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Summary

JOINT CEQA/NEPA DOCUMENT

The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation (Department) and

the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and is subject to state and federal environmental review

requirements.  Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with both the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The Department is the lead agency under NEPA.  The Department is the lead agency under CEQA.  In

addition, FHWA's responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required

in accordance with applicable Federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by the

Department under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327.

 

Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not lead to a determination of significance

under NEPA.  Because NEPA is concerned with the significance of the project as a whole, it is quite

often the case that a "lower level" document is prepared for NEPA.  One of the most commonly seen

joint document types is an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA).

Following receipt of public comments on the Draft EIR/EA and preparation of the Final EIR/EA, the

Department has certified that the project complies with CEQA and has adopted findings for all

significant impacts identified and mitigation measures that were included as conditions of project

approval.  A Notice of Determination will be filed with the State Clearinghouse.  Similarly, the

Department, as assigned by FHWA, determined that the NEPA action does not significantly affect the

environment.  The Department has issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in accordance

with NEPA.

OVERVIEW OF PROJECT AREA

The proposed project is located at the connection of the State Route 17 (SR-17), Interstate 280 (I-280)

and Interstate 880 (I-880) freeways in the City of San Jose, Santa Clara County, California.

The existing SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchange is a full access facility, meaning that motorists traveling on

SR-17, I-280, or I-880 are able to connect to the intersecting freeway in either direction.  Immediately

adjacent to, and north of, the SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchange is the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard

interchange, which is also a full access facility.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The proposed project has the following purposes:
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• Improve operations and safety on the freeways and local roadways in the vicinity of the

closely-spaced I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard and SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchanges.

• Improve traffic circulation between the I-280/I-880 freeway corridors and the land uses that are

located in the vicinity of these interchanges, including residential neighborhoods in the Cities

of San Jose and Santa Clara, several major shopping centers and retail corridors, and two

hospitals.

• Reduce traffic congestion and delay in the project area.

The need for the project is summarized as follows:

| Substantial regional growth has occurred along the SR-17, I-880, and I-280 corridors.  Traffic

volumes on these freeways have increased substantially as a result of the region’s growth.

| Substantial residential and commercial growth has occurred in the area of the Stevens Creek

Boulevard corridor.  Included in this growth are several expansions of a large regional shopping

mall (Westfield Valley Fair) and the construction of a large mixed-use development (Santana

Row).  High traffic volumes have resulted from this growth.

| Proximity of the SR-17/I-280/I-880 freeway-to-freeway interchange to the adjacent I-

880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange, which connects to a major arterial street.  This

requires substantial weaving within short distances.  When combined with high traffic volumes,

the short weave distances produce congestion and delay, which increases the potential for

accidents to occur.

| Substantial Peak-Period Congestion.  Significant weaving conflicts occur on the northbound

I-880 collector-distributor roadway.  The weave conflicts combine with high traffic volumes to

create congestion that frequently backs up onto I-280, sometimes as far back as the Leigh

Avenue undercrossing.  This results in an undesirable situation where traffic can be at a standstill

on I-280 in the lane that leads to northbound I-880 and Stevens Creek Boulevard, with high

speed traffic passing on both sides of the stopped vehicles.

| Deficiencies of Cloverleaf Interchange Design at I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard.  The

existing design is inadequate to accommodate the traffic demand.  This design, coupled with

high traffic volumes, makes it difficult for bicyclists and pedestrians to traverse the area.
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PROPOSED ACTION

This EIR/EA evaluates the “Build Alternative” and the “No Build Alternative”.  The Build Alternative

would construct improvements to the SR-17/I-280/I-880 and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard

interchanges.

BUILD ALTERNATIVE

There are two major components of the Build Alternative:

! Reconfiguration of I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange

! Construction of Northbound I-280 to Northbound I-880 Direct Connector Ramp

A summary of the main improvements within each of the two major components is provided below.

Details are provided in Section 1.3.1 of this document.

Reconfiguration of I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange

The existing I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange is a full cloverleaf interchange that includes

diagonal and loop on- and off-ramps in all four quadrants.  The project proposes to modify this

interchange as follows:

a) The existing loop off-ramp from northbound I-880 to westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard will

be removed.

b) The existing loop off-ramp from southbound I-880 to eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard will

be removed.

c) The existing loop on-ramp from westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to southbound I-880 will

be removed.

d) The existing off-ramp from southbound I-880 to westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard will be

widened and realigned to a diamond-configured off-ramp and will include a direct connection

to Monroe Street.

e) The existing on-ramp from eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to southbound I-880 will be

widened and realigned to the east.

f) The existing off-ramp from northbound I-880 to eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard will be

widened and realigned to a diamond-configured off-ramp.

g) The existing on-ramp from westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to northbound I-880 will be

widened and realigned.



Summary

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 4 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

h) The existing loop on-ramp from eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to northbound I-880 will

be widened.

i) The existing overcrossing structure that conveys Stevens Creek Boulevard over the freeway will

be widened by up to 40 feet.  This will accommodate the widening of Stevens Creek Boulevard

by the project within the project limits, as well as possible future bus rapid transit.

Construction of Northbound I-280 to Northbound I-880 Direct Connector Ramp

A new “flyover” direct connector ramp from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 will be constructed.

The new ramp will be elevated on a bridge structure above the off-ramp to Stevens Creek Boulevard

from northbound I-280 and I-880.

NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The No Build Alternative would consist of not constructing the project, which would avoid all of the

environmental impacts of the Build Alternative, as described in this document.  However, the No Build

Alternative would not meet any of the purposes or needs of the project.

PROJECT IMPACTS

Table S-1 provides a brief summary of the environmental impacts of the Build and No Build

Alternatives, as well as avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures.  The reader is referred to

Chapter 2 of this EIR/EA for detailed discussions of the existing setting, impacts, and  avoidance,

minimization, and/or mitigation measures.  The following impact categories are not included in Table

S-1 as the analyses contained in this EIR/EA determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No

Build Alternative will result in any impacts:

• Environmental Justice • Cultural Resources

• Geology • Natural Communities & Wetlands

• Special-Status Plants • Threatened & Endangered Species

COORDINATION WITH PUBLIC AND OTHER AGENCIES

Construction of the Build Alternative will require an encroachment permit from the City of San Jose for

all work extending onto local streets within San Jose.  The application for the encroachment permit will

be submitted to the City during final design.  A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

(NPDES) permit will also be required to address stormwater pollution issues.
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T A B L E     S - 1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact

No Build

Alternative Build Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization

and/or Mitigation M easures

 Land Use (Section 2.1)

Consistency with Plans

and Programs

Inconsistent with local &

regional transportation

plans.

Consistent with state, regional, and local plans and

programs.

None required

Effect on Adjacent

Land Uses

No effect Will not result in substantial impacts to adjacent land

uses.

None required

 Growth (Section 2.2)

Potential to Induce

Growth

No effect Will not open additional areas to development.  

There are no pending or recently-approved projects

whose construction is conditioned upon the

implementation of this alternative.

None required

 Relocations and Real Property Acquisition (Section 2.3)

# of Residential

Relocations

No effect 3 single-family dwellings (501, 517, and 537

Parkmoor Avenue)

Residents will receive relocation assistance

in accordance with federal regulations and

the provisions of the Department's

Relocation Assistance Program.

 Utilities and Emergency Services (Section 2.5)

Effect on Utilities No effect Disruption in utility services will not occur. None required

Effect on Emergency

Services

No effect Indirect benefit: by reducing congestion, response

times will likely improve.

None required

 Transportation and Traffic (Section 2.6)

Effect on Freeway

Operations

Existing congestion, delay

and queuing will worsen

over time as growth

continues.

Beneficial effect, most notably on northbound I-280. 

Reduction in total vehicle-hours-of-delay will be 2%

during AM peak, 15% during PM peak, and 36%

during Saturday mid-day peak.

None required



T A B L E     S - 1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact

No Build

Alternative Build Alternative

Avoidance, Minimization

and/or Mitigation M easures

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 6 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

Effect on Freeway

Ramp Operations

Existing congestion, delay

and queuing will worsen

over time as growth

continues.

Ramp queues will be reduced.  Travel times for

vehicles traveling from NB I-280 to NB I-880 will

be substantially improved.

None required

Effect on Overall

Traffic Patterns

No effect No effect None required

Effect on Intersection

Operations

Existing congestion, delay

and queuing will worsen

over time as growth

continues.

Increased capacity will allow more vehicles to reach

some intersections.  Therefore, effects at

intersections will be mixed, depending on location.

None required

Bicycle and

Pedestrian Effects

No effect The reconfiguration of the I-880/Stevens Creek

inter-change will improve safety for pedestrians and

bicyclists traversing that area.

None required

 Visual/Aesthetics (Section 2.7)

Effect near Parkmoor

Avenue, in vicinity

of three homes

to be removed

No effect Residents to the east of the residences that will be

acquired will experience substantial visual impacts

as highway screening vegetation within the three

properties is removed and views of the highway

features are fully afforded.

At the location where the three homes will be

removed, a dense grove of fast growing

evergreen trees such as redwood trees will be

planted between the edge of Parkmoor

Avenue and the soundwall and between the

soundwall and the ramps to provide a dense

visual screen.

Effect near the Hodges

Ave./Pioneer Ave.

Intersection

No effect Views to the west of this single-family neighborhood

will substantially change.

A metal beam guardrail (or similar barrier)

will be installed along the easterly edge of

the ramp and collector-distributor road

adjacent to the neighborhood.  Trees will be

preserved between the guardrail & the

right-of-way line.

Effect of Elevated New

NB-280-to-NB-880

Connector Ramp

No effect At it’s highest point, ramp will be 20' above ground

elevation level of adjacent homes and will be visible

in adjacent neighborhood.

Structure will be treated with texture and/or

color.  Fast-growing trees will be planted.
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Effect of

Soundwalls

No effect Residents in the neighborhoods east & west of I-880,

north of I-280, will see soundwalls with heights of

up to 14 feet.

Fast growing vines will be planted at the

bases of the new soundwalls to grow up and

cover the uniform surfaces of the walls to

soften their appearance.

Removal of

Landscaping along

Freeways and

Ramps

No effect Roughly 12 acres of landscaping will be removed

within the I-880 corridor.

Highway planting that has been damaged or

removed shall be replaced at a level equal to

the current allowable maximum cost per

acre.  Replacement planting shall be

provided within the project limits wherever

feasible.

 Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff (Section 2.9)

Increase in Impervious

Surfaces and

Stormwater Runoff

No effect The project will create approximately 4.7 acres of

new impervious surfaces within the Guadalupe

watershed area that encompasses 170 sq. miles.

The design of the project includes Best

Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce the

pollutant component of stormwater runoff.

 Hazardous Waste/Materials (Section 2.11)

Exposure to Aerially-Deposited

Lead (ADL),

Asbestos-Containing Materials,

and/or Lead-Based Paint

No effect During construction, workers could be exposed to

ADL, hydrocarbons, thermoplastics,

asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based

paint.

A soil investigation will be conducted to

determine whether ADL has affected soils

that will be excavated.  Recommendations

will be made regarding management and

disposal of affected soils including the

potential reuse of ADL-affected soil.

Testing for the presence of lead-based paint

and asbestos on the existing structures will

occur.  If these substances are found to be

present, applicable regulations pertaining to

their removal and disposal will be followed.
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 Air Quality (Section 2.12)

Conformance with

Clean Air Act

n/a The project is included in the Regional

Transportation Plan and the Transportation

Improvement Program, both of which have been

found to conform to the Clean Air Act.

None required

Effect on Emissions of

Carbon Monoxide

No effect Project will not cause or contribute to any localized

carbon monoxide violations.

None required

Effect on Emissions of

Air Toxics

No effect Changes in emissions of air toxics due to the project

will be minimal.

None required

 Noise (Section 2.13)

Changes in Noise Levels

Compared to Existing

Conditions

0 to +3 dBA -3 dBA to +2 dBA, not including benefits from new

soundwalls

None required

Noise Levels Exceed

Noise Abatement

Criteria?

Yes Yes Noise abatement soundwalls are proposed,

which will lower noise levels by 6 to 16

dBA, depending upon location.

 Animal Species (Section 2.17)

Effect on Nesting

Migratory Birds

No effect There is a potential that construction activities during

February through October could impact nesting

migratory birds that are protected  under the

Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish &

Game Code.

Vegetation that will be impacted by the

project will be removed during the non-

breeding season, if feasible, to help preclude

nesting.  If it is not feasible to schedule

vegetation removal during the nonbreeding

season, then pre-construction surveys for

nesting birds will be conducted (Feb-Oct) to

ensure that no nests will be disturbed.
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 Invasive Species (Section 2.19)

Effect on Invasive

Plant Species

No effect Non-invasive species will be utilized for landscaping

and the project is not anticipated to introduce any

new infestations of invasive species.

Prior to grading, areas currently infested with

invasive species will be cleared of vegetation

and all vegetative material will be

incinerated off-site or disposed of in a

landfill, taking care to prevent any seed

dispersal during the process.

Native seed from a local source will be

planted on all disturbed ground and native

species will be used in landscaping.

Soil substrate disturbed during construction

will be stabilized by native hydroseed,

preventing the majority of non-native,

invasive plant species' seeds from

germinating.

 Construction Impacts (Section 2.20)

Temporary Traffic

Impacts

No effect Except for temporary off-peak lane closures, the

same number of traffic lanes will be maintained on

the freeways and local streets during the construction

period.  Narrowed lanes on the freeways through the

construction zone will be likely.  No roadway or

driveway access to businesses is expected to be

severed during the construction of the project.

Prior to construction, a Transportation

Management Plan will be prepared.
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Temporary Air

Quality Effects

No effect Dust generated during construction may create a

nuisance at nearby properties, and may constitute a

health effect for children or persons with chronic

health problems.

The project will follow Caltrans Standard

Specification 14-09.02, Standard

Specification 10, and Standard Specification

18, which address the requirements of the

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

(BAAQMD) and dust control and dust

palliative application, respectively.  The

project will also implement all feasible

PM10 construction emissions control

measures required by the BAAQMD.

