walls. 

Additional treatments will be considered, such as planting vines to soften the walls’ 

appearance.  
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There is no information or data to support a finding that significant adverse aesthetic 

impacts will result from the project.  

The project will include landscaping, as noted in the response to Comment B-04-5 and 

Master Response VIS-1.

Figure 2.8-1 shows SR 84 between Ruby Hill Drive and Vallecitos Road, with and 

without the proposed project. As stated in Section 1.4.1.1, the concrete median barrier 

would extend north from Vallecitos Road to Jack London Boulevard except at 

intersections. Therefore, the roadway segment shown in Figure 2.8-1 would not have a 

concrete median barrier, consistent with the project description.

B-04-14

The comment appears to refer to the effect of the increased truck and commute traffic on 

SR 84. The forecasted volume of the diverted traffic was incorporated into the detailed 

traffic, air quality, and noise analyses, and the results are summarized in the DED.  

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), an environmental document must 

describe the existing physical environmental conditions in the project vicinity at the time 

the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 

time environmental analysis is commenced. As described in Section 3.1, environmental 

analysis for the project began in 2005. Therefore, the timeliness of the traffic analysis and 

the evaluations of air quality and climate change are sufficient with regard to CEQA. 

Moreover, the traffic data are projected out to the future build year of 2010 and 20 years 

after (2030). Annual growth is included in these projections, well beyond 2005/2006.

The Traffic Operations Report (Fehr and Peers 2006) and other technical studies listed in 

Chapter 7 of DED are available for public review at the City of Livermore Planning 

Department.  

B-04-15

As stated in the response to Comment B-04-8, “substantial evidence” must include facts, 

reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. The 

comments provided do not support the “fair argument” standard that would require 

preparation of an EIR. Additional clarification has been included in the responses to these 

comments. The technical research and analysis performed for the DED was complete and 

adequate and had the same scope and level of detail if the environmental document was 

an EIR. See Master Response GEN-2 for additional discussion. 
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Comments from Individuals 

Comment I-01 Adams 

Responses to Comment I-01 

I-01-1

See Master Response VIS-1 for details about landscaping in the project area. 
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Comment I-02 Ed Arndt 
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Responses to Comment I-02 

I-02-1

See Master Response NOI-1 for a discussion of noise level changes from the proposed 

project.

Traffic noise levels increase with vehicle speed. The maximum noise level along a 

roadway occurs when the highest volume of traffic can travel at the maximum speed 

(generally the posted speed limit).  Traffic engineers or analysts refer to this maximum 

volume of traffic at the speed limit as Level of Service “C.”  As traffic increases during 

peak travel periods, conditions become more congested, the average speed declines, and 

the average noise level generated by the traffic declines. In comparison, during highly 

congested traffic conditions, when cars are traveling slowly, traffic noise levels are 

relatively low.  The traffic noise model used on this project is designed to predict this 

maximum traffic noise level based on the greatest number of vehicles that can travel the 

roadway at the greatest speed, in accordance with established Federal and Caltrans 

procedures.  Twenty-four-hour measurements were taken along the route to determine 

when the existing maximum peak noise period occurs, and these levels were used to 

calibrate the noise model.  Traffic conditions during early morning periods such as that 

mentioned in the comment are typically the most audible or sensitive to residents because 

traffic volumes are at or reaching maximum speed and volumes, and other background 

noise is still relatively low.  Understanding these concepts, the methods, traffic volumes, 

noise measurements, and modeling locations are all performed to predict a maximum 
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traffic noise level that would occur adjacent to SR 84 at the residential properties and 

other noise sensitive land uses within the project limits.   

Master Response NOI-1 describes how the study evaluated noise levels against 

established criteria for noise abatement.  For information on truck restrictions for SR 84, 

see Master Response TR-1.  Master Responses GEN-3 and GEN-5 discuss the 

assessment of property devaluation and quality of life, respectively. 
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Comment I-03 Deb and Jim Barr 

Responses to Comment I-03 

I-03-1

See Master Response NOI-1 for a discussion of noise level changes from the proposed 

project.  The noise study included the Ruby Hill development, and concluded that the 
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existing and future noise levels were below the criteria for including sound abatement, 

such as barriers or walls, in the project (see Section 2.15.2.2).  Rubberized asphalt 

concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise. Other 

noise abatement measures will be considered during the final project design phase. 

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master Response 

VIS-2. Master Response TR-3 discusses why the speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 

mph.
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Comment I-04 David Barry 
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Responses to Comment I-04 

I-04-1

See Master Response CI-1 regarding the consolidated quarry access.  

I-04-2

Responses to all public comments are provided in the FED. Additional public comments 

received after circulation of the FED will be considered and addressed during the final 

project design phase.

I-04-3

See Master Response TR-2 for a discussion of regional traffic improvements and 

elimination of cut-though traffic on Livermore streets. 

I-04-4

A detailed traffic study performed for the project showed that widening SR 84 between 

Ruby Hill Drive and Jack London Boulevard, as well the improvements proposed for 

Pigeon Pass Safety Project and I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project, would improve 

future traffic operations over the No Build scenario (2030 conditions). Six lanes will be 

provided on SR 84 from I-580 to Stanley Boulevard, and four lanes will be provided 

between Stanley Boulevard and south of Pigeon Pass, where SR 84 will conform to two 

lanes. A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes to I-680. A 

copy of the traffic study is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning 

Department. 
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I-04-5

The project would not impose vehicle restrictions on SR 84. See Master Response TR-1 

for additional discussion. 

I-04-6

The project proposes to widen SR 84 away from residential property. The quarries 

between Stanley Boulevard and Vineyard Avenue have mining rights to within 50 feet of 

the existing State right-of-way. The 50-foot-wide buffer to the mining limits will be used 

for a private access road, landscaping, and utility facilities. Shifting SR 84 farther west 

would involve reconstructing the roadway and compensating the quarry owners for the 

loss of mineral resources. This would increase the cost of the project significantly and far 

exceed the funds available. 

I-04-7

This question should be referred to the triathlon organizers. 

I-04-8

Bicyclists will continue to be permitted to ride on the outside shoulder of the widened SR 

84 in both directions. At intersections, additional lane width will be provided to 

accommodate bicyclists. 
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Comment I-05 Fred Bens 

Responses to Comment I-05 

I-05-1

See Master Response TR-1 regarding truck use of SR 84. 
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Comment I-06 Anju Bhatia 

Responses to Comment I-06 

I-06-1

Master Response GEN-4 discusses the history and public notification steps for the 

proposed project. See Master Response NOI-1 in regard to noise on SR 84. 
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Comment I-07 Steve and Laura Black  
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Responses to Comment I-07 

I-07-1

The project vicinity has multiple quarries and quarry operators, some with access to SR 

84 and some with access to Stanley Boulevard. Upgrading SR 84 to expressway 

standards requires eliminating direct private driveway access from the roadway and 

allowing access only at intersections. The project would remove the existing SR 84 

driveway access points and consolidate them to a single shared access road on the west 

side of the Concannon Boulevard intersection. 

The two quarry driveways on SR 84 that would be replaced belong to Pleasanton Gravel 

Company/Vulcan Materials and Cemex/Utility Vault. Vehicle counts were recorded to 

determine the traffic effects of replacing the driveways with the Concannon Boulevard 

access road (Zone 7 Water Agency 2006). The number of vehicles using the existing 

driveways ranges from approximately 6 to 120 vehicles per day, depending on the time of 

year. Mining operators use other points of access to transport mined materials from the 

quarry sites. The majority of vehicles using the SR 84 quarry access driveways are cars, 

light trucks, and service trucks. T-axle tractor trailers carrying mechanical equipment use 

the SR 84 quarry access points approximately twice a year. When mining is completed 
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(circa 2030), the quarries will be reclaimed and managed by Zone 7 for potable water 

storage and flood management purposes. At that time, the average daily traffic is 

projected to range from less than 10 trips (cars and light trucks) to 50 trips (cars, light 

trucks, service vehicles, and semi-trailers). These volumes of current and future quarry 

truck traffic represent an insignificant proportion of overall traffic on SR 84 (shown in 

Table 1-2). Therefore, the consolidated quarry access at Concannon Boulevard is not 

expected to result in increased congestion on SR 84.

Furthermore, the consolidated access will comply with Caltrans expressway standards 

and provide improved safety for ingress and egress for vehicles traveling between the 

quarry sites and SR 84. An alternative access point is provided on Vineyard Avenue 

(east) for Cemex quarry traffic.  

Other alternative access points at Stanley Boulevard were considered and rejected due to 

physical constraints including Arroyo del Valle and County-permitted limits of mining. 

Encroaching on mining limits would affect the mining rights of the quarry operators and 

incur a significant added cost to compensate the quarry operators for lost mineral 

resources. Alternative locations for a shared access road are also limited by a City of 

Livermore ordinance that restricts trucks that weigh 3 tons or more to SR 84 (along with 

the existing Kitty Hawk Road to Airway Boulevard route to I-580) and East Stanley 

Boulevard.

I-07-2

The conceptual landscaping plans for SR 84 propose to keep the native vegetation south 

of Vineyard Avenue to maintain the rural setting.  As part of the reclamation plan 

between Alameda County and the quarry owners, landscaping is proposed along the 

quarry frontages on SR 84 and Stanley Boulevard.  Landscaping was installed north of 

Concannon Boulevard on the east side of SR 84 as part of the Isabel Avenue extension 

project (constructed 2001).

Landscaping will be installed under a separate project immediately following the main 

construction project. Funds for the project include the cost of installing the landscaping 

and maintaining it for three years. After three years, landscape maintenance and funding 

will be provided by Caltrans, the City of Livermore, and the quarry operators. Landscape 

maintenance and funding obligations will be documented in maintenance agreements 

among these entities. 

For safety reasons, fixed objects such as trees cannot be placed within 30 feet of traffic 

lanes on an expressway facility. 
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Although landscaping is not considered a noise abatement or air quality improvement 

measure, it is included in the project as an aesthetic element.  

Landscape plans for the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project are preliminary, and will be 

further developed during the project design phase. Public input will be included through 

focused neighborhood meetings. 

I-07-3

Short-term closures of the Isabel Trail would require a detour route to be provided. Trail 

realignment may also be constructed in phases to allow pedestrian and bicycle access 

around the work area (provided this can be done in a safe manner). A Traffic 

Management Plan for the Isabel Trail will be developed during the final project design 

phase, and suitable trail detours will be coordinated with City of Livermore staff. The 

project contractor will be required to comply with the terms and conditions of the Traffic 

Management Plan. 

I-07-4

Noise levels on properties adjacent to SR 84 in this area are anticipated to increase by 4 

to 5 dBA over existing noise levels by the year 2030, and the project would increase 

noise levels by an additional 1 to 2 dBA. Since the noise levels do not approach or exceed 

67 dBA or increase noise levels by 12 dBA, these properties do not qualify for noise 

mitigation or abatement.  See Master Response NOI-1 for additional information. 

I-07-5

The DED proposed to relocate and realign the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection 450 

feet to the north, which would require acquisition of 3.2 acres of active vineyard land. As 

a result of public comments that expressed concern about the impacts of this intersection 

change on vineyard land and individual property owners, the other design options were 

reconsidered to assess whether the impacts could be avoided. The Department 

subsequently determined that SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection Option A, in which the 

intersection would remain in its current location, could be skewed to reduce the potential 

for high-sided vehicles to overturn (see Section 1.5.2). Additional modifications were 

made to Option A to further improve safety and enhance traffic operations. As a result, 

the Build Alternative was changed to include the revised Option A, thereby avoiding 

impacts to 3.2-acre vineyard parcel identified in the comment.  

I-07-6

Traffic signal timing and queue storage requirements will be addressed during the final 

project design phase to provide acceptable traffic operations throughout the day. After the 
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project is constructed, Caltrans and the City of Livermore will coordinate to monitor and 

update signal timing, if warranted. 

The proposed project will set signal timing and provide adequate storage for queuing 

vehicles at the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection and other signal intersections within 

the project limits. 

The existing signal intersections will be maintained. No additional signal intersections are 

currently planned within the project limits.   

I-07-7

Numerous industry-standard measures to minimize dirt, dust and pollution during 

construction are detailed in the DED (see Section 2.14.6) and will be incorporated into 

the contract documents prepared for the project. 