Temporary Noise

and Vibration

Effects

No effect Construction activities will result in a significant

short-term rise in noise levels at residences located

adjacent to, and in the vicinity of, the project.

All internal combustion engine driven

equipment will be equipped with intake and

exhaust mufflers that are in good condition. 

Unnecessary idling of internal combustion

engines within 100 feet of residences will be

strictly prohibited.

Staging of construction equipment within

200 feet of residences will be avoided.  All

stationary noise-generating construction

equipment will be located as far as practical

from residences.

All construction equipment will be required

to conform to Section 14-08.02 - Sound

Control Requirements of the Department's

latest Standard Specifications.

Demolition and pile driving activities should

be limited to daytime hours only.  If

nighttime, impulsive work is required, a

construction noise monitoring program will

be implemented to provide additional

mitigation as necessary for affected

receivers.
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Temporary Water

Quality Effects

No effect Construction activities have the potential to degrade

water quality in the form of sedimentation, erosion,

and leaking fuels/lubricants from equipment.  At this

location, the water quality of various creeks could be

affected by construction activities because most of

the storm drains discharge into the creeks.

Active paved construction areas will be

swept and washed as needed.

Silt fencing or straw wattles will be used to

retain sediment on the project site.

Temporary cover of disturbed surfaces or

temporary slope protection measures will be

provided to help control erosion.  Permanent

cover & revegetation will be provided to

stabilize disturbed surfaces.

No debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash,

sawdust, cement, concrete, washings,

petroleum products, or other organic or

earthen material shall be allowed to enter

into or be placed where it may be washed by

rainfall or runoff into any waterways.

 Cumulative Impacts (Section 2.21)

Cumulative Effects No effect Cumulative impacts will not be substantial. None required
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While SR-17, I-880, and I-280 are each referred to as north-south freeways because their overall1

alignment runs north-south, I-280 is oriented in an east-west direction at the project location.  Nonetheless,

when referring to overall direction of travel, this report will utilize the commonly-used phrases of north- and

southbound I-280, north- and southbound I-880, and north- and southbound SR-17.

     A collector-distributor road is typically constructed on the freeway system where there is a relatively short2

distance between adjacent interchanges, as is the case on I-880 with the Stevens Creek and I-280 interchanges. 

The collector-distributor road facilitates traffic operations and safety by separating merging and weaving

traffic from thru traffic.
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CHAPTER 1 PROPOSED PROJECT

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The proposed project is located at the connection of the State Route 17 (SR-17), Interstate 280 (I-280),

and Interstate 880 (I-880) freeways in the City of San Jose, Santa Clara County, California.   The reader1

will note that SR-17 and I-880 are the same highway; north of I-280 the freeway is designated as I-880

and south of I-280 the freeway is designated as SR-17.  See Figures 1 and 2 for the project’s location.

The existing SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchange is a full access facility, meaning that motorists traveling on

SR-17, I-280, or I-880 are able to connect to the intersecting freeway in either direction.  Immediately

adjacent to, and north of, the SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchange is the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard

interchange, which is also a full access facility. 

Due to the proximity of the SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchange to the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard

interchange, north-south collector-distributor roads are in place.2

The California Department of Transportation (Department), in cooperation with the Santa Clara Valley

Transportation Authority (VTA) and the City of San Jose, proposes to modify the SR-17/I-280/I-880

freeway-to-freeway interchange itself, as well as to the adjacent interchange at I-880/Stevens Creek

Boulevard.  There are two major components, which consist of 1) the reconfiguration of the I-

880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange, and 2) the construction of a direct connector ramp from

northbound I-280 to northbound I-880.  The improvements are shown on Figure 3.  The detailed project

description is found in Section 1.3.

The proposed project will 1) improve operations and safety on the freeways and local roadways in the

vicinity of these interchanges, and 2) provide additional access between the I-280/I-880 freeway

corridors and nearby land uses.

The project is included in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's (MTC) Regional

Transportation Plan (RTP) 2035 as project number 21719.  It is also included in the adopted 2009
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Chapter 1 - Proposed Project

The scope of the project listed in the RTP and TIP includes a new off-ramp from northbound I-280 to3

Winchester Boulevard and, therefore, is larger than the current scope.  Following the decision to eliminate the

new off-ramp from I-280 to Winchester from the project, MTC was consulted for the purpose determining

whether this change in project scope would invalidate the regional air quality conformity emissions analysis. 

In a written response dated February 9, 2011, MTC stated that this change would not trigger a new regional or

project-level air quality conformity analysis.  See Appendix F for a copy of this response.

Project Segmentation would occur if a project were defined such that the proposed improvements4

(and/or benefits resulting from the proposed improvements) would be contingent upon the completion of

additional projects.  NEPA and CEQA require agencies to analyze “the whole of the action” and do not allow

a project to be broken into smaller segments unless it can be demonstrated that each of the segments has

independent utility.

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 20 Final EIR/EA
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Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) for the San Francisco Bay Area, where it is

identified on page 352 as SCL070002.3

The project has independent utility, meaning that the proposed improvements can be implemented

within the project limits and completion of other projects would not be required in order to realize the

operational benefits of the proposed improvements.  Establishing independent utility is important to

avoid “project segmentation”.4

The project has logical starting and ending points or termini.  The end points were selected to allow for

construction of the proposed improvements and the integration of such improvements with the existing

freeways and local street system.

For this project, the Department is the Lead Agency under both CEQA and NEPA.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.2.1 Purpose of the Proposed Project

The proposed project has the following purposes:

• Improve operations and safety on the freeways and local roadways in the vicinity of the

closely-spaced I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard and SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchanges.

• Improve traffic circulation between the I-280/I-880 freeway corridors and the land uses that are

located in the vicinity of these interchanges, including residential neighborhoods in the Cities

of San Jose and Santa Clara, several major shopping centers and retail corridors, and two

hospitals.

• Reduce traffic congestion and delay in the project area.
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1.2.2 Need for the Proposed Project

1.2.2.1 Capacity, Transportation Demand and Safety

Traffic congestion in the project area is significant due to a combination of high demand and limitations

on capacity.  These factors, in turn, lead to delays, lost productivity, higher emissions, and the increased

potential for accidents.  Specific factors include the following:

| Substantial regional growth has occurred along the SR-17, I-880, and I-280 corridors.  Traffic

volumes on these freeways have increased substantially as a result of the region’s growth.

| Substantial residential and commercial growth has occurred in the area of the Stevens Creek

Boulevard corridor.  Included in this growth are several expansions of a large regional shopping

mall (Westfield Valley Fair) and the construction of a large mixed-use development (Santana

Row).  High traffic volumes have resulted from this growth.

| Proximity of the SR-17/I-280/I-880 freeway-to-freeway interchange to the adjacent I-

880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange, which connects to a major arterial street.  This

requires substantial merging and weaving within short distances.  When combined with high

traffic volumes, the short merge/weave distances produce congestion and delay, which increases

the potential for accidents to occur.

| Substantial Peak-Period Congestion.  Existing peak-period congestion in the project area

includes the following:

• Significant weaving conflicts occur on the northbound I-880 collector-distributor

roadway.  Traffic from SR-17 and I-280 merges and then, traffic that is exiting to

eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard must weave across traffic that is bound for either

westbound Stevens Creek or northbound I-880.  A short distance later, traffic exiting to

westbound Stevens Creek must weave with traffic entering from eastbound Stevens

Creek.  The weave conflicts combine with high traffic volumes to create congestion that

frequently backs up onto I-280, sometimes as far back as the Leigh Avenue

undercrossing.  This results in an undesirable situation where traffic can be at a standstill

on I-280 in the lane that leads to northbound I-880 and Stevens Creek Boulevard, with

high speed traffic passing on both sides of the stopped vehicles.

Accident Data

Table 1 presents a summary of accidents that occurred on the SR-17, I-280, and I-880 freeways in the

project vicinity during the 3-year period of April 2006 through March 2009.  Data for the freeway ramps

are also presented.
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T A B L E     1

SUMMARY OF FREEWAY ACCIDENT DATA IN THE PROJECT VICINITY

[April 2006 - March 2009]

Location

Number

of

Collisions

Accident

Rate

(MVM)

Statewide Avg.

Accident Rate

(MVM)

 Mainline: SR-17 (Hamilton Avenue to I-280) 158 0.48 1.01

 Mainline: I-880 (I-280 to Bascom Avenue) 177 0.83 1.08

 Mainline: I-280 (Meridian Avenue - Saratoga Avenue) 986 1.21 1.02

 SR-17: NB Off-Ramp to SB I-280 23 0.91 0.45

 SR-17: NB Off-Ramp to NB I-280/Stevens Creek Blvd. 4 0.14 0.30

 SR-17: SB On-Ramp from I-280 1 0.02 0.20

 I -880: NB Off-Ramp to NB Collector Road 2 0.16 0.30

 I-880: NB Collector Road to EB Stevens Creek Blvd. 9 1.81 0.85

 I-880: NB Collector Road to WB Stevens Creek Blvd. 18 1.24 1.20

 I-880: NB On-Ramp from SB I-280 3 0.15 0.45

 I-880: NB On-Ramp from EB Stevens Creek Blvd./NB I-280 5 1.75 0.65

 I-880: NB On-Ramp from WB Stevens Creek Blvd. 4 0.22 0.20

 I-880: NB On-Ramp from Stevens Creek Blvd./NB I-280 13 0.79 0.70

 I-880: NB Off-Ramp to EB Bascom Avenue 20 5.98 0.85

 I-880: SB Off-Ramp to Stevens Creek Blvd. 0 0.00 0.30

 I-880: SB Off-Ramp to EB Stevens Creek Blvd. 4 1.87 1.20

 I-880: SB Off-Ramp to WB Stevens Creek Blvd. 11 0.84 0.85

 I-880: SB Collector Road from EB Stevens Creek Blvd. 22 1.30 0.65

 I-880: SB Collector Road from WB Stevens Creek Blvd. 7 1.73 0.70

 I-880: SB Off-Ramp to I-280 2 0.08 0.30

 I-880: SB Off-Ramp to SB I-280 7 1.18 0.25

 I-880: SB Collector Road from Stevens Creek Blvd. 13 0.62 0.25

 I-880: SB On-Ramp from Stevens Creek Blvd. 0 0.00 0.20

 I-280: NB Off-Ramp to SB SR-17 7 0.19 0.60

 I-280: NB Off-Ramp to NB I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. 10 0.48 0.45

 I-280: NB On-Ramp from NB SR-17 1 0.06 0.65

 I-280: NB On-Ramp from SB I-880 1 0.05 0.35

 I-280: SB Off-Ramp to SB SR-17/NB I-880 13 0.36 0.30

 I-280: SB On-Ramp from SB I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. 4 0.22 0.65

  MVM = Million Vehicle Miles     NB = northbound     SB = southbound     WB = westbound     EB = eastbound

Bold Numbers reflect higher-than-average accident rates.

  Source:  Caltrans' Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis Systems.
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Based on the information presented in Table 1, only the freeway segment between Meridian Avenue and

Saratoga Avenue on I-280 has accident rates higher than the statewide average for comparable facilities.

However, of the 25 ramps and collector roads listed in Table 1, 14 have accident rates higher than the

statewide average for similar facilities.  Of the higher than average ramps, ten ramps are within the

I-880/Stevens Creek interchange and collector-distributor roadways.

1.2.2.2 Roadway Deficiencies

| Deficiencies of Cloverleaf Interchange Design at I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard.  The

traditional full cloverleaf design, so named because it resembles a four-leaf clover, was patented

in 1916 and first constructed in 1929.  This design, which allows vehicles to freely enter and exit

a freeway, works well when traffic volumes are low.  However, the full cloverleaf design results

in operational and safety problems when traffic volumes are high, as is the situation at the I-

880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange.  Specific problems include the following:

• Congestion occurs when high volumes of traffic are attempting to merge right onto

freeway loop on-ramps at essentially the same location where high volumes of traffic are

attempting to merge left onto a local street from loop off-ramps.  The merging is

compounded when there is an adjacent intersection, in this case, Stevens Creek/Monroe,

where motorists need to make left turns.  In that situation, motorists exiting from I-880

need to merge across multiple lanes on Stevens Creek Boulevard within a very short

distance.  The high volumes of traffic attempting all of these weaves and merges

simultaneously and within limited space causes traffic operations to break down.

• The above-described merging and weaving by vehicles also makes it more difficult for

bicyclists to safely traverse through the area.

• High volumes of traffic make it difficult for pedestrians to cross the various ramps,

especially since there are no traffic signals to control the flow of traffic.

Due to these problems, many full cloverleaf interchanges in urbanized areas of the United States

have been reconfigured to alternate designs such as the partial cloverleaf design being proposed

for the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange.  Although the partial cloverleaf design

typically includes two signalized intersections at the ramp termini with the local street, this

design actually works more efficiently and safely with high traffic volumes than does the full

cloverleaf design.  The partial cloverleaf’s advantages include the elimination of the significant

merging and weaving conflicts that are present with the full cloverleaf, as well as the more

orderly and balanced movement of traffic due to the control provided by the traffic signals.

Delays associated with the traffic signals are minimized by the use of a traffic signal

synchronization program.
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The elimination of vehicle merging and weaving on the local street, as well as the control of traffic

provided by the signals, also provides bicyclists and pedestrians with safer access through the area.

1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section describes the proposed action and the design alternatives that were developed to meet the

identified need through accomplishing the defined purpose(s), while avoiding or minimizing

environmental impacts.  The alternatives are the "Build Alternative" and the "No Build Alternative."