I-07-8

In December 2003, SR 84 was transferred to Isabel Avenue. As a result of this route 

transfer, SR 84 was designated as a truck route, and truck routes on First Street, 

Vallecitos Road north of Isabel Avenue, Holmes Street, Livermore Avenue, and Stanley 

Boulevard east of Isabel Avenue were removed to limit cut-through traffic and prohibit 

through truck traffic in downtown Livermore. 

The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, and 

therefore truck restrictions cannot be applied by the State as an avoidance or mitigation 

measure for this project. Under the California Vehicle Code, a local agency may petition 

to prohibit certain vehicles from using a highway or impose vehicle weight restrictions 

for a roadway. The process for truck restriction involves a number of steps and requires 

the local agency to initiate and justify the proposal and identify an alternate truck route. 

For complete details of the truck restriction process, see: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/trucks/routes/restrict-process.htm.

The Department will consider installing signage that advises drivers of large trucks to use 

freeway routes for regional travel and avoid SR 84 between I-680 and I-580. 

I-07-9

Residential property values are influenced by many factors, including:  

Property attributes (such as age, size, number of bathrooms and bedrooms, condition, 

lot size, and additional amenities such as a pool or spa)  
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Locational attributes (such as access to shopping and services, commuting distance to 

key employment areas, and quality of local schools)

Market conditions (such as interest rates, employment growth, amount of new 

residential construction, depreciating/appreciating housing markets, and vacancy 

rates)  

Residential development occurs along freeways, highways, and local roads in the project 

area in response to the continued demand for housing.  The SR 84 roadway already 

exists, is well traveled, and is visible to some homes. If SR 84 had an adverse effect on 

property values, that would already be reflected in the property values to some extent 

with or without the project. More than just widening the roadway, the proposed project 

would improve circulation, reduce future congestion, and add landscaping. All of these 

factors theoretically may or may not influence property values in terms of home cost. 

Therefore, the project cannot be assumed to substantially influence home values along 

SR 84.

Under CEQA, the economic or social effects of a project are not treated as significant 

effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Under FHWA NEPA 

guidelines, agencies must consider possible adverse economic, social, and environmental 

effects—including property value losses—and make final decisions on the project in the 

best overall public interest, taking into consideration the need for fast, safe, and efficient 

transportation; public services; and the costs of eliminating or minimizing such adverse 

effects (23 USC 109[h]). Concerns about property values are acknowledged, and every 

feasible effort to balance the needs of the nearby community with long-term 

transportation goals for the region will be considered. 

I-07-10

Soundwalls and berms are the normal forms of noise protection that the Department can 

offer to residences. The Department may consider insulation for nonprofit public 

institutions (schools, hospitals, etc.).  If, after a project is completed, noise levels are 75 

decibels or greater, or the project causes an increase of 30 decibels or more, the 

Department may then consider funding noise insulation of private property.  However, 

the highest noise level predicted in the future (year 2030, with traffic and truck growth) is 

72 dBA (along the pedestrian path on SR 84), with a maximum increase of 12 dBA (see 

Table 2.15-3 and Section 2.15.3). The highest future noise level predicted at any 

residence along the project route, with the project and future growth in traffic, is 65 dBA.

These levels do not qualify for installation of sound proofing at structures along the 

project route, and therefore it was not considered or included as part of the project. 
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I-07-11

A detailed and comprehensive environmental review was conducted as part of the 

preparation of the DED. Environmental studies for the proposed project began in January 

2005 and included preparation of the 15 technical reports listed in Chapter 7 of the DED. 

The technical reports addressed noise, traffic, air quality, cultural resources, biological 

resources, community impacts, hydraulics and water quality, hazardous waste 

contamination, geology, and visual impacts. These studies were prepared by consultant 

experts in each subject and were reviewed by experienced Caltrans environmental or 

engineering staff before the studies could be approved for reference and inclusion in the 

DED. It is important to note that the same technical studies must be prepared whether the 

ultimate environmental document is an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment or an 

EIS/EIR. It makes no difference to the individuals preparing or reviewing the technical 

study whether the DED that summarizes the study is an Initial Study/Environmental 

Assessment or an EIS/EIR. Thus, preparing an EIS/EIR would not change the content or 

nature of any of the technical studies.  

See Master Response GEN-2 for additional discussion of the environmental impact 

analysis. 

I-07-12

Full funding for the project is available with construction beginning in 2011. 

I-07-13

Several projects are planned on I-580 between I-680 and the Altamont Pass to improve 

traffic congestion, including the addition of carpool lanes in each direction and auxiliary 

lanes between interchanges to improve operations of merging and diverging traffic. 

Specifically:

The I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project will extend and widen SR 84 north of 

Jack London Boulevard and provide a new interchange connection for SR 84 to I-

580.  The I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project will be completed before the 

proposed project.

Construction of an eastbound I-580 carpool lane from Tassajara Road to Greenville 

Road is scheduled for completion in 2010. Construction of a westbound I-580 carpool 

lane from Greenville Road to San Ramon Road is scheduled for completion in 2012.  

A separate study to improve the I-580/I-680 interchange began in 2006 to identify 

improvements for regional traffic operations on those freeways.  
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Providing direct access to I-580 via the new interchange and widening SR 84 are 

expected to reduce congestion on local streets in the Cities of Pleasanton and Livermore 

that currently experience a high level of cut-through traffic. When constructed, the 

operational improvements on I-580 and I-680 will further improve local circulation. 

Separate studies have been conducted to show the cumulative benefits of these projects. 

Additional information can be obtained from the Alameda County Congestion 

Management Authority. 

I-07-14

Landscaping is not considered a noise abatement measure and is included in the project 

as an aesthetic element. Landscaping will be provided following project construction.  A 

landscape design is normally not developed in detail until the final project design stage.

Public input will be included in the development of landscape planting and features.   

I-07-15

As discussed in the response to Comment I-07-11 and Master Response GEN-2, a 

detailed and comprehensive environmental review was conducted as part of the 

preparation of the DED.

The Department’s intention has always been to make all project information readily 

available to everyone. Environmental studies for the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project 

began in January 2005, and a public open house was advertised and held at the Smith 

Elementary School (about two blocks from Isabel Avenue) on July 28, 2005. Mailers 

were sent to owners of all properties along Isabel Avenue to inform them about the 

proposed project and invite them to the open house. More than 4,750 mailers were sent to 

residents, property owners, and elected officials, and advertisements were placed in local 

newspapers. In addition, the mailers advised residents on how to stay informed about the 

project. The meeting provided an opportunity to obtain information and ask questions 

about the project. Comments from the public open house were recorded and considered in 

the development of the DED.  

The DED was circulated for public review and comment on October 15, 2007. A public 

notice announcing the availability of the DED and the October 30, 2007, public meeting 

was distributed two weeks before the meeting to the project mailing list, which included 

more than 8,500 property owners, elected officials, city staff, special interest 

organizations, libraries, and neighborhood groups. A public notice announcing the 

availability of the DED and the public meeting was published in the Livermore 

Independent (10/18), Tri-Valley Herald (10/15), Pleasanton Weekly (10/19), and Valley 
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Times (10/15). Project information was also posted on the Caltrans and ACTIA websites. 

The review period was extended to December 28, 2007, to ensure that all interested 

parties had adequate time to submit comments. Each comment was carefully read and 

addressed. All comments and their responses are presented in this FED. 

Comment I-08 Ken Bradley 
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Responses to Comment I-08 

I-08-1

Discovery Drive is currently under construction and will have access to SR 84 and Jack 

London Boulevard. SR 84 access was approved by the Department under a separate 

project. Closing SR 84 access would cause traffic impacts on Jack London Boulevard and 

at the intersection of Jack London Boulevard and SR 84. 

Comment I-09 Don Briemle 

Responses to Comment I-09 

I-09-1

See Master Response TR-2 for a discussion of regional traffic improvements and 

elimination of cut-though traffic on Livermore streets. 
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Comment I-10 Jane Brogna 
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Responses to Comment I-10 

I-10-1

See Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-1 in regard to project-related noise and pollution, 

respectively. 
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Comment I-11 Otto Bulich 
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Responses to Comment I-11 

I-11-1

Soundwalls were evaluated as discussed in Master Response NOI-1. Rubberized asphalt 

concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise.  

The project does not include a barrier to separate bicycle and automotive traffic, but 

bicyclists will continue to be permitted to ride on the outside shoulder of the widened SR 

84 in both directions. At intersections, additional lane width will be provided to 

accommodate bicyclists. 

No plans exist to restrict trucks from using SR 84, as discussed in Master Response TR-1.

Natural or stone abatement walls are not considered air quality improvement measures. 

Levels of CO and other pollutants are expected to increase slightly with the project in 

place but would not exceed any standards established to protect human health.  

Lighting will be considered, if appropriate, in the final project design phase. There are 

currently no plans for overhead lighting. Lighting may be provided at intersections or 

pedestrian locations where there are safety concerns.
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Comment I-12 Maureen and Kevin Carroll 

Responses to Comment I-12 

I-12-1

Soundwalls were evaluated as discussed in Master Response NOI-1. Rubberized asphalt 

concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise.  
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See Master Response VIS-1 for details about landscaping in the project area. 

The project includes 10-foot shoulders in both directions, which would accommodate 

disabled vehicles. 

The speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law, as 

discussed in Master Response TR-3. 

Public coordination for the project began in 2005 and is described in greater detail in 

Master Response GEN-4. Additional outreach will be conducted with Ruby Hill and 

other area residents to make sure their concerns are heard.
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Comment I-13 Andy Chiu 

Responses to Comment I-13 

I-13-1

Soundwalls were evaluated as discussed in Master Response NOI-1. 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

I-158 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

See Master Response TR-3 in regard to the speed limit on SR 84. Master Response VIS-1 

discusses landscaping in the project area. 

Comment I-14 Charles Choi 
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Response to Comment I-14 

I-14-1

The noise study included the Ruby Hill development and concluded that the existing and 

future noise levels were below the criteria for including sound abatement, such as barriers 

or walls, in the project. Additional data have been collected in the vicinity of the 

Vallecitos Road intersection to reflect conditions since the realignment was constructed 

in 2007. Additional noise measurements collected in December 2007 indicate that there 

have been no significant changes in noise levels at this location. 
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Comment I-15 Jon Christensen 
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Responses to Comment I-15 

I-15-1

The comment is noted. 

I-15-2

Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be placed on SR 84 between Ruby Hill Drive 

and Jack London Boulevard.

I-15-3

The posted speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph, and all intersections will remain 

signalized. Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement is expected to reduce tire noise. Due to 

the undulating terrain on SR 84, particularly over Pigeon Pass, I-580 and I-680 will 

provide shorter travel times for regional traffic compared to Route 84. 

I-15-4

See Master Response TR-1 regarding truck restrictions on SR-84. 
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Comment I-16 Jeff Cohen 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-163

Responses to Comment I-16 

I-16-1

Soundwalls were evaluated as discussed in Master Response NOI-1. Rubberized asphalt 

concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise.  

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed instead of trees and 

shrubs, see Master Response VIS-2. See Master Response TR-3 in regard to the speed 

limit on SR 84. Master Response VIS-1 discusses landscaping in the project area. 
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Comment I-17 Mike and Katherine Couture 
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Responses to Comment I-17 

I-17-1 through I-17-15 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-15. 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

I-166 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

Comment I-18 Anne-Marie De Boeva 

Response to Comment I-18 

I-18-1

Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be placed on SR 84 between Ruby Hill Drive 

and Jack London Boulevard. 
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Comment I-19 Cindy England 
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Responses to Comment I-19 

I-19-1 through I-19-15 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-15. 
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Comment I-20 Earl and Terrie Evens 
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Responses to Comment I-20 

I-20-1

The comment is noted.  

Master Response VIS-1 discusses landscaping in the project area. For an explanation of 

why a concrete safety barrier is proposed instead of a landscaped median, see Master 

Response VIS-2. See Master Response TR-3 in regard to the speed limit on SR 84. 