In addition to the Build and No Build Alternatives, this section summarizes 30 design and location

alternatives that were evaluated for their potential to meet the project’s purpose and need, but which

have been eliminated from further evaluation in this EIR/EA due to one or more of the following

reasons: 1) failure to adequately meet the purpose and need, 2) failure to meet minimum roadway design

criteria, 3) substantial right-of-way needs that would require significant residential and/or business

acquisitions and relocations, 4) substantial environmental impacts, and 5) substantial cost.  The

evaluation of these 30 alternatives complies with the CEQA requirement that an EIR “describe a range

of reasonable alternatives to the project” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6).5

The proposed project is located at the connection of the SR-17, I-280, and I-880 freeways in the City of

San Jose, Santa Clara County, California.  The existing SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchange is a full access

facility.  Immediately adjacent to, and north of, the SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchange is the I-880/Stevens

Creek Boulevard interchange, which is also a full access facility.

As described in Section 1.2, the purposes of the project are to improve traffic operations and safety on

the freeways and local roadways in the vicinity of these two interchanges, as well as to improve traffic

circulation between the I-280/I-880 freeway corridors and land uses located in the vicinity of these

interchanges.

ALTERNATIVES

1.3.1 Build Alternative

Under the build alternative, the Department, in cooperation with the VTA and the City of San Jose,

would construct improvements to the SR-17/I-280/I-880 and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard

interchanges.
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1.3.1.1 Reconfiguration of I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange

The existing I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange is a full cloverleaf interchange that includes

diagonal and loop on- and off-ramps in all four quadrants (Figure 2).  As shown on Figure 3, under the

build alternative, this interchange would be modified as follows:

a) The existing loop off-ramp from northbound I-880 to westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard,

which is located in the northeast quadrant of the interchange, will be removed.

b) The existing loop off-ramp from southbound I-880 to eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard,

which is located in the southwest quadrant of the interchange, will be removed.

c) The existing loop on-ramp from westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to southbound I-880,

which is located in the northwest quadrant of the interchange, will be removed.

d) The existing off-ramp from southbound I-880 to westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard will be

widened and realigned to a diamond-configured off-ramp that intersects Stevens Creek

Boulevard at approximately a 90-degree angle.  Traffic using this ramp will be able to turn left

or right onto Stevens Creek Boulevard.  There will also be a dedicated right-turn lane directly

onto Monroe Street.  A traffic signal will be installed at the end of the off-ramp.

e) The existing on-ramp from eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to southbound I-880 will be

widened and realigned to the east.  The realigned southbound on-ramp will form the south leg

of the signalized intersection with the realigned southbound off-ramp and Stevens Creek

Boulevard.  Traffic from westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to southbound I-880 will make

a left onto this ramp.

f) The existing off-ramp from northbound I-880 to eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard will be

widened and realigned to a diamond-configured off-ramp that intersects Stevens Creek

Boulevard at approximately a 90-degree angle.  Traffic using this ramp will be able to turn left

or right onto Stevens Creek Boulevard.  A traffic signal will be installed at the end of the off-

ramp.

g) The existing on-ramp from westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to northbound I-880 will be

widened and realigned.  The on-ramp will include ramp metering (as does the existing ramp).

h) The existing loop on-ramp from eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard to northbound I-880 will

be widened.  The on-ramp will include ramp metering (as does the existing ramp).

i) The existing overcrossing structure that conveys Stevens Creek Boulevard over the freeway will

be widened by up to 40 feet to accommodate the widening of Stevens Creek Boulevard and
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possible future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on Stevens Creek Boulevard.  The widening will occur

on the south side of the existing bridge.

The above-described reconfiguration of the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange from a full

cloverleaf design to what is commonly referred to as a partial cloverleaf design will improve operations

and safety for motorists, as well as pedestrians and bicyclists.  The basis for this statement is explained

in Section 1.2.2, Need for the Project.

1.3.1.2 Construction of Northbound I-280 to Northbound I-880 Direct Connector Ramp

A new “flyover” direct connector ramp from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 will be constructed

(see Figure 3).  The new ramp will be elevated on a bridge structure above the off-ramp to Stevens Creek

Boulevard from northbound I-280 and I-880.  The new flyover ramp will eliminate the existing merging

and weaving conflicts between traffic that is bound for westbound Stevens Creek and traffic that is

bound for northbound I-880 by separating these movements.

At its highest point, the ramp will be up to approximately 20 feet above the ground elevation of the

adjacent residences located in the southeast quadrant of the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange.

Construction of this ramp will require the purchase of additional right-of-way from several properties;

see Section 1.3.1.6, below, for details.  Construction of this ramp will also require an approximately 2-

foot horizontal realignment of a portion of the southbound I-280 to northbound I-880 ramp and an

approximately 1,200-foot extension of the existing northbound I-880 auxiliary lane.

1.3.1.3 Construction of Soundwalls

For noise abatement purposes, the Department will construct soundwalls along the easterly edge of I-

880, approximately between I-280 on the south and Stevens Creek Boulevard on the north, and along

the westerly edge of I-880, approximately between I-280 on the south and Stevens Creek Boulevard on

the north.  For addition information, please see Section 2.13, Noise.

1.3.1.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements

For the purpose of improving access and safety for bicycle and pedestrian traffic within the project

limits, the build alternative includes the following components and design features:

1. A bike lane (six to eight feet in width) will be constructed in each direction on Stevens Creek

Boulevard within the project limits (i.e., between Monroe Street on the west and Di Salvo

Avenue on the east).  These bike lanes will complete one segment of the Santa Clara

Countywide Bicycle Plan (2008) that will ultimately include 11 miles of bike lanes on Stevens
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Creek Boulevard/San Carlos Street between Cupertino on the west and Downtown San Jose on

the east.

2. The modification of the I-880/Stevens Creek interchange configuration from the current full

cloverleaf design will make Stevens Creek Boulevard more bike friendly by removing free

vehicular right-turn movements from the off-ramps and onto the on-ramps.  Under the proposed

configuration, all right-turn movements will be controlled by traffic signals, and  bicycle loop

detectors will be installed, which will provide bicycle specific signal timing at intersections

when present without vehicles.  In the eastbound direction, before the southbound and

northbound I-880 on-ramp intersections where right-turn-only lanes are proposed, bicycle traffic

will be channelized to the left of the right-turn-only lanes to avoid vehicular and bicycle traffic

conflicts with an appropriate weaving distance.  In the westbound direction, prior to the

northbound I-880 on-ramp, the right-turn pocket will be placed to the right of the bike lane;

vehicular traffic will be required to yield to the bicycle traffic.  Appropriate signage and

pavement delineation will be provided to alert bicyclists and motorists of these areas where bikes

must cross vehicular traffic.

3. 12-foot-wide sidewalks with tree wells are proposed on both sides of Stevens Creek Boulevard,

except on the I-880 bridge where the minimum width provided will be seven feet.

4. A new sidewalk will be constructed along the north side of Stevens Creek Boulevard between

the new northbound I-880 on-ramp intersection and Di Salvo Avenue.  A crosswalk will be

installed across Di Salvo Avenue, with the existing median island to be modified to

accommodate a pedestrian “refuge” area (i.e., a place for pedestrians to wait if they are not able

to cross the entire width of Stevens Creek Boulevard within the time allotted by the signal).

5. The project includes geometric improvements that are intended to control speeds and reduce

conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles.  For example, the ramp intersections are proposed

to be squared-up with Stevens Creek Boulevard as much as possible, thus making the crosswalks

shorter.  Additionally, all intersection turning radii will be designed to allow vehicular speeds

no higher than 15 mph.

6. On westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard at the new northbound I-880 on-ramp (where a right-

turn pocket is proposed), a special pedestrian-activated traffic signal will be considered to

control the traffic in the right-turn pocket from making right turns onto the on-ramp while

pedestrians are in the crosswalk.

7. A pedestrian refuge island will be provided on Stevens Creek Boulevard between the eastbound-

to-northbound on-ramp and the adjacent northbound off-ramp.

8. All pedestrian facilities will be design to meet the latest ADA requirements.

9. The project will accommodate bikes on the shoulders of Monroe Street.  The design of the

dedicated right-turn lane from the southbound I-880 off-ramp to Monroe Street will not preclude

the future construction of bike lanes on Monroe Street by the City of San Jose.

1.3.1.5 Other Project Features

The project will include retaining walls and minor utility relocations (e.g., water, gas, communication,

electric lines, sanitary sewer, stormwater, etc.), as necessary, to construct the project.
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The project includes the installation of replacement landscaping in accordance with the Department’s

policies.  Metal beam guardrails will be installed, where feasible, to preserve desirable trees and

vegetation located within 30 ft of the edge of the traffic lanes of the freeways, such vegetation that would

otherwise need to be removed to comply with requirements for an object free safety/recovery zone.

1.3.1.6 Right-of-Way Requirements

The majority of the proposed improvements will be constructed within the existing Department and City

of San Jose rights-of-way for the freeways and local streets, respectively.  There are a number of

locations, however, where the improvements will require additional right-of-way.  Based on preliminary

design, the locations where additional right-of-way will be required are listed in Table 2.

T A B L E     2

PRELIMINARY RIGHT-OF-WAY REQUIREMENTS

Assessor’s

Parcel

Number

Property

Address

Existing

Use

Right-of-Way Needed

Build

Alternative

No Build

Alternative

274-43-031
2801 Stevens

Creek Blvd.

Surface parking Approx. 3,600 ft  needed; no2

parking to be lost

No acquisition

277-32-038
501 Parkmoor

Avenue

Single-family

residence

Full-acquisition No acquisition

277-32-039
517 Parkmoor

Avenue

Single-family

residence

Full-acquisition No acquisition

277-32-040
537 Parkmoor

Avenue

Single-family

residence

Full-acquisition No acquisition

  r/w = right-of-way

  In addition to the above permanent r/w requirements, construction of the project will likely require

  temporary construction easements from properties located adjacent to the proposed improvements.

  Information in this table is preliminary and is subject to revision during final design.

1.3.1.7 Project Cost and Schedule

The estimated total cost of the project is $64 million (in 2011 dollars).  If approved, construction of the

project would commence in late 2012.  The duration of construction will be approximately two years.
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At the time this document was written, the project was partially funded.  The first phase of the project,

which is funded, will focus on construction of the direct connector from northbound I-280 to northbound

I-880, as well as the eastern half of the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange.  Project partners

continue to seek additional funding for the remaining portion of the project, which includes the western

half of I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange including the Monroe Loop off-ramp from

southbound I-880.

1.3.2 Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand

Management (TDM) Alternatives

Transportation systems management (TSM) strategies increase the efficiency of existing facilities by

accommodating a greater number of vehicle trips on a facility without increasing the number of through

lanes.  Transportation demand management (TDM) focuses on regional means of reducing the number

of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT), as well as increasing vehicle occupancy.

The project need could not be adequately satisfied by reasonable TSM and TDM strategies.  The project

area is not currently identified as the area serviced by future light rail transit or the Silicon Valley Rapid

Transit corridor.  Due to the spread-out configuration of the County’s transit system, major

improvements and expansions would need to be made to the system in order to lure motorists out of their

vehicles in sufficient numbers so as to eliminate the need for the project.  For example, a recent

preliminary study conducted by VTA for a future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line on the Stevens Creek

Boulevard corridor estimated only 5,000 added daily trips in ridership in year 2030 with BRT

implementation.  This projected increase in transit ridership with BRT in the Stevens Creek Boulevard

corridor would not translate into sufficiently fewer cars to adequately reduce congestion.  Likewise,

neither ramp metering nor the provision of auxiliary or HOV lanes would provide sufficient congestion

relief, in part, because much of the project need is related to congestion at freeway off-ramps.

Although TSM and TDM measures alone could not satisfy the purpose and need for the project, the

following TSM and TDM measures have been incorporated into the Build Alternative for this project:

• To increase the efficiency of the freeway system during peak travel periods, ramp metering will

be installed on the on-ramp to northbound I-880 from Stevens Creek Boulevard, the direct

connector ramp from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880, and the ramp from northbound SR-

17 to northbound I-280.

• The widening of the Stevens Creek Boulevard bridge over I-880 will facilitate the future

construction of BRT within that corridor.

• Improvements to Stevens Creek Boulevard within the project limits will facilitate bicycle travel.

Similarly, the reconfiguration of the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange will improve

safety for pedestrians and bicyclists traversing that area.
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1.3.3 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would consist of not constructing the project, which would avoid all of the

environmental impacts of the project, as described in this document.  However, the No Build Alternative

would not meet any of the purposes of the project, which are listed in Section 1.2.1.  Under the No Build

Alternative, projected increases in traffic would cause congestion to worsen and the existing problems

that are described in Section 1.2.2 would be exacerbated.  For a discussion of future traffic conditions

in the project area under the No Build Alternative, please see Section 2.6.2.5.

1.3.4 Comparison of Alternatives

This section highlights the differences between the Build Alternative and the No Build Alternative.  Key

differences are also shown in Table 3.

The Build Alternative would require the acquisition of three single-family homes on Parkmoor Avenue

and the relocation of the residents in those homes.

When compared to existing conditions, changes in noise levels under the No Build Alternative would

vary by location and would range from zero to an increase of 2 dBA.  When compared to existing

conditions, and assuming no new soundwalls, changes in noise levels under the Build Alternative would

vary by location and would range from -3 dBA to +2 dBA.  None of these changes are substantial.

For noise abatement purposes, soundwalls are proposed to be constructed under the Build Alternative.

The proposed soundwalls will lower noise levels by 7 to 12 dBA at residences in the neighborhood

located west of I-880, north of I-280.  The proposed soundwalls will lower noise levels by 6 to 16 dBA

at residences in the neighborhood located east of I-880, north of I-280.  The soundwalls are not proposed

under the No Build Alternative.

Neither the Build Alternative, nor the No Build Alternative, will result in impacts with regard to cultural

resources, geology, or air quality.  Impacts to biological and water resources under the Build Alternative

would not be substantial, with no impacts to these resources occurring under the No Build Alternative.

The Build Alternative will result in substantial changes to the visual environment for residents living

in homes located on Parkmoor Avenue and Pioneer Avenue, which is part of the neighborhood located

in the northeast quadrant of the SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchange.  Tree replacement is proposed to

mitigate for these changes.