Soundwalls were evaluated, as discussed in Master Response NOI-1. Quality-of-life 

issues are addressed in Master Response GEN-5. 
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Comment I-21 Chris Feduniw 

Responses to Comment I-21 

I-21-1

In response to comments that requested specific information about changes in truck 

traffic, additional data were gathered to test the modeling and projections used in the 

traffic and noise studies. With the project, truck volumes would increase slightly over the 
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No Project condition in the year 2030. The total increase ranges from 100 to 175 trucks 

per day, depending on the roadway segment. This increase would not result in the 

exceedance of Federal noise abatement criteria for sensitive receptors in the project 

corridor.   

I-21-2

This request will be coordinated with the private utility companies during the final design 

phase of the project.
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Comment I-22 Chris and Indie Feduniw 
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Responses to Comment I-22 

I-22-1

The project does not include funding to relocate overhead utilities underground. All poles 

will be relocated out of state right of way to meet expressway standards. 

I-22-2

The need for signal synchronization between intersections will be addressed during final 

project design. 

I-22-3

See the response to Comment I-07-1. 

I-22-4

Master Response VIS-1 discusses landscaping in the project area. 

I-22-5

The noise study was conducted in accordance with FHWA and Caltrans standards. These 

standards require the prediction of future noise levels in the worst-case condition, which 

occurs during peak noise hours. Peak noise hours do not necessarily coincide with the 

hour with the highest volume of vehicles but usually occur at the hour preceding or 

following it. These peaks can be clearly seen in the long-term noise data obtained for the 
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proposed project. The need to provide abatement measures such as soundwalls is also 

based on these predicted worst-case future noise levels. 

In addition, the around-the-clock, long-term measurements conducted for over four 

continuous days indicate diurnal variations in hourly equivalent noise levels on the order 

of 3 to 4 decibels, which are typically perceived as barely noticeable changes. 

It should be noted that the metric used in all traffic noise studies for the evaluation of 

current conditions and for the prediction of future conditions is the “hourly equivalent 

noise level,” which is the level that a steady sound must have to be equivalent to that of 

the continuously varying environmental noise. Although the metric encompasses all 

noises occurring during a full hour, including those from trucks, it does not single out or 

describe the noise produced by an individual truck.

I-22-6

Additional traffic studies were conducted to address this comment, and the findings are 

described in Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3 of the FED. In general, future truck volumes 

will increase slightly under the proposed project, by 100 to 175 trucks per day. The 

majority of regional truck traffic currently uses I-580 heading to and from the Port of 

Oakland. This route for truck traffic is not expected to change. 

I-22-7

See the response to Comment I-07-3. 

I-22-8

See the response to Comment I-07-4. 

I-22-9

Landscaping will be installed under a separate project, immediately following the main 

construction project. Funds for the project include the cost of installing the landscaping 

and maintaining it for three years. After three years, Caltrans, the City of Livermore, and 

the quarry operators will provide landscape maintenance and funding. Landscape 

maintenance and funding obligations will be documented in maintenance agreements 

among these entities.   

I-22-10

See the response to Comment I-07-5. 

I-22-11

See the response to Comment I-07-6. 
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I-22-12

See the response to Comment I-07-7. 

I-22-13

Construction could temporarily disrupt traffic flow where lane shifts or closures are 

required. These disruptions would occur periodically during the estimated construction 

period of 2011–2013. See the response to Comment B-01-7 for additional information 

about traffic management during construction. 

Comment I-23 Christopher Feduniw 
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Responses to Comment I-23 

I-23-1

This information has been forwarded to the right-of-way consultant for the project and 

will be addressed during the final project design phase. 

Comment I-24 John and Cheryl Flebut 
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Responses to Comment I-24 

I-24-1

The Noise Study Report (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates, April 2007) and the DED 

evaluated the need for noise barriers along the project limits, and the findings are 

summarized in Master Response NOI-1. For an explanation of why a concrete safety 

barrier is proposed, see Master Response VIS-2. See Master Response TR-3 in regard to 

the speed limit on SR 84. Master Response VIS-1 discusses landscaping in the project 

area. For a discussion of potential project effects on home values, see Master Response 

GEN-3.
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Comment I-25 Jim and Jannell Gladen 

Responses to Comment I-25 

I-25-1

The public comment period was extended to December 28, 2007. See Master Response 

GEN-2 in regard to the request for preparation of an EIR. 

The proposed project discussed in this document addresses only the segment of SR 84 

from Jack London Boulevard to Ruby Hill Drive. The reconstructed I-580/Isabel Avenue 
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interchange is a separate project and the subject of a separate environmental process and 

document. 

The extension of Isabel Avenue from I-580 to Vineyard Avenue (completed in 2001 and 

designated as part of SR 84 in 2003), the construction of the I-580/Isabel Avenue 

interchange, and the proposed project all share the purpose of shifting regional traffic 

away from local streets. Although the number of trucks that use SR 84 will increase 

somewhat, the overall percentage of trucks is unlikely to change significantly from 

current conditions. Additional traffic studies conducted in response to public comments 

on the DED indicate that future truck volumes will increase by 100 to 175 trucks per day. 

This information has been reported in the FED (see Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3). 

Master Response TR-2 discusses other regional traffic improvements that are expected to 

reduce cut-through traffic on local streets. The climbing lanes being constructed on SR 84 

in the Pigeon Pass area will improve safety by allowing faster-moving vehicles an 

additional lane to pass trucks and other slow-moving vehicles. 

I-25-2

Signal timing on SR 84 will account for the longer acceleration and deceleration times of 

heavy trucks. After project construction, Caltrans and the City of Livermore will 

coordinate, monitor, and update signal timing, as warranted. 

I-25-3

The DED and its supporting technical studies concluded that slight changes to noise and 

air quality would occur as a result of the project; however, these changes were found not 

to be significant under State or Federal criteria. See Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-1, 

respectively, for additional discussion.  

Master Response GEN-2 describes why an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was 

prepared for the proposed project. It is important to note that the technical background 

research that was conducted for the DED was the same that would have been prepared for 

an EIR. Additionally, the DED’s conclusions about the levels of significance of project 

impacts are based on the same criteria that would apply to an EIR (see the CEQA 

checklist in Appendix D). 

Note that the proposed project is part of a series of regional traffic improvements 

designed to reduce congestion on local streets as well as on I-580 and I-680. A separate 

study of the I-580/I-680 interchange began in 2006 to identify improvements for regional 

traffic operations on those freeways. See Master Response TR-2 for additional details.  
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Comment I-26 Mehrdad Gomroki 
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Responses to Comment I-26 

I-26-1

The comment about 18-wheelers on SR 84 is noted. Truck restrictions could be pursued 

independent of the proposed project, as described in Master Response TR-1.

The DED and its supporting technical studies concluded that noise increases would occur 

as a result of the project. Except for one location, the increases were not at a level that 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-183

would require consideration of mitigation in the form of soundwalls under State or 

Federal criteria. See Master Response NOI-1 for additional discussion. 

The project includes a landscaping plan that would be funded as part of the project 

budget, as described in Master Response VIS-1. 

The request to consider the needs of the community is acknowledged. The public 

comment period was extended by 45 days to allow members of the community to provide 

input on the DED. Additional public outreach will also be conducted during the final 

project design and construction phases to ensure the public is kept informed of project 

developments. 

See Master Response GEN-3 in regard to the issue of property devaluation. 
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Comment I-27 Cindy Greci 
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Responses to Comment I-27 

I-27-1 through I-27-15 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-15. 

I-27-16

Master Response GEN-3 discusses property value effects from the proposed project. 

Noise abatement is only considered when noise impacts are predicted for areas of 

frequent human use where lowered noise levels would be of benefit. Primary 

consideration is given to exterior areas. The Department normally does not design noise 

abatement for second-floor receivers.  If, however, noise abatement can be designed to 
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provide a 5-decibel noise reduction for the second-floor level and is within the allowable 

cost per benefited residence, it may be considered reasonable, provided the noise barrier 

does not exceed the prescribed maximum height (CaTNAP 2.8.1). 

In response to comments requesting more information about noise levels at the second 

stories of residences on SR 84, noise measurements were collected to determine whether 

additional soundwalls could feasibly and reasonably reduce exterior second-story noise 

levels. Based on measurements taken at the heights of second-story residences adjacent to 

the roadway and soundwalls modeled for those locations, additional soundwalls along SR 

84 would provide limited effectiveness in reducing noise at second-story levels. In 

general, noise reduction from the soundwalls would be less than 5 dBA and in most cases 

only 2 dBA to 3 dBA. Therefore, no additional locations were identified for which 

soundwalls would provide feasible and reasonable noise abatement. 

Landscaping is not considered to aid in sound abatement. For more information, see 

Master Response VIS-1.
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Comment I-28 Horst Groneberg 
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Responses to Comment I-28 

I-28-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

Projects to increase capacity of the adjacent segments of SR 84 to the north and south of 

the proposed project are either under way or will be constructed before the proposed 

project. The I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project will widen SR 84 to six lanes from 

I-580 to Jack London Boulevard. Climbing lanes and other improvements will be made to 

SR 84 in the Pigeon Pass area, and a future project is planned to complete widening of 

SR 84 to four lanes to I-680. 

The increase in traffic noise for Ruby Hill residents is addressed in Section 2.15.3 and 

summarized in Master Response NOI-1. Landscaping is included in the project, as 

described in Master Response VIS-1. 

Additional traffic data were collected in the project limits in July 2007 to determine the 

vehicle mix between automobiles and trucks (with two, three, four, five, or more than 

five axles). The data were used to forecast the vehicle mix along different project 

segments in 2030 under the No Build and Build Alternatives. The total increase ranges 

from 100 to 175 trucks per day, depending on the roadway segment (see Sections 2.7.2.4 

and 2.7.3.3 of the FED). The data also indicate that a significant portion of these trucks 

are serving the community, not transiting through the corridor. 

As discussed in Master Response AIR-1, the DED acknowledges that the project is 

expected to result in slight increases in some air contaminants, but no additional air 

quality standards would be exceeded.  

The project proposes crosswalks and pedestrian-activated signals at Vineyard Avenue/SR 

84 intersection as well as other safety features to accommodate non-motorized traffic. 
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Comment I-29 Amanda Groves and David Liss 

Responses to Comment I-29 

I-29-1

See Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-1 in regard to project-related noise and pollution, 

respectively. The project will have some effect on the visual quality of the SR 84 

corridor, as described in the DED, and DED Section 2.8.4 proposes measures to 
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minimize these effects. For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, 

see Master Response VIS-2. 

Comment I-30 Randy and Ellen Gruebele 
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Responses to Comment I-30 

I-30-1

As shown in Table 2.15-3, the project would increase year 2030 noise levels in the 

vicinity of the commenters’ address (Receiver IDs 27 through 30) by 2 dBA to 5 dBA 

over existing levels. This increase is not considered significant, and the resulting sound 

levels would not approach or exceed the Federal threshold requiring the consideration of 

soundwalls (see Master Response NOI-1). Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be 

used throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise.  

The project will include landscaping, as described in Master Response VIS-1.  

The project would result in a slight increase in CO and other contaminants but would not 

violate any standards established to protect human heath. See Master Response AIR-1 for 

a summary of air quality effects related to the project. 
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The importance of maintaining the visual quality of the project area is recognized. A 

landscaping plan will be developed during the project design phase, and public input will 

be included through focused neighborhood meetings. 

Comment I-31 Steve and Sylvia Hans 
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Responses to Comment I-31 

I-31-1

As discussed in DED Section 2.2, the project would not change land use designations 

along SR 84, create a new transportation corridor, or provide new access. The parcels 

along SR 84 are already designated for residential, commercial, industrial/mining, 

agriculture, and other uses. With or without the project, residential growth within the 

regional area will continue to be limited by an Urban Limit Line (a geographic boundary 

limiting land use changes), authorized by Alameda County’s Measure D and incorporated 

into the East County Area Plan. Vineyards and other agricultural areas in the project 

vicinity are also protected by Tri-Valley Conservancy conservation easements and 

Williamson Act contracts (see Section 2.3.2). As the project would not result in 

additional development on SR 84, no local or regional economic changes are expected. 

The project’s effects on property values are discussed in Master Response GEN-3.
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I-31-2

The environmental studies for the proposed project began in 2005, but no construction 

has taken place. Two public meetings on the project have been held, and mailers 

announcing the project and advertising the meetings were sent to area residents, as 

discussed in Master Response GEN-4.