Congestion will substantially worsen under the No Build Alternative as planned growth in the area

continues.  However, when compared to the No Build Alternative, the Build Alternative will result in

improvements in traffic operations in the project area, particularly during weekday and weekend peak
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T A B L E     3

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Build Alternative No Build Alternative

Summary of

Improvements

Modify I-880/Stevens Creek

Boulevard Interchange; construct

NB 280-to-NB 880 direct connector

No improvements

Cost $ 64 million $ 0

Ability to Meet

Purpose & Need

Meets the purpose and need. Does not meet the purpose

& need

Overall changes in traffic

patterns

No change No change

Effect on existing congestion &

delay

Reduction in congestion, delay and

peak-period travel times.

Congestion will worsen over

time as planned growth

continues.

Relocations 3 single-family residences None

Change in Noise Levels Com-

pared to Existing Conditions

-3 dBA to +2 dBA 0 to +2 dBA

Noise Abatement Soundwalls

Proposed?

Yes No

Reduction in Noise with

Soundwalls

6 - 16 dBA n/a

Visual Impacts in

Neighborhood East of I-880,

North of I-280

Substantial changes due to new NB

280-to-NB 880 connector and

removal of trees.

None

Amount of landscaping &

vegetation to be removed along

I-880 freeway

Roughly 12 acres along I-880

corridor.

None

Duration of Construction Approximately two years. n/a

Construction Impacts Noise and dust may be substantial

but will be avoided/minimized.

None

 r/w = right-of-way                                   NB = northbound                                NE = northeast
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travel periods.  Improvements will include reduced travel times on the freeways, less congestion on

freeway ramps and on the collector-distributor roads, and less delay at a number of local intersections.

The Build Alternative would meet the purposes and needs of the project, but the purposes and needs

would not be met under the No Build Alternative.

Identification of a Preferred Alternative

On May 24, 2011, the Department formally identified the Build Alternative as the preferred alternative.

This decision was made after considering comments from outside agencies, the public, and the internal

Project Development Team.  This decision was also based on the fact that the Build Alternative meets

the purpose and need for the project, whereas the No Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and

need.  In accordance with CEQA, the Department has certified that the project complies with CEQA and

has adopted findings for all significant impacts identified and mitigation measures that were included

as conditions of project approval.  A Notice of Determination will be filed with the State Clearinghouse.

Similarly, the Department, as assigned by FHWA, determined that the NEPA action does not

significantly affect the environment.  The Department has issued a Finding of No Significant Impact

(FONSI) in accordance with NEPA.

1.3.5 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion

During the development of the proposed project, 30 alternative designs were considered and studied.

The alternatives included new interchanges on SR-17, I-280, and I-880, as well as major improvements

to existing interchanges.  Local street improvement alternatives were also evaluated.  Each was

evaluated for its potential to meet the purpose and need of the project, its engineering feasibility in terms

of its ability to meet the Department’s minimum design criteria, its cost, and its environmental impacts.

Table 5 summarizes each of these alternatives, as well as the reasons they were eliminated from further

discussion and evaluation in this EIR/EA.

As stated in the Preface to this document, Alternatives #28 and #29 in Table 5 were fully evaluated in

the November 2010 Draft EIR/EA.  Alternative #28 was subsequently eliminated from the project

because of substantial opposition from the public and adjacent property owners due to concerns over

changes in local traffic circulation and property access.  Alternative #29 was subsequently eliminated

from the project by the Department because it concluded that the required exceptions to the standard

design criteria could not be approved at this location.



Chapter 1 - Proposed Project

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 33 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

1.4 PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED

Construction of the project will require permits/approvals from the following governmental agencies:

T A B L E     4

PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED

Agency Permit/Approval Status

City of San Jose Encroachment permit for work
extending onto local streets within
San Jose

Application to be submitted
during final design.

Santa Clara Valley
Water District

Permit for work adjacent to the Water
District’s Central Pipeline

Application to be submitted
during final design.

State Water Resources
Control Board

NPDES permit to address stormwater
pollution issues

Permit issued by SWRCB to the
Department (Order No. 99-06-
DWQ).
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T A B L E     5

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT
ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER DISCUSSION

Name Description Reason(s) for Rejection

#1: I-280/San Tomas

Expressway Interchange

Construct new interchange

on I-280 at San Tomas

Expressway

Acquisition of $30 residences; local traffic

circulation impacts; would only draw 10% of

traffic away from 880/Stevens Creek.

#2: I-880/Forest Avenue

Full Interchange

Construct new full

interchange on I-880 at

Forest Avenue

Acquisition of $15 residences; impacts to parking

lots & structures at Valley Fair; impacts to

O’Connor Hospital parking structure and

O’Connor medical building; weaving conflicts

with adjacent ramps at Bascom Avenue & Stevens

Creek Boulevard.

#3: I-880/Forest Avenue

Half Interchange

Construct new half

interchange on I-880 at

Forest Avenue

Acquisition of $15 residences; impacts to

O’Connor Hospital parking structure; non-

standard spacing with adjacent interchange at

Bascom Avenue.

#4: SR-17/Williams Road

Interchange

Construct new interchange

on SR-17 at Williams Road

Acquisition of $70 residences; inadequate

weaving lengths with adjacent I-280 and Hamilton

Avenue ramps.

#5: I-280/Bascom Avenue

Off-Ramp

Construct new off-ramp

from northbound I-280 to

Bascom Avenue

Requires closure of Leland Avenue on-ramp,

creating adverse traffic impacts; requires widening

of Bascom Avenue & San Carlos Street with

significant right-of-way acquisition from adjacent

businesses; would not reduce bottleneck at

Stevens Creek/Monroe intersection.

#6: I-880/Hedding Street

Interchange

Construct new interchange

on I-880 at Hedding Street

Acquisition of $40 residences; impacts O’Connor

Hospital parking structure; creates non-standard

spacing with adjacent interchanges at Bascom

Avenue and Stevens Creek Boulevard.

#7: NB I-280 Off-Ramp to

Stevens Creek Boulevard

Option #1

Construct new off-ramp

from NB I-280 to Stevens

Creek Boulevard & new on-

ramp to NB I-280 from

Leigh Avenue

Acquisition of 5 residences; results in inadequate

weaving distances between the new on- and off-

ramps; requires bridge replacements on I-280 at

MacArthur Avenue, Bascom Avenue, and Leland

Avenue.

#8: NB I-280 Off-Ramp to

Stevens Creek Boulevard

Option #2

Construct new off-ramp

from NB I-280 to Stevens

Creek Boulevard & close

Leland Avenue on-ramp to

NB I-280

Acquisition of 5 residences; results in significant

increase in emergency vehicle response times;

requires Bascom-area traffic to travel south to

Meridian to access NB I-280; requires same three

bridge replacements as Option #1.
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T A B L E     5     [continued]

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT
ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER DISCUSSION

Name Description Reason(s) for Rejection

#9: I-280/Saratoga Avenue

Interchange

Construct improvements to

increase capacity at the I-

280/Saratoga Avenue

interchange

Would require widening of Saratoga Avenue &

Stevens Creek Boulevard, which would entail

significant right-of-way impacts; would not draw

much traffic away from 880/Stevens Creek.

#10: SR-17/Hamilton

Avenue Interchange

Construct improvements to

increase capacity at the SR-

17/Hamilton Avenue

interchange

Would require widening of Hamilton Avenue,

which would entail significant right-of-way

impacts; would require reconstruction of LRT

station and tracks; would not reduce bottleneck at

Stevens Creek/Monroe intersection.

#11: I-880/Bascom

Avenue Interchange

Construct improvements to

increase capacity at the I-

880/Bascom Avenue

interchange

Acquisition of 37 residences; requires upgrades to

Newhall Street with substantial reduction in on-

street parking.

#12: I-880/Stevens Creek

Partial Cloverleaf + NB

Collector Road Braid

Grade separate the NB 280

to NB 880 ramp from the

NB 880 to Stevens Creek

off-ramp

Would not fully eliminate the queuing on

northbound I-280.

#13: I-880/Stevens Creek

Partial Cloverleaf

Convert the northbound

portion of the interchange

into a partial cloverleaf

Would not eliminate queuing on northbound I-

280; requires a much wider bridge structure; does

not eliminate existing weave between the loop

ramps on westbound Stevens Creek.

#14: Northbound I-880

Direct Flyover Ramp to

Monroe Street

Construct a direct flyover

ramp to Monroe Street from

the northbound I-880

collector-distributor road

Would not eliminate queuing on northbound I-

280; local traffic circulation impacts because

Monroe Street would become 1-way.

#15: Southbound I-880

Flyover Ramp to Stevens

Creek Boulevard

Construct a flyover ramp

from the SB I-880 off-ramp

directly onto westbound

Stevens Creek Boulevard,

bypassing ramp terminus &

Monroe intersections

Would entail significant right-of-way impacts at

Valley Fair and would preclude future bus rapid

transit (BRT) on Stevens Creek Boulevard.

#16: Flip Northbound I-

880 and Stevens Creek

Exits

Switch NB 880 exit with

Stevens Creek exit to

transfer backup to right

lanes, enhancing safety

Would not eliminate queuing on northbound I-

280; would require a low design speed on the

northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 direct

connector ramp.

#17: WB Stevens Creek

Widening + Partial I-

880/Stevens Creek

Cloverleaf

Add 4  thru lane to WBth

Stevens Creek (Monroe to

Winchester) + convert

880/Stevens Creek to a

partial cloverleaf design

Would not fully eliminate queuing on northbound

I-280; would require right-of-way from Valley Fair

frontage; would preclude future BRT; would cause

traffic delays due to longer times needed for

pedestrian crossings.
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T A B L E     5     [continued]

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT
ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER DISCUSSION

Name Description Reason(s) for Rejection

#18: WB Stevens Creek

Boulevard Widening

Add 4  thru lane to WBth

Stevens Creek between

Monroe & Winchester

Would not eliminate queuing on northbound I-

280; would require right-of-way from Valley Fair

frontage; would preclude future BRT; would

provide little benefit to traffic operations east of

Monroe Street.

#19: Widen SB Monroe

Street Approach to Stevens

Creek Boulevard

Widen and re-stripe the SB

Monroe St. approach to

Stevens Creek to pro-vide a

separate thru lane

Would not relieve queuing on northbound I-280.

#20: Southbound Monroe

Right-Turn Only to

Stevens Creek

Restrict SB Monroe St. to

right turns only onto

Stevens Creek to improve

level of service

Would not relieve queuing on northbound I-280;

operations at downstream intersections would

deteriorate due to resulting high volume of U-

turns.

#21: SB Monroe Right-

Turn Only to Stevens

Creek + WB Stevens

Creek Right Turn Pockets

Restrict SB Monroe St. to

right turns only onto

Stevens Creek & add right-

turn pockets along WB

Stevens Creek

Would not relieve queuing on northbound I-280;

operations at downstream intersections would

deteriorate due to resulting high volume of U-

turns.

#22:Monroe Street 1-Way

Northbound 

Convert Monroe Street,

north of Stevens Creek, to

1-way northbound, to

improve level of service at

Stevens Creek

Would substantially change local circulation

patterns in and around Valley Fair, causing

deterioration in operations on Stevens Creek at

intersections with Baywood, Santana Row, and

Winchester.

#23: Stevens Creek

Boulevard Pedestrian

Overcrossing

Construct pedestrian

overcrossing of Stevens

Creek at Valley Fair to

reduce traffic delays on

Stevens Creek

Would result in negligible benefit to traffic flow

on Stevens Creek because high volumes on side

streets preclude shortening the “green time” for

the side streets.

#24: Monroe Street Tunnel Connect Monroe St. north

of Stevens Creek directly to

SB 880 collector-distributor

road via a tunnel under

Stevens Creek Blvd.

Would not relieve queuing on northbound I-280.

#25: Monroe Street

Undercrossing

Connect Monroe Street,

north & south of Stevens

Creek, by constructing an

undercrossing of Stevens

Creek

Would not relieve queuing on northbound I-280.
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T A B L E     5     [continued]

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT
ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER DISCUSSION

Name Description Reason(s) for Rejection

#26: Divergent Diamond

Interchange (DDI) at I-

880/Stevens Creek

Boulevard

Reconstruct I-880/Stevens

Creek interchange with

divergent diamond design

Minimal benefit compared to proposed design;

implementation of BRT will compromise the

operational effectiveness of DDI configuration;

greater potential for pedestrian & bicycle conflicts.

#27: NB I-280 Off-Ramp

@ Winchester w/Tisch

Way Closure (4-legged

intersection at Winchester)

Construct off-ramp from

NB I-280 to Winchester;

Tisch Way would be closed

west of Dudley Avenue to

improve traffic flow

Eliminates one of two access routes to and from

Tisch/Monroe-area neighborhood.

#28: NB I-280 Off-Ramp

@ Winchester w/Tisch

Way 1-Way WB (5-legged

intersection at Winchester)

Construct off-ramp from

NB I-280 to Winchester;

Tisch Way would be 1-way

WB west of Dudley Avenue

to accommodate off-ramp

Evaluated in Nov. 2010 Draft EIR/EA;

subsequently withdrawn because of substantial

opposition from the public and adjacent property

owners due to concerns over changes in local

traffic circulation and property access.

#29: NB I-280 Off-Ramp

@ Winchester w/Tisch

Way remaining a 2-way

Street (Hook Ramp

Design)

Construct off-ramp from

NB I-280 to Winchester;

hook ramp design would

terminate on Tisch, east of

Winchester

Evaluated in Nov. 2010 Draft EIR/EA;

subsequently withdrawn by the Department

because it concluded that the required exceptions

to the standard design criteria could not be

approved at this location.

#30: I-880/Stevens Creek

to NB I-280 Ramp

Construct new ramp from

the SB I-880 on-ramp at

Stevens Creek to provide

connection to NB I-280

Would require shifting Daniel Way to the west &

acquisition of five residences; would worsen

congestion on the existing SB I-880 to NB I-280

connector ramp.