I-31-3

Master Response VIS-1 discusses the planned landscaping for the project area. 

I-31-4

Extensive field studies were conducted during the environmental phase to assess wildlife 

conditions in the project area and potential project impacts. Two roadway alignments 

south of Vallecitos Road were originally considered for the project, and the proposed 

roadway alignment was selected primarily because it would have the smallest potential 

effect on natural habitat. The Department is also conducting ongoing consultation with 

environmental resource agencies including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. As a result 

of that consultation, avoidance measures will be agreed on and implemented to further 

protect wildlife and habitat in the project area. Measures could include preservation of 

wildlife passages, preconstruction surveys, and high-visibility fencing to clear the 

construction zone of sensitive species, and provision of on-site or off-site biological 

mitigation sites. 

I-31-5

See Master Response GEN-3 in regard to property values in the vicinity of SR 84. 

I-31-6

See the response to Comment I-07-5. 

I-31-7

The project includes a mixture of local, State, and Federal funds, as shown in Section 

1.4.1.7 of the FED. Local funds will be provided by the ACTIA Measure B Program. 

I-31-8

Widening the highway will add capacity to SR 84 and attract regional traffic currently 

diverting to local streets, thereby improving local circulation and reducing congestion at 

intersections (see Section 2.7.3 of the DED). Master Response TR-2 discusses regional 

traffic improvements planned or under way in the project vicinity. 
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I-31-9

The comment is noted. 

I-31-10

The comment is noted. Truck restrictions could be pursued independent of the proposed 

project, as described in Master Response TR-1. 

I-31-11

Weight limits for trucks will remain the same as those on all State highways where no 

special restrictions are required. The structural section of the roadway pavement will be 

designed to accommodate loadings from existing and future truck traffic. 

I-31-12

See the response to Comment I-07-10. 

I-31-13

See Master Response GEN-2. 

I-31-14

See the response to Comment I-07-12. 

I-31-15

See the response to Comment I-07-13. 

I-31-16

The Department does not currently support tolling commercial trucks on state highways 

except at the eight San Francisco Bay Area bridge toll plazas.  

I-31-17

See the response to Comment I-31-2. 

I-31-18

See Master Response TR-2 regarding improvements to the I-580/I-680 interchange. The 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project was studied separately as part of a series of 

improvements to upgrade the route to expressway standards, improve local circulation in 

Livermore, and improve connectivity to I-580. Both projects would improve traffic 

circulation in the area and are not related. 
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I-31-19

The Cities of Livermore and Pleasanton support the proposed project and have provided 

staff to participate as members of the Project Development Team throughout the planning 

process.

Comment I-32 Gary and Nancy Harrington (1 of 4) 
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Responses to Comment I-32 

I-32-1

The commenters’ opinions are noted. The Department’s intention has always been to 

make all project information readily available to everyone. The concerns of nearby 

residents and the project’s environment are integral to the Department’s ultimate decision 

on how the project will be implemented.  To address these concerns, the Department 

requires public outreach meetings and consideration of all public comments on 

transportation projects, which is the primary reason why the October 30, 2007, meeting 

was held. In addition, the public comment period was extended by 45 days, to December 

28, 2007, to ensure that all interested members of the public had the opportunity to 

provide input and ask questions. Each comment was carefully read and addressed. All 

comments and their responses are presented in this FED. 

I-32-2

Extensive field studies have been conducted to assess wildlife conditions in the project 

area and potential impacts that wildlife could experience. Two roadway alignments south 

of Vallecitos Road were originally considered for the project, and the current proposed 

roadway alignment was selected primarily because it would have the smallest potential 

effect on the natural habitat. The Department is also consulting with environmental 
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resource agencies including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on avoidance measures to 

further protect wildlife and their habitat in the project area.  These measures could 

include preservation of wildlife passages, preconstruction surveys, and high-visibility 

fencing to keep sensitive species out of the construction zone. 

The Department understands the importance to nearby residents of maintaining the scenic 

quality of the SR 84 corridor. A median barrier is included rather than an island for 

safety—both for motorists and the highway workers who must maintain it. In addition, 

the roadway median is not wide enough to accommodate an island that is more than 2 

feet in width. Due to the relatively high speed limit on the roadway, safety policies 

dictate that trees or other fixed objects not be placed within 30 feet of traffic.  However, 

aesthetic treatments such as color, texture, and pattern options will be considered for the 

concrete safety barrier to make it more visually harmonious with the surrounding area. 

The conceptual landscaping plans for SR 84 propose to keep the native vegetation south 

of Vineyard Avenue to maintain the rural setting. Input on the landscaping plan will be 

sought from the community and local agencies. 

In regard to placing soundwalls only where they are needed, the comment mentioned one 

is not necessary by the Ruby Hill park/pool area. The noise studies conducted for the 

DED indicated that this is the only area of the project corridor where noise levels will 

approach (but not exceed) the Federal criteria for abatement after project construction. As 

described in Section 2.15.4, a 6-foot-high soundwall was considered to reduce traffic 

noise in this area. The soundwall has been determined to be not reasonable and will not 

be included in the project. 

I-32-3

Over time, the number of vehicles that use SR 84 will increase due to projected regional 

growth. This project will increase capacity on SR 84 to help accommodate this future 

growth and improve existing congestion on local streets. In response to comments that 

requested specific information about changes in truck traffic, additional data were 

gathered to test the modeling and projections used in the traffic studies, and this 

information is provided in the FED (see Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3). The data show that 

although truck volumes increase slightly over the No Build condition between 2007 and 

2030, a significant portion of these trucks are servicing the community, not transiting 

through the corridor.
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The issue of extending Stoneridge Drive or Las Positas Boulevard to Jack London 

Boulevard is not within the scope or study limits of this project.  We suggest that you 

forward these comments to the Cities of Pleasanton and Livermore.

In regard to the comment that lowering the speed limit to 45 mph on SR 84 from 

Vineyard Avenue to the Ruby Hill entrance would decrease traffic noise, see Master 

Response TR-3. 
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Comment I-33A Nancy Harrington (2 of 4) 

Responses to Comment I-33A 

I-33A-1

The comment is noted. Soundwalls were evaluated in the area of Ruby Hill where noise 

levels with the project would approach Federal noise abatement criteria, as discussed in 

Master Response NOI-1. Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout 
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the project limits to reduce tire noise. Landscaping is included in the project as an 

aesthetic element and is not considered a noise abatement measure. 