  NB = northbound SB = southbound

  EB = eastbound WB = westbound

  BRT = bus rapid transit

  Source: Improvements at 17/280/880 Interchange, 280/Winchester Boulevard Interchange, and

  880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange Project Report, 2010.
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CHAPTER 2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL

CONSEQUENCES, & AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION,

AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES

Introductory Note:  As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for

the project, the following environmental issues were considered but no adverse

impacts were identified.  Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these

issues in this document:

• Farmlands: There are no farmlands located within or adjacent to the

proposed improvements.

• Timberlands: There are no timberlands located in the project vicinity.

• Community Cohesion: The project will construct improvements to three

existing freeway interchanges.  The improvements will not divide any

community or neighborhood.

• Paleontology: There are no known paleontological resources located in the

project area.

• Coastal Zones: The project site is not within or near areas covered by the

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972.

• Wild & Scenic Rivers: There are no waterways designated as Wild & Scenic

Rivers in the project area.  The closest rivers with this designation are over

100 miles from the project area.

• Flooding: According to floodplain maps prepared by the Federal Emergency

Management Agency (FEMA), the project impact area is not within or

adjacent to any 100-year floodplain.  There are no waterways within or

adjacent to the project limits.

• Natural Communities:  Based on the Natural Environment Study (NES)

prepared for this project, there are no sensitive habitats located within, or in

proximity to, the area to be disturbed by the project.  The project is not

located in or near a wildlife corridor.  There are no waterways located within

or adjacent to the project limits.

• Wetlands:  Based on the NES prepared for this project, there are no wetlands

within or adjacent to the project area.

• Plant Species:  Based on the NES prepared for this project, there are no

special-status plant species within or adjacent to the project area.

• Threatened & Endangered Species:  Based on the NES prepared for this

project, there is no suitable habitat for any threatened or endangered species

within or adjacent to the project area.

• Energy: When balancing energy used during construction and operation

against energy saved by relieving congestion and other transportation

efficiencies, the project would not have substantial energy impacts.
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HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

2.1 LAND USE

2.1.1 Existing and Future Land Use

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Community Impact Assessment (August

2010, with February 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into

this EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the

front cover of this document.

The project is located in an urban area in the westerly part of the City of San Jose.  However, the

neighborhood bounded by I-880 on the west, I-280 on the south, Bascom Avenue on the east, and

Stevens Creek Boulevard on the north is an unincorporated pocket.  Although areas within the City of

Santa Clara do not abut the freeways within the project limits, Santa Clara’s city limits extend to the

project vicinity.  Specifically, areas on the north side of Stevens Creek Boulevard, west of Redwood

Avenue, are within the City of Santa Clara.

The existing land uses along SR-17, I-280, and I-880 within the project limits primarily fall into one of

two categories: commercial or residential.  The commercial uses are primarily located along Stevens

Creek Boulevard, the main arterial street in the area.

The approximately 75-acre area bounded by I-880 on the east, Stevens Creek Boulevard on the south,

Winchester Boulevard on the north, and Forest Avenue on the north is the Westfield Valley Fair

Shopping Center.  Valley Fair is a large regional shopping mall whose retail/commercial uses currently

total approximately two million square feet.  In 2008, the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara approved

a 650,000 square foot expansion of Valley Fair.  Construction of the expansion is anticipated to

commence in 2011, with the actual date dependant on economic conditions.

Commercial/office uses are located along the east side of I-880 between Stevens Creek Boulevard on

the south and Forest Avenue on the north.  These offices are located on the west side of O’Connor Drive.

On the east side of O’Connor Drive is a site that contains a church and elementary (K-8) school.

The land use along both the west and east sides of I-880, between Stevens Creek Boulevard on the north

and I-280 on the south, is single-family residential.

Along the east side of SR-17, between I-280 on the north, Moorpark Avenue on the south, and

MacArthur Avenue on the east, the existing land use is residential.  The exception is a commercial use

that is located on the northwest corner of the Moorpark Avenue/Pfeffer Lane intersection.
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The scope of the project listed in the RTP and TIP includes a new off-ramp from northbound I-280 to6

Winchester Boulevard and, therefore, is larger than the current scope.  Following the decision to eliminate the

new off-ramp from I-280 to Winchester from the project, MTC was consulted for the purpose determining

whether this change in project scope would invalidate the regional air quality conformity emissions analysis. 

In a written response dated February 9, 2011, MTC stated that this change would not trigger a new regional or

project-level air quality conformity analysis.  See Appendix F for a copy of this response.
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Although not adjacent to the freeways within the project limits, there are several notable land uses within

the immediate area.  These include Santana Row, a large mixed-use (residential/commercial)

development located in the southeast quadrant of the Stevens Creek Boulevard/Winchester Boulevard

intersection; O’Connor Hospital, located on Forest Avenue east of I-880; and the Santa Clara Valley

Medical Center, located on Bascom Avenue south of I-280.

2.1.2 Environmental Consequences

2.1.2.1 Land Use Changes

Most of the project would be constructed within the Department’s existing right-of-way.  However, as

shown in Table 2, right-of-way acquisition will be necessary at a number of locations:

• The new direct connector ramp from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 will require the

acquisition of three single-family residences located at 501, 517, and 537 Parkmoor Avenue.

These three residences are located adjacent to each other at the southerly edge of the

neighborhood that is bounded by I-880 on the west, I-280 on the south, Bascom Avenue on the

east, and Stevens Creek Boulevard on the north.

• The modifications to the southbound I-880 off-ramp at Stevens Creek Boulevard will require

approximately 3,600 ft  of land from a parcel that contains a surface parking lot.  This2

acquisition will not result in the loss of any parking spaces.

The owners of any properties acquired for project right-of-way will be compensated for the loss and/or

use in accordance with Federal and State right-of-way requirements.  The Department’s relocation

benefits are summarized in Appendix C of this document.

Indirect land use impacts (e.g., noise) are discussed under their own headings in this document.

2.1.2.2 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and Programs

The project is listed in, and therefore consistent with, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s

Transportation 2035, which is the regional transportation plan (RTP).  It is also included in the adopted

2009 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for the San Francisco Bay Area.6
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The project is listed in, and therefore consistent with, VTA’s Valley Transportation Plan 2035 (VTP

2035), which is the transportation plan for Santa Clara County that was adopted in January 2009.  VTP

2035 also lists a future bus rapid transit (BRT) line along Stevens Creek Boulevard between Cupertino

and Downtown San Jose, which includes the segment of Stevens Creek Boulevard at I-880.  The project

is being designed so as to not preclude a future BRT through this area; in fact, the proposed widening

of the Stevens Creek Boulevard bridge over I-880 would facilitate BRT.

The project is also consistent with the general plan of the City of San Jose, which identifies SR-17, I-

280, and I-880 as major transportation facilities.  The San Jose General Plan contains a number of

transportation policies that are relevant to the proposed project:

Thoroughfare Policy #1:  Interneighborhood movement of people and goods should occur on

thoroughfares and is discouraged on neighborhood streets.  The project is consistent with this policy

since it proposes improvements to thoroughfares.

Thoroughfare Policy #2:  The City should cooperate with other jurisdictions to develop a thoroughfares

system which adequately meets the demand for intra-County trips and minimizes traffic congestion

consistent with the provisions of the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program.  The project

is consistent with this policy as the City is a co-sponsor of the project and is contributing funds toward

its development.

Thoroughfare Policy #6:  The City should encourage State participation in funding transportation

projects intended to alleviate areas with a high incidence of accidents or major traffic congestion.  The

project is consistent with this policy as State and Federal monies are among the funding sources being

sought for construction.

Thoroughfare Policy #8:  Vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian safety should be an important factor in the

design of streets and roadways.  The project is consistent with this policy as the proposed improvements

to the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange will facilitate safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.

In addition, the project is rebuilding the Monroe Street pedestrian overcrossing to ADA standards.

2.1.2.3 Parks and Recreational Facilities

There are no parks or recreational facilities adjacent to the freeways within the project limits.

2.1.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.
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2.2 GROWTH

2.2.1 Regulatory Setting

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which established the steps necessary to

comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, require evaluation of the potential

environmental consequences of all proposed federal activities and programs.  This provision includes

a requirement to examine indirect consequences, which may occur in areas beyond the immediate

influence of a proposed action and at some time in the future.  The CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1508.8,

refer to these consequences as secondary impacts.  Secondary impacts may include changes in land use,

economic vitality, and population density, which are all elements of growth.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also requires the analysis of a project's potential to

induce growth.  CEQA guidelines, Section 15126.2(d), require that environmental documents "…discuss

the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction

of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment...”

2.2.2 Environmental Consequences

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Community Impact Assessment (August

2010, with February 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into

this EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the

front cover of this document.

The project is located within an urbanized and mostly-developed area of the City of San Jose.  Therefore,

the project will not open additional areas to development.  In addition, while the proposed interchange

improvements will improve traffic operations, the overall capacity of the I-280 and I-880 freeways will

not substantially change.  Similarly, the overall capacity of Stevens Creek Boulevard will not

substantially change because the project will not add any new thru lanes to that roadway.

There are no pending or recently-approved projects whose construction is conditioned upon the

implementation of the project.

2.3 RELOCATIONS AND REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION

2.3.1 Regulatory Setting

The Department's Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 Code of
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Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 24.  The purpose of RAP is to ensure that persons displaced as a result

of a transportation project are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such persons will not

suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.

Please see Appendix C for a summary of the RAP.

All relocation services and benefits are administered without regard to race, color, national origin, or

sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000d, et seq.).  Please see Appendix

B for a copy of the Department's Title VI Policy Statement.

2.3.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Relocation Impact Memorandum

(August 2010, with February 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is

incorporated into this EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations

listed inside the front cover of this document.

There are three single-family residences that would be acquired by the project.  The three residences are

adjacent to each other at 501, 517, and 537 Parkmoor Avenue.  The residences are at the edge of a

neighborhood that is bounded by I-880 on the west, I-280 on the south, Bascom Avenue on the east, and

Stevens Creek Boulevard on the north.  The neighborhood is comprised of approximately 410 single-

family residences.

The residences were constructed in 1953 as part of a residential subdivision known as the Orchard Dell

Tract.  The residences are typical 3-bedroom, single-story, Ranch Style homes of approximately 1,500

square feet on 7,000 - 8,000 square foot lots.  According to the office of the Santa Clara County

Assessor, two of the three residences are owner-occupied.

2.3.3 Environmental Consequences

The Build Alternative will necessitate the relocation of the residents living in the three single-family

dwellings located at 501, 517, and 537 Parkmoor Avenue.

2.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, And/or Mitigation Measures

These three properties will be purchased at fair market value.  Residents will receive relocation

assistance in accordance with the provision of the Department’s RAP.  The type of relocation assistance

provided will vary on a case-by-case basis, depending on such factors as whether the occupant is an

owner or renter, how long the occupant has lived in the home, cost differential between existing and

replacement housing, etc.  For a summary of the RAP, please see Appendix C of this document.
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The type of residences being acquired (i.e., 3-bedroom, single-family dwellings of approximately 1,500

square feet) are common in neighborhoods throughout San Jose and Santa Clara County.  Therefore,

obtaining replacement housing for both residential owners and tenants should not be problematic.

2.4 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

2.4.1 Regulatory Setting

All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply with Executive Order

12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income

Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994.  This Executive Order directs federal

agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and

adverse effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations

to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.  Low income is defined based on the Department

of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.  For 2011, this was $22,350 for a family of four.

All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes have also been

included in this project. The Department’s commitment to upholding the mandates of Title VI is

evidenced by its Title VI Policy Statement, signed by the Director, which can be found in Appendix B

of this document.

2.4.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Community Impact Assessment (August

2010, with February 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into

this EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the

front cover of this document.

2.4.2.1 Methodology

For the purpose of determining whether the project would result in disproportionate impacts to minority

and/or low-income populations, an “environmental justice” study area was defined consisting of the four

census tracts that encompass the land uses located adjacent to SR-17, I-280, and I-880 within the project

limits, as shown on Figure 4.  The demographic characteristics of the population within the study area

were also compared to that for the City of San Jose as a whole.

In addition, field surveys of the study area were undertaken to look for factors (e.g., less well-maintained

dwelling units) that could indicate the presence of low-income populations.
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The purpose of this research was to determine if minority and/or low-income populations are present

in sufficient numbers such that the project could potentially result in a disproportionately high and

adverse effect on these populations.  In other words, what is needed is to show the comparative effects

on these populations in relation to either non-minority or higher income populations, as appropriate.

2.4.2.2 Results

As shown in Table 6, the majority of the population within the study area are not minorities and are not

persons of low-income.  The data in Table 6 also show that the percentage of each minority population

within the study area is lower than, or the same as, that found throughout the City of San Jose as a whole.

T A B L E     6

EXISTING DEMOGRAPHICS IN THE STUDY AREA & CITY OF SAN JOSE

Study Area City of San Jose

Total Population 11,175 894,943

Minority Populations (% of total)

Black

Asian American

Native American

Hispanic

3 %

13 %

1 %

18 %

4 %

27 %

1 %

30 %

% of Population below Poverty Guidelines 7 % 10 %

Notes:

• The U.S. Department of Transportation defines a "minority" as a person who is Black, Asian

American (defined as the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific

Islands), American Indian/Alaskan Native, or Hispanic (defined as Mexican, Puerto Rican,

Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race).

"Low-Income" is defined as a person whose median household income is at or below the

Department of Health & Human Services poverty guidelines. [Department of Transportation

Final Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations,

1997]

• Study area is comprised of the four census tracts that encompass the land uses adjacent to SR-

17, I-280, and I-880 within the project limits.

Source: Year 2000 U.S. Census

Similarly, the percentage of the population that is defined as low-income is lower within the study area

than for the City of San Jose as a whole.
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Field surveys of the study area determined that, with few exceptions, the neighborhoods contain homes

that are well-maintained and in good condition.  Similarly, most of the businesses in the study area are

well-maintained.  The study area is generally considered to be a thriving and desirable location.  The

businesses in the area, which include Santana Row and Westfield Valley Fair, are regional destinations.