Comment I-33B Nancy and Gary Harrington (3 of 4) 
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Responses to Comment I-33B 

I-33B-1

SR 84 currently has lane drops on either side of the Ruby Hill intersection. These will be 

removed by the project. For traffic entering and exiting the Ruby Hill development, 

additional pavement will be provided at the intersection to accommodate vehicle 

acceleration and deceleration. 

Comment I-34 Joe and Lisa Hartley 
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Responses to Comment I-34 

I-34-1

The commenter’s opposition to the DED is noted.  

The purpose of the DED and the project is not to stimulate growth in the Central Valley 

or elsewhere by adding capacity on SR 84. As described in Section 1.3.2, existing 

congestion on I-580 and I-680 is causing regional, sub-regional, and local traffic to divert 

to local streets in the Cities of Livermore, Pleasanton, and Dublin. Sections 2.7.2.2 and 

2.7.2.3 of the DED describe local roadway conditions without the proposed project in 

place for 2010 and 2030. The project in combination with other regional traffic 

improvements would lessen existing and future congestion on local streets.

I-34-2

The DED analyzed potential effects to traffic, air quality, and other resources in 

accordance with the CEQA standards of significance, which are included verbatim in 
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Appendix D. The determinations of significance were based on a detailed and 

comprehensive review of each technical study area to evaluate all potential project effects 

in accordance with CEQA standards. The project’s potential effects on air quality and 

noise were evaluated in accordance with State and Federal standards. Additional 

information about changes in truck traffic and noise levels has been included in the FED 

in response to public comments. See Master Response GEN-2 for a description of the 

additional information and a detailed explanation of the DED’s impact determinations.  

The statements about crime and quality-of-life concerns related to the project are difficult 

to address without additional detail. No information or data are included in the comment 

about the potential for crime rates to change as a result of the project. Other commenters 

have discussed quality-of-life impacts in relation to noise, as addressed in Master 

Response NOI-1. 

It should be noted that the diversion of SR 84 from downtown Livermore took place in 

2003, and environmental studies for the proposed project began in 2005. Therefore, the 

analysis accounts for conditions along the current SR 84 alignment. Additional noise 

measurements were collected near the intersection of SR 84 and Vallecitos Road to 

reflect modifications to the intersection that were completed in 2007. 

I-34-3

The comment that the DED is not comprehensive and relies on linear extrapolations of 

current data to project future environmental conditions and that noise, air quality, and 

quality-of-life effects will follow a nonlinear degrading model does not specify which 

data are being questioned. The project’s potential effects on air quality and noise were 

evaluated in accordance with State and Federal standards.  

Project-related air quality changes were modeled using CALINE4 (California LINE 

Source Dispersion Model, version 4) 1.31, the standard Caltrans modeling program used 

to assess the dispersion of air pollutants near transportation facilities. The methods used 

for the analysis are reported in detail in the Air Quality Analysis (Baseline Environmental 

Consulting 2008).  CALINE4 is a nonlinear model that predicts worst-case 

concentrations of pollutants based on future maximum levels of traffic and maximum 

exposure of the nearest potentially impacted sensitive location.  The worst-case levels 

were added to maximum measured background levels.  The results showed levels well 

below applicable air quality standards, which were the basis for the conclusion that the 

project would have a less-than-significant impact. 
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Future noise levels were predicted in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 

Protocol (Caltrans 2006) using the FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model version 2.5. The overall 

procedure consists of developing a computer model of existing conditions, calibrating the 

model with field measurements, and modifying the model based on the proposed project 

changes to calculate expected future noise levels. The FHWA model is also nonlinear and 

accounts for site-specific conditions including terrain, existing barriers, and surface 

conditions.  The model and the techniques used in the noise study have been developed 

over decades of use and refinement. The model’s accuracy is tested during the study by 

comparing predicted levels at measured locations with modeled outputs, and, if 

necessary, calibration factors are used to ensure that the levels are accurate.  Maximum 

future traffic levels (including maximum future truck traffic) are then applied in the 

model to predict future worst-case noise levels. The methods used for the analysis are 

reported in detail in the Noise Study Report (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007).  

The evaluations were conducted by qualified consultants and reviewed by Caltrans 

environmental or engineering staff. Additional noise data have been collected as 

discussed in Master Response GEN-2. Quality of life is an intangible factor that cannot 

be modeled (see Master Response GEN-5).  

I-34-4

Other build alternatives were considered, as discussed in Section 1.5 and Master 

Response GEN-1. Potential project alignments were constrained by ongoing and future 

gravel mining operations, an environmental conservation easement, existing residential 

and commercial development, and other factors. The proposed alignment presented the 

fewest adverse effects of the options considered. Appendix B provides additional 

documentation comparing the design options and the reasons for rejecting them. 

Separate improvements are planned or under way for the I-580 and I-680 corridors, as 

discussed in Master Response TR-2. 

I-34-5

The use of quiet pavement materials is discussed in DED Section 2.15.4. Rubberized 

asphalt concrete will be used throughout the project limits. Soundwalls were evaluated as 

discussed in Master Response NOI-1.

Signalized intersections within the project limits are listed in Section 1.4.1.1. All 

signalized intersections will remain in place. 

See Master Response TR-3 in regard to the speed limit and enforcement on SR 84. 
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I-34-6

Additional data for noise levels and traffic volumes have been collected in the project 

area, as described in Master Responses NOI-1 and GEN-2. Those data have been 

considered in the FED. 

I-34-7

Under CEQA and NEPA, the public agency proposing an action that would result in 

direct or indirect physical change is responsible for the CEQA/NEPA process, including 

research and preparation of the required environmental documents. In this case, the 

public agency is Caltrans. That is why Caltrans rather than a third party prepared the 

DED.

The technical studies and DED were prepared in accordance with CEQA and NEPA 

requirements and under the same process that would apply to any other proposed project 

by a public agency. The studies prepared by consultants were subject to the review of 

Caltrans. 

The responses to Comments I-34-4 and I-34-6 address the analysis of project alternatives 

and additional data collected for the FED, respectively.