Based on the above, the impacts of the project would primarily affect non-minority and non-low-income

populations since they comprise the majority of persons in the study area.  Any impacts associated with

the project would not, therefore, result in disproportionately high impacts to minority or low-income

populations.

2.4.2.3 Conclusion

No minority or low-income populations that would be adversely affected by the proposed project have

been identified as determined above.  Therefore, this project is not subject to the provisions of E. O.

12898.

2.4.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Based on the above discussion and analysis, the Build Alternative will not cause disproportionately high

and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations as per E.O. 12898 regarding

environmental justice.

2.5 UTILITIES/EMERGENCY SERVICES

2.5.1 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Community Impact Assessment (August

2010, with February 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into

this EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the

front cover of this document.

Various utility lines (e.g., gas, electric, water, communications, sanitary sewer, stormwater, etc.) cross

SR-17, I-280, and I-880 and are located along/within the local streets that cross or parallel the freeways.

San Jose Fire Station #10 is located in the project area at 511 S. Monroe Street, near the intersection of

Monroe Street/Tisch Way.  The station houses an engine company and a battalion chief.  Station 10's

service area encompasses locations on both the north and south sides of I-280.  Depending on the

location of the emergency, either westbound Tisch Way or northbound Monroe Street is used as the

emergency response route from Station 10.
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2.5.2 Environmental Consequences

Where necessary to construct the project, some existing utility lines will be relocated, as is commonplace

for projects of this nature.  Such utility work will not result in disruption of utility services in the project

area because existing lines will not be disconnected prior to the relocated lines being in place.

Emergency services would indirectly benefit from the proposed project in that, by reducing peak

commute period congestion, emergency vehicle response times will be reduced.

The project will not sever or alter traffic patterns in the vicinity of San Jose Fire Station #10.  All

existing access between local streets and freeways will be maintained and improved.  Further, to the

extent that the project will reduce congestion and queuing, emergency responses times will be improved.

Therefore, the project will not result in adverse effects on emergency response routes and/or times from

San Jose Fire Station #10.

2.5.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

2.6 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION/

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES

2.6.1 Regulatory Setting

The Department, as assigned by FHWA, directs that full consideration should be given to the safe

accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists during the development of federal-aid highway projects

(see 23 CFR 652).  It further directs that the special needs of the elderly and the disabled must be

considered in all federal-aid projects that include pedestrian facilities.  When current or anticipated

pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic presents a potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic, every effort must

be made to minimize the detrimental effects on all highway users who share the facility.

The Department is committed to carrying out the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) by

building transportation facilities that provide equal access for all persons.  The same degree of

convenience, accessibility, and safety available to the general public will be provided to persons with

disabilities.
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2.6.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Traffic Operations Analysis Report

(June 2010, with March 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated

into this EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside

the front cover of this document.

The study area for the traffic and transportation analysis was defined to include the project limits and

the adjacent areas that will (or could) be affected by the proposed improvements.  The study area

includes segments of SR-17, I-280, and I-880 in the project vicinity, as well as nearby local streets and

intersections.  Please see Figure 5 for the locations of the study intersections.

2.6.2.1 Existing Roadway Network

I-880 is a north-south freeway that extends from I-280 in San Jose on the south to I-80 in Oakland on

the north.  Within the project limits, I-880 is three lanes in each direction and interchanges are located

at Stevens Creek Boulevard and I-280.  South of I-280, the freeway becomes SR-17.

SR-17 is a north-south freeway that extends from SR-1 in Santa Cruz on the south to I-280 in San Jose

on the north.  Within the project limits, SR-17 is three lanes in each direction.  North of I-280, the

freeway becomes I-880.

I-280 is a north-south freeway that extends from U.S. 101 in San Jose on the south to San Francisco on

the north.  Within the project limits, I-280 is three mixed-flow lanes and one high occupancy vehicle

(HOV) lane in each direction.  A partial access interchange is located at Winchester Boulevard and a

full-access interchange is located at I-880/SR-17.

Stevens Creek Boulevard is a major east-west arterial that begins in the west in the City of Cupertino

and extends easterly through the Cities of Santa Clara and San Jose.  Within the project limits, there is

an interchange on Stevens Creek Boulevard with I-880, with ramp connections to southbound SR-17 and

southbound I-280.  East of Bascom Avenue, Stevens Creek Boulevard becomes San Carlos Street.

Winchester Boulevard is a major north-south arterial that begins in the south in the Town of Los Gatos

and extends northerly through the Cities of Campbell, San Jose, and Santa Clara.  Adjacent to the project

limits, there is a partial interchange on Winchester Boulevard with I-280.

Other designated arterial streets within the project area are Moorpark Avenue, Forest Avenue, and North

Monroe Street.
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2.6.2.2 Existing Public Transit

Bus service in the project area and throughout Santa Clara County is provided by the Santa Clara Valley

Transportation Authority (VTA).  Within the project limits, Express Routes 103 and 182 utilize I-280

and the Highway 17 Express utilizes SR-17.  VTA’s Valley Fair Transit Center, which is located on the

north side of Valley Fair on Forest Avenue, is served by Bus Routes 23 and 60.  There is presently no

bus service on Stevens Creek Boulevard within the project limits.  However, VTA’s Valley

Transportation Plan 2035 (VTP 2035) lists a future bus rapid transit (BRT) line along Stevens Creek

Boulevard between Cupertino and Downtown San Jose, which includes the segment of Stevens Creek

Boulevard at I-880.

2.6.2.3 Existing and Planned Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

According to bikeways maps published by VTA and the City of San Jose, there are no existing bike

lanes, bike paths, bike routes, or bike boulevards in the project vicinity.  Sidewalks are present along

both sides of Stevens Creek Boulevard in the project area.

The Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan (2008) includes a proposed Cross County Bicycle Corridors

network, the purpose of which is to provide continuous connections between Santa Clara County

jurisdictions and to adjacent counties, and to serve the major regional trip-attractors in the County.  The

Plan identifies two such corridors in the immediate project area:

• Corridor 10B: east-west corridor along Stevens Creek Boulevard/San Carlos Street, 11 miles

in length, extending from Cupertino on the west to Downtown San Jose on the east.  The specific

proposed improvement would consist of the construction of bike lanes on Stevens Creek

Boulevard/San Carlos Street.

• Corridor 11B: north-south corridor on various streets, 4.3 miles in length, connecting Campbell

to Santa Clara University.  In the project vicinity, this corridor would utilize Monroe Street, both

north and south of Stevens Creek Boulevard.

The San Jose Bike Plan 2020 (2009) identifies future bike lanes on Monroe Street between Tisch Way

on the south and Newhall Street on the north.

See Section 1.3.1.4 for a description of bicycle and pedestrian improvements included in the project.

2.6.2.4 Existing Traffic Conditions

Section 1.2.2, Need for the Project, provides an overview of existing congestion in the project area.

Congestion occurs during the weekday morning and afternoon peak commute periods, as well as during

peak shopping periods (e.g., Saturdays and Christmas).  Table 7 shows the existing traffic volumes on

local streets in the project area during the weekday AM peak-hour (8-9 AM), weekday PM peak-hour

(5-6 PM), and Saturday peak (2-3 PM).



Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting, Impacts, Mitigation

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 52 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

T A B L E     7

EFFECT OF PROJECT ON EXISTING TWO-WAY TRAFFIC DEMAND VOLUMES

Weekday
AM Peak-Hour

Weekday
PM Peak-Hour

Saturday
Peak-Hour

Street Segment Existing
Conditions

Change
Resulting
from the

Build
Alternative

Existing
Conditions

Change
Resulting
from the

Build
Alternative

Existing
Conditions

Change
Resulting
from the

Build
Alternative

 Winchester Boulevard
      N of Stevens Creek
      Stevens Creek - Olin
      Olin - Olsen
      Olsen - Tisch
      Tisch - Moorpark
      S of Moorpark

1,350
1,450
1,500
1,600
2,100
1,950

0
0
0
0
0
0

2,100
2,750
2,650
3,000
3,200
2,900

0
0
0
0
0
0

2,450
2,800
2,750
3,050
2,900
2,250

0
0

0

0

0

0

 Stevens Creek Boulevard

     W of Winchester

     Winchester - Santana Row

     Santana Row - Baywood

     Baywood - Monroe

     E of NB 880 Ramps

1,850

2,050

2,200

2,350

2,100

0

0
0
0
0

2,750
3,550
4,000
4,250
2,400

0
0
0
0
0

3,300
3,500
4,050
4,500
2,350

0
0

0

0

0

 Moorpark Avenue

     W of I-280 Offramp

     I-280 Offramp - Winchester

     E of Winchester

1,450

1,450

1,900

0

0
0

1,950
2,150
2,300

0
0
0

2,150
1,800
1,400

0
0

0

 Tisch Way

      E of Winchester 200 0 600 0 350 0

 Monroe Street

      N of Stevens Creek

      S of Stevens Creek

250

500

0

0
1,150
600

0
0

2,050
400

0
0

 Olsen Drive

      W of Winchester 100 0 200 0 300 0

 This table shows how the project would affect existing volumes; it provides a direct comparison to

 existing conditions and excludes any changes due to planned growth and/or any planned transit

 or roadway improvement projects in the area.

 The weekday AM peak-hour is 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM. Volumes are rounded to the nearest 50.

 The weekday PM peak-hour is 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM.

 The Saturday peak-hour is 2:00 PM - 3:00 PM.

  Source:  Traffic Operations Analysis Report for SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange, I-280/Winchester

  Blvd Interchange, and I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd Interchange Improvements Project, 2010.
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The time it takes to drive between two points, commonly referred to as “travel time” data, is a useful

measure of how a roadway facility is operating under specified conditions.  Table 8 shows the existing

travel time data for project-area segments of I-280, I-880, Stevens Creek Boulevard, and Winchester

Boulevard under existing peak-period conditions.

Intersection Levels of Service

Local street performance is measured using the "level of service" (LOS) concept, whereby traffic

demand is evaluated in the context of capacity.  Since intersections are a key factor in determining the

capacity of local streets, the adopted procedures of VTA and the City of San Jose focus on peak-hour

operations at intersections.  The methodology computes a level of service taking into account factors

such as the demand for each traffic movement (i.e., left turns, straight, right turns), the number of lanes,

and (where applicable) signal timing.  Based on these factors, the methodology computes the average

delay per vehicle at the intersection using software known as Synchro and Corsim, to which a

corresponding level of service is assigned.  As summarized in Table 9, level of service can range from

"LOS A", representing free-flow conditions, to "LOS F", representing jammed/over-saturated conditions.

The City of San Jose’s minimum acceptable LOS for peak-hour operations at local intersections is LOS

D.  In addition to local intersections, various intersections in Santa Clara County are designated as

"Congestion Management Program (CMP) facilities" because they function as key elements in the Santa

Clara County highway network.  The minimum acceptable LOS for CMP-designated intersections is

LOS E.7

The traffic analysis prepared for this project evaluated the peak-hour operations at 22 intersections in

the project area.  The study intersections were chosen based on their proximity to the proposed

improvements.  These intersections are listed in Table 10, as well as shown on Figure 5.  An asterisk (*)

indicates that the intersection is designated as part of the CMP network.

Table 10 shows the existing peak-hour levels of service at each of the study intersections, which are

based on observed peak-hour traffic flow volumes.  The levels of service were calculated using the

above-described methodology.  As shown in Table 10, there is one intersection, Winchester Boulevard

at Moorpark Avenue, which is operating below acceptable levels of service under existing conditions

during the weekday PM peak period.
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T A B L E     8

EFFECT OF PROJECT ON EXISTING PEAK-HOUR TRAVEL TIMES

Travel Time [minutes]

Roadway Segment
Peak

Period
Existing

Conditions
With the

Build Alternative

  Southbound I-880
  (Bascom to I-280)

AM
PM

Saturday

2.8
3.0
2.9

2.8
3.0
2.8

  Northbound I-880
  (I-280 to Bascom)

AM
PM

Saturday

3.9
3.4
3.5

3.5
3.4
3.5

  Southbound I-280
  (Saratoga to Moorpark)

AM
PM

Saturday

3.1
3.3
2.9

3.2
3.3
2.9

  Northbound I-280
  (Meridian to Saratoga)

AM
PM

Saturday

12.6
4.4
4.6

12.7
4.5
4.2

  Westbound Stevens Creek Blvd.
  (Bellrose to Winchester)

AM
PM

Saturday

3.2
4.1
5.0

3.2
4.0
5.1

  Eastbound Stevens Creek Blvd.
  (Winchester to Bellrose)

AM
PM

Saturday

3.3
4.8
4.6

3.4
5.3
5.0

  Southbound Winchester Blvd.
  (Forest to Moorpark)

AM
PM

Saturday

3.0
3.8
3.3

2.9
3.9
3.3

  Northbound Winchester Blvd.
  (Moorpark to Forest)

AM
PM

Saturday

2.7
3.2
3.4

2.7
3.2
3.4

  This table shows how the project would affect existing travel times; it provides a direct
  comparison to existing conditions and excludes any changes due to planned growth and/or any
  planned transit or roadway improvement projects in the area.

  Source:  Traffic Operations Analysis Report for SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange, I-280/Winchester
  Boulevard Interchange, and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange Improvements Project,
  2010, with March 2011 Addendum.
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T A B L E     9

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Level

of

Service Description of Operations

Average

Control Delaya

(seconds/vehicle)

A

Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully utilized and no

vehicle waits longer than one red indication. # 10

B

Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully utilized. 

Drivers begin to feel restricted. > 10 to 20

C

Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully

utilized.  Most drivers feel somewhat restricted. > 20 to 35

D

Tolerable Delays: Drivers may wait through no more than one red

indication.  Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly, without

excessive delays.
> 35 to 55

E

Significant Delays: Volumes approaching capacity.  Vehicles may

wait through several signal cycles and long vehicle queues from

upstream.
> 55 to 80

F

Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely

long delays.  Queues may block upstream intersections. > 80

 Average Control Delay includes the time for initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time,a

stopped delay, and final acceleration.

Source: Transportation Research Board, 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.
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T A B L E     1 0

EFFECT OF PROJECT ON EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE

Intersection

Weekday

AM Peak-Hour

Weekday

PM Peak-Hour

Saturday

Peak-Hour

# Name Scenario Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

1 Saratoga Ave. at 

SB I-280 Ramps*

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

13.5

13.8

B

B

20.9

21.0

C

C

25.7

25.5

C

C

2 Saratoga Ave. at 

NB I-280 Ramps*

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

14.6

14.1

B

B

14.0

14.2

B

B

0.4

0.4

A

A

3 Saratoga Ave. at 

Kiely Blvd.*

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

22.3

22.7

C

C

33.7

33.2

C

C

31.4

30.8

C

C

4 Stevens Creek Bl.

at Saratoga Ave.*

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

32.6

32.8

C

C

38.0

37.3

D

D

33.2

31.6

C

C

5 Stevens Creek Bl.

at San Tomas Exp*

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

43.5

42.6

D

D

56.2

57.9

E

E

36.5

35.6

D

D

6 Stevens Creek Bl.

at Cypress Ave.

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

8.6

8.4

A

A

13.6

13.2

B

B

12.4

12.1

B

B

7 Stevens Creek Bl.

at Winchester Bl.*

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

26.3

24.6

C

C

40.5

40.3

D

D

47.4

50.6

D

D

8 Stevens Creek Bl.

at Santana Row

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

11.7

11.2

B

B

25.8

24.5

C

C

39.9

40.1

D

D

9 Stevens Creek Bl.

at Baywood Ave.

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

4.9

5.1

A

A

10.7

10.3

B

B

17.7

18.0

B

B

10 Stevens Creek Bl.

at Monroe St.

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

19.2

12.4

B

B

36.6

28.1

C

C

25.8

23.4

C

C

11 Stevens Creek Bl.

at SB I-880 Ramp*

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

2.8

10.7

A

B

8.3

22.2

A

C

29.7

21.4

C

C

12 Stevens Creek Bl.

at NB I-880 Ramps

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

n/a

12.4

n/a

B

n/a

16.1

n/a

B

n/a

19.8

n/a

B

13 Stevens Creek Bl.

at Bellerose Dr.

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

22.8

21.7

C

C

18.7

19.8

B

B

17.9

17.5

B

B

14 Forest Ave. at 

Winchester Blvd.

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

20.6

20.6

C

C

17.5

17.5

B

B

14.1

14.1

B

B

15 Forest Ave. at 

Baywood Ave.

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

7.9

7.9

A

A

24.5

24.5

C

C

16.0

16.0

B

B
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T A B L E     1 0     [continued]

EFFECT OF PROJECT ON EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE

Intersection

Weekday

AM Peak-Hour

Weekday

PM Peak-Hour

Saturday

Peak-Hour

# Name Scenario Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

16 Forest Ave. at

Monroe Street

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

13.6

13.6

B

B

18.0

18.0

B

B

17.3

17.3

B

B

17 Winchester Blvd. at 

Olin Ave.

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

9.1

9.4

A

A

11.9

12.3

B

B

14.4

13.8

B

B

18 Winchester Blvd. at 

Olsen Drive

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

8.9

8.5

A

A

13.6

13.7

B

B

17.7

18.0

B

B

19 Winchester Blvd. at 

Tisch Way

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

11.5

11.5

B

B

20.3

19.2

C

B

13.3

11.9

B

B

20 Winchester Blvd. at 

Moorpark Ave.

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

30.4

29.8

C

C

56.3

55.0

E

D

50.1

49.5

D

D

21 Moorpark Ave. at 

SB I-280 Off-Ramp

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

17.5

18.4

B

B

33.5

33.6

C

C

27.2

27.3

C

C

22 Winchester Blvd. at 

Dorcich Street

Existing Conditions

With Build Alternative

6.8

6.8

A

A

20.2

20.2

C

C

20.8

20.8

C

C

  This table shows how the project would affect existing peak-hour operations at the study

  intersections; it provides a direct comparison to existing conditions and excludes any changes due

  to planned growth and/or any planned transit or roadway improvement projects in the area.

  Notes: 1.    Intersection locations are shown on Figure 5.

2.    * denotes a CMP intersection.

  Source:  Traffic Operations Analysis Report for SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange, I-280/Winchester

  Boulevard Interchange, and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange Improvements Project,

  2010, with March 2011 Addendum.
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T A B L E     1 1

EFFECT OF PROJECT ON EXISTING PEAK-PERIOD FREEWAY CONGESTION

[Expressed as Vehicle Hours of Delay]

Existing

Conditions

With the Build

Alternative

Southbound I-880

Weekday AM

Weekday PM

Saturday

40

100

45

40 (0%)

100 (0%)

40 (-11%)

Northbound I-880

Weekday AM

Weekday PM

Saturday

425

80

50

425 (0%)

80 (0%)

50 (0%)

Southbound I-280

Weekday AM

Weekday PM

Saturday

30

100

30

30 (0%)

100 (0%)

30 (0%)

Northbound I-280

Weekday AM

Weekday PM

Saturday

2,920

140

155

2,930 (0%)

160 (14%)

90 (-42%)

Total

Weekday AM

Weekday PM

Saturday

3,415

420

280

3,425 (0%)

440 (5%)

210 (-25%)

This table shows how the project would affect existing peak-hour freeway congestion in the

project vicinity; it provides a direct comparison to existing conditions and excludes any changes

due to planned growth and/or any planned transit or roadway improvement projects in the area.

Numbers in ( ) represent the percentage change, as compared to existing conditions.

Source: Traffic Operations Analysis Report for SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange, I-280/Winchester

Boulevard Interchange, and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange Improvements Project,

2010, with March 2011 Addendum.
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2.6.2.5 Future “No Build” Traffic Conditions

VTA’s Countywide travel demand model was used to forecast future traffic volumes in the project area.

Consistent with standard practice, the year 2035 was chosen for the long-term horizon year as it is 20

years beyond the estimated 2015 project completion date.

The benefit of the travel demand model is that it provides projections of future traffic volumes, taking

into account traffic from future development planned for in the approved general plans of the cities in

Santa Clara County.  The model also accounts for planned growth in the region, as well as planned

improvements to the transportation network.

When compared to existing conditions, key findings as to future (2035) travel demand in the project area

are as follows:

# During the weekday AM peak period, the growth projected for 2035 will greatly increase the

severity of congestion on the freeways in the study area due to existing bottlenecks on

northbound I-880 and northbound I-280.  In the case of northbound I-280, queues from

bottlenecks within the study area are projected to extend well upstream of the analysis network

limit.  The segments of southbound I-880 and southbound I-280 within the study area are

expected to experience only minor mainline slowing during the AM peak period.  Conditions

on the currently congested connectors from southbound I-880 to northbound I-280 and

southbound I-280 to northbound I-880 are expected to worsen, while all other ramps are

expected to operate at acceptable levels of service.

# During the weekday PM peak period, only modest increases in congestion are projected for most

facilities within the study area.  The primary exception is northbound I-280 where the growth

projected for 2035 will greatly increase the severity of congestion due to existing bottlenecks

within the study area.  Queues on northbound I-280 are projected to extend upstream well

beyond the analysis network limit.  Although traffic on southbound I-880 is expected to be

metered by bottlenecks located to the north outside the study area, slowdowns are also expected

at various locations within the study segment in 2035.  On southbound I-280, high demands at

the boundary to the study are forecast to result in congestion north of Saratoga Avenue.  No

significant congestion is expected on northbound I-880 during the PM peak period in 2035.

# During the Saturday mid-day peak, no significant mainline congestion is projected for the

segments of southbound I-880, northbound I-880 and southbound I-280 in the study area under

No Build conditions.  However, it is anticipated that future traffic growth will exacerbate

existing traffic deficiencies in this area, and result in further impacts to westbound Stevens

Creek Blvd, the northbound I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard collector road, and northbound

I-280.  Queues from Stevens Creek and the collector road are expected to spill back onto

northbound I-280 starting shortly after noon.  The high demands in the section between the

Menker Avenue on-ramp and the off-ramp to the northbound I-880/Stevens Creek collector,
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combined with a high number of ramps, associated weave or merge conflicts and right-lane

overloading, are also expected to create congestion on northbound I-280 throughout the period.

As a result of these constraints, the queue on northbound I-280 is projected to extend well

beyond Meridian Avenue for almost the entire analysis period.

The above findings are illustrated by projected “no build” travel times on project-area freeways and local

streets.  Specifically, when compared to existing conditions, the data in Table 12 show substantial

increases in travel time on northbound I-880, northbound I-280, Stevens Creek Boulevard, and

Winchester Boulevard.

Projected “no build” traffic volumes for the local streets in the project area are shown in Table 13.  The

data indicate that future traffic volumes will - at most locations - be higher than existing volumes, which

accounts for planned development in the region.

Table 14 shows projected “no build” levels of service for the study intersections for the weekday AM

and PM peak-hours, as well as the Saturday peak-hour.  The levels of service are based on projected

“constrained” traffic volumes, which are the 2035 demand volumes adjusted to reflect the impacts of

bottlenecks and other constraints throughout the network.  The purpose of adjusting the demand volumes

to account for factors such as bottlenecks is to provide a picture of what would be observed in the field

if the forecasted conditions were realized.

By 2035, the following intersections are projected to operate at unacceptable levels of service under

peak-hour “no build” conditions:

• Stevens Creek Boulevard at Saratoga Avenue (Saturday)

• Stevens Creek Boulevard at San Tomas Expressway (AM and PM)

• Stevens Creek Boulevard at Cypress Avenue (AM)

• Stevens Creek Boulevard at Winchester Boulevard (Saturday)

• Stevens Creek Boulevard at Monroe Street (Saturday)

• Winchester Boulevard at Tisch Way (PM)

• Winchester Boulevard at Moorpark Avenue (PM)

• Moorpark Avenue at Southbound I-280 Off-Ramp (PM)

2.6.3 Environmental Consequences

This section describes the effects of the project on traffic, transit, and pedestrian/bicycles facilities. The

effects of the project are presented for two different scenarios:

• Comparison to Existing Conditions: This comparison answers the question “how would the

project change the existing transportation and traffic environment?”.  It is a direct comparison
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T A B L E     1 2

COMPARISON OF FUTURE (YEAR 2035) PEAK-HOUR TRAVEL TIMES

[Expressed in Minutes]

Roadway Segment

Peak

Period

No

Build

Alternative

Build

Alternative

Southbound I-880 (Bascom to I-280) AM

PM

Sat

3.5

3.3

2.9

3.2

3.3

3.2

Northbound I-880 (I-280 to Bascom) AM

PM

Sat

16.9

4.9

3.6

16.1

4.9

3.8

Southbound I-280 (Saratoga to Moorpark) AM

PM

Sat

4.4

4.4

3.2

4.3

4.4

3.2

Northbound I-280 (Meridian to Saratoga) AM

PM

Sat

21.7

16.4

17.3

22.0

15.9

11.6

Westbound Stevens Creek Blvd. (Bellrose to

Winchester)

AM

PM

Sat

4.1

8.3

6.6

4.7

8.1

8.5

Eastbound Stevens Creek Blvd. (Winchester to

Bellrose)

AM

PM

Sat

3.8

7.0

9.4

4.2

9.3

10.4

Southbound Winchester Blvd. (Forest to Moorpark) AM

PM

Sat

3.6

5.0

3.9

3.7

4.9

3.9

Northbound Winchester Blvd.

(Moorpark to Forest)

AM

PM

Sat

3.0

5.3

4.8

3.0

4.9

4.7

For illustration purposes, entries shaded in orange illustrate where the project will increase travel times by one

minute or more, as compared to the No Build Alternative.  Entries shaded in green illustrate where the project will

decrease travel times by one minute or more, as compared to the No Build Alternative.

Source:  Traffic Operations Analysis Report for SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange, I-280/Winchester Boulevard

Interchange, and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange Improvements Project, 2010.
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T A B L E     1 3

FUTURE (YEAR 2035) TWO-WAY TRAFFIC DEMAND VOLUMES

Weekday

AM Peak-Hour

Weekday

PM Peak-Hour

Saturday

Peak-Hour

Street Segment

No

Build

Alternative

Change

Resulting

from the

Build

Alternative

No

Build

Alternative

Change

Resulting

from the

Build

Alternative

No

Build

Alternative

Change

Resulting

from the

Build

Alternative

 Winchester Boulevard

      N of Stevens Creek

      Stevens Creek - Olin

      Olin - Olsen

      Olsen - Tisch

      Tisch - Moorpark

      S of Moorpark

1,750

1,650

1,900

1,950

2,500

2,250

0

0

0

0

0

0

3,800

3,800

3,750

4,200

4,650

4,000

0

0

0

0

0

0

2,900

3,200

3,250

3,500

3,450

3,100

0

0

0

0

0

0

 Stevens Creek Boulevard

     W of Winchester

     Winchester - Santana Row

     Santana Row - Baywood

     Baywood - Monroe

     E of NB 880 Ramps

3,850

4,200

4,400

4,700

3,500

0

0

0

0

0

4,450

5,450

5,650

5,600

3,750

0

0

0

0

0

5,100

4,800

5,500

6,100

2,800

0

0

0

0

0

 Moorpark Avenue

     W of I-280 Offramp

     I-280 Offramp - Winchester

     E of Winchester

1,750

1,800

2,750

0

0

0

2,700

2,700

3,550

0

0

0

2,250

2,500

1,950

0

0

0

 Tisch Way

      E of Winchester 200 0 750 0 500 0

 Monroe Street

      N of Stevens Creek

      S of Stevens Creek

250

500

0

0

1,100

700

0

0

2,100

750

0

0

 Olsen Drive

      W of Winchester 150 0 200 0 350 0

 The weekday AM peak-hour is 8:00 AM - 9:00 AM. Volumes are rounded to the nearest 50.

 The weekday PM peak-hour is 5:00 PM - 6:00 PM.

 The Saturday peak-hour is 2:00 PM - 3:00 PM.

  Source:  Traffic Operations Analysis Report for SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange, I-280/Winchester

  Blvd Interchange, and I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd Interchange Improvements Project, 2010.
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T A B L E     1 4

FUTURE (YEAR 2035) PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE

Year 2035

Intersection Peak

Period

No

Build

Alternative

Build

Alternative

# Name Delay LOS Delay LOS

1

Saratoga Avenue

at

SB I-280 Ramps*

AM

PM

Sat

23.8

18.2

60.7

C

B

E

23.6

17.5

61.1

C

B

E

2

Saratoga Avenue

at

NB I-280 Ramps*

AM

PM

Sat

10.3

14.8

7.9

B

B

A

10.8

9.9

8.5

B

A

A

3

Saratoga Avenue

at

Kiely Boulevard*

AM

PM

Sat

37.3

57.7

50.6

D

E

D

38.4

48.5

49.3

D

D

D

4

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

Saratoga Avenue*

AM

PM

Sat

31.6

46.6

164.9

C

D

F

31.5

41.6

170.6

C

D

F

5

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

San Tomas Expwy.*

AM

PM

Sat

130.7

80.1

73.7

F

F

E

134.8

84.3

71.4

F

F

E

6

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

Cypress Avenue

AM

PM

Sat

67.5

17.9

23.3

E

B

C

68.9

17.7

24.5

E

B

C

7

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

Winchester Blvd.*

AM

PM

Sat

27.5

68.9

126.0

C

E

F

29.5

75.8

127.4

C

E

F

8

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

Santana Row

AM

PM

Sat

17.7

40.8

50.9

B

D

D

20.3

40.1

52.4

C

D

D

9

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

Baywood Avenue

AM

PM

Sat

5.4

40.5

20.6

A

D

C

6.0

42.2

24.7

A

D

C
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T A B L E     1 4     (continued)

FUTURE (YEAR 2035) PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE

Peak

Period

Year 2035

Intersection

No

Build

Alternative

Build

Alternative

# Name Delay LOS Delay LOS

10

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

Monroe Street

AM

PM

Sat

14.4

30.5

59.8

B

C

E

13.8

33.9

55.2

B

C

E

11

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

I-880 SB Ramps*

AM

PM

Sat

21.0

28.0

45.2

C

C

D

15.1

29.0

58.9

B

C

E

12

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

I-880 NB Ramps

AM

PM

Sat

-

-

-

-

-

-

25.0

46.9

155.3

C

D

F

13

Stevens Creek Blvd.

at

Bellerose Drive

AM

PM

Sat

44.0

39.8

22.8

D

D

C

30.9

48.9

25.7

C

D

C

14

Forest Ave.

at

Winchester Blvd.

AM

PM

Sat

11.4

33.0

20.6

B

C

C

11.6

38.3

20.8

B

D

C

15

Forest Ave.

at

Baywood Ave.

AM

PM

Sat

4.9

20.3

19.4

A

C

B

5.2

20.3

20.2

A

C

C

16

Forest Ave.

at

Monroe St.

AM

PM

Sat

13.7

19.0

23.3

B

B

C

14.3

19.0

22.5

B

B

C

17

Winchester Blvd.

at

Olin Avenue

AM

PM

Sat

11.0

20.6

17.4

B

C

B

10.9

18.7

17.6

B

B

B

18

Winchester Blvd.

at

Olsen Drive

AM

PM

Sat

11.6

16.5

16.8

B

B

B

11.6

14.3

17.0

B

B

B
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T A B L E     1 4     (continued)

FUTURE (YEAR 2035) PEAK-HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE

Peak

Period

Year 2035

Intersection

No

Build

Alternative

Build

Alternative

# Name Delay LOS Delay LOS

19

Winchester Blvd.

at

Tisch Way

AM

PM

Sat

14.6

62.2

13.0

B

E

B

14.5

56.6

13.3

B

E

B

20

Winchester Blvd.

at

Moorpark Ave.

AM

PM

Sat

27.9

95.8

41.4

C

F

D

27.8

94.7

43.0

C

F

D

21

Moorpark Avenue

at

SB I-280 Off-ramp

AM

PM

Sat

34.7

63.4

18.0

C

E

B

34.9

57.0

19.0

C

E

B

22

Winchester Blvd.

at

Dorcich Street

AM

PM

Sat

6.5

36.7

20.2

A

D

C

6.8

37.3

20.0

A

D

C

  Notes

  1. Intersection locations are shown on Figure 5.

  2. * denotes a CMP intersection.

  3. Weekday AM peak-hour is 8-9 AM.

  4. Weekday PM peak-hour is 5-6 PM.

  5. Saturday peak-hour is 2-3 PM.

  Source:  Traffic Operations Analysis Report for SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange, I-280/Winchester

  Boulevard Interchange, and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange Improvements Project,

  2010.
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T A B L E     1 5

EFFECT OF PROJECT ON YEAR 2035 PEAK-PERIOD FREEWAY CONGESTION

[Expressed as Vehicle Hours of Delay]

No Build

Alternative

Build

Alternative

Southbound I-880

AM

PM

Sat

200

390

130

160 (-20%)

270 (-31%)

350 (169%)

Northbound I-880

AM

PM

Sat

3,000

160

110

2,880 (-4%)

150 (-6%)

170 (55%)

Southbound I-280

AM

PM

Sat

370

700

100

360 (-3%)

700 (0%)

100 (0%)

Northbound I-280

AM

PM

Sat

18,070

11,330

27,140

17,740 (-2%)

9,560 (-16%)

17,080 (-37%)

Total

AM

PM

Sat

21,640

12,580

27,480

21,140 (-2%)

10,680 (-15%)

17,700 (-36%)

Numbers in (  ) represent the percentage change, as compared to the No Build Alternative.

Source: Traffic Operations Analysis Report for SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange, I-280/Winchester

Boulevard Interchange, and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange Improvements Project,

2010.
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to the current environment that uses existing facilities, volumes, and traffic patterns.  No planned

improvements and/or changes in traffic volumes due to planned growth are accounted for.

• Comparison to Future No Build Conditions: This comparison shows the effects of the project

as compared to anticipated future conditions, such conditions that represent changes that will

occur with or without the project.  This comparison is intended to disclose the complete or

“cumulative” picture of the future transportation environment, taking into account traffic from

future development planned for in the approved general plans of the cities in Santa Clara

County.  This comparison also accounts for planned growth in the region, as well as planned

improvements to the transportation network.

All of the improvements that will be constructed by the project will comply with the applicable

provisions of the ADA.

2.6.3.1 Comparison to Existing Conditions

Impacts on Freeways

In general, when compared to existing conditions, the proposed project will result in limited change in

operating conditions on project-area freeways.  During the weekday AM and PM peak periods, the

project does not address the major mainline bottlenecks on I-880 and I-280 that impact the study area

and as a result there is insignificant change in the reported performance measures.  On Saturday, the

improvements to the I-880/Stevens Creek interchange will relieve the problems on the northbound

collector-distributor road and eliminate the spillback of queues onto northbound I-280, thus addressing

a primary purpose of the project.  However, some slowing on northbound I-280 is still expected due to

the high demands, high number of ramps, and related weave and merge conflicts in the section between

the Menker Avenue on-ramp and the off-ramp to the Stevens Creek collector.

Consistent with these general findings, most freeway performance measures (see Tables 8 and 11) show

little or no change when the project is compared to existing conditions.  The exceptions are the measures

associated with northbound I-280 during the Saturday mid-day peak period.  During this period, the

project is estimated to reduce the vehicle hours of delay (VHD) on northbound I-280 from 155 VHD to

90 VHD, a decrease of 42%.  The benefits along northbound I-280 are also reflected in a 9% reduction

in travel time, as shown in Table 8.  During the peak holiday season, when queue spillback onto

northbound I-280 is more prevalent and extensive during weekends and weekday evenings, the project

may provide even greater benefits than those described above.

Impacts on Freeway Ramps

With respect to the freeway connectors and ramps, the most significant change will be associated with

the northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 movement.  Under existing conditions, the movement from



Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting, Impacts, Mitigation

These changes in average delay may be more a result of the stochastic nature of the traffic model than8

the proposed improvements themselves.

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 68 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 is made using the northbound Stevens Creek collector-distributor

road.  As such, traffic destined for northbound I-880 is subject to slowing on the collector-distributor

road and delay at the ramp meter.  With the project in place, the movement from northbound I-280 to

northbound I-880 would use the same exit as SR-17 then a new freeway-to-freeway connector to

northbound I-880 resulting in a significant reduction in the travel time for this movement.

Impacts on Local Streets

As shown in Table 7, the project will not change existing volumes on local streets.  In addition, the

project will have little or no effect on most of the peak-period travel times on local streets (see Table 8).

An exception is along eastbound Stevens Creek Boulevard where the installation of a new traffic signal

at the intersection with the northbound I-880 ramps results in an increase in segment travel time and

corresponding decrease in average speed during all analysis periods.  However, this change is not

excessive (less than 30 seconds).  Another exception is along westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard

during the Saturday peak period; by relieving constraints at the interchange, a 5% increase in peak hour

flow will be achieved.

Intersection Impacts

In general, when compared to existing conditions, the project will not result in substantive changes to

the levels of service at any of the study intersections (see Table 10).  In most cases, the levels of service

will remain the same and average delay will change by less than three seconds.   The new or modified8

intersections at the I-880/Stevens Creek interchange (Intersections #11 and #12) are both projected to

operate at LOS C or better during all peak periods.  The analysis shows the Stevens Creek

Boulevard/San Tomas Expressway intersection operating at LOS E during the PM peak-hour both with

and without the project.  The Moorpark Avenue/Winchester Boulevard intersection operates at LOS E

under existing conditions, but will improve to LOS D with the project in place.  All other study

intersections are forecast to operate at LOS D or better in all cases.

Impacts on Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety/Access

The project includes a number of components and design features that will improve safety and access

for bicycles and pedestrians within the project limits.  These improvements, which will be along Stevens

Creek Boulevard, will include bike lanes, sidewalks, crosswalks, redesigned intersections, new signals,

new signage, and improved pavement markings.  Please see Section 1.3.1.4 for details.



Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting, Impacts, Mitigation

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 69 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

2.6.3.2 Comparison to Future No Build Conditions

Impacts on Freeways

Key findings with regard to the effect of the project on nearby freeway segments are as follows:

# The project will improve travel times and reduce congestion on northbound I-280, especially

during the Saturday peak travel period (see Tables 12 and 15).

# With or without the project, severe congestion is projected in 2035 during the AM peak-hour on

northbound I-880 due to a downstream bottleneck between Coleman Avenue and North First

Street.  The project will result in a slight improvement at this location due to improvements in

the merge condition near Stevens Creek Boulevard (see Tables 12 and 15).

# The project will not substantially affect travel times on southbound I-880 in the project area (see

Table 12).

# The project will not substantially affect operations on southbound I-280 in the project area (see

Tables 12 and 15).

Impacts on Freeway Ramps

Key findings with regard to the effect of the proposed improvements on project-area freeway ramps are

as follows:

# The new direct connector ramp from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 will substantially

reduce travel time for vehicles making that movement.

# During the AM peak-hour, the project will reduce travel times for vehicles traveling from

southbound I-280 to northbound I-880 by improving the merge onto I-880.

# The project will not substantially affect operations on the connector ramp from southbound I-880

to northbound I-280.

# The project will result in a reduction in queuing on the off-ramp from southbound I-880 to

Stevens Creek Boulevard during the PM peak-hour.

Impacts on Local Streets

The project will not result in a change in traffic demand on any local streets (see Table 13).  This result

is expected since the project does not add or delete any access points between the freeways and the local

streets, nor does it change local circulation patterns.
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Intersection Impacts

Table 14 shows the effect of the project on peak-hour operations at each of the 22 study intersections.

The data in Table 14 show that, when compared to “no build” conditions, the project will have only a

minimal effect on peak-hour delay at most of the study intersections.  This result is not unexpected since

the project will not change traffic circulation patterns or demand volumes.  The primary effects of the

project will be focused on those locations where changes to the geometry of the intersection are

proposed as part of the project, such as at Stevens Creek Boulevard/Monroe Street, Stevens Creek

Boulevard/I-880 Ramps, and Stevens Creek Boulevard/Bellerose Drive.

Impacts on Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety/Access

The project includes a number of components and design features that will improve safety and access

for bicycles and pedestrians within the project limits.  These improvements, which will be along Stevens

Creek Boulevard, will include bike lanes, sidewalks, crosswalks, redesigned intersections, new signals,

new signage, and improved pavement markings.  Please see Section 1.3.1.4 for details.

Safety Impacts

The project will improve safety as a result of a combination of increased capacity (e.g., both new and

wider ramps) and new roadway geometry that improves efficiency by reducing merging conflicts.  These

improvements will also enhance safety for both motorized and non-motorized traffic.  As examples, the

elimination of the queuing that backs up onto the freeways will reduce the potential for rear-end

collisions and reduced merging lowers the potential for accidents related to lane-changing.  Similarly,

the project will improve safety for pedestrians and bicyclists traversing the area, as described in the

above paragraph.

2.6.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

2.7 VISUAL/AESTHETICS

2.7.1 Regulatory Setting

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended (NEPA) establishes that the federal

government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and

aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally pleasing surroundings (42 U.S.C. 4331[b][2]).  To further

emphasize this point, the Federal Highway administration in its implementation of NEPA (23 U.S.C.
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109[h]) directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be made in the best overall public interest

taking into account adverse environmental impacts, including among others, the destruction or disruption

of aesthetic values.

Likewise, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) establishes that it is the policy of the state

to take all action necessary to provide the people of the state "with…enjoyment of aesthetic, natural,

scenic and historic environmental qualities." (CA Public Resources Code Section 21001[b])

2.7.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Visual Impact Assessment (February

2010, with March 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into

this EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the

front cover of this document.

2.7.2.1 Methodology

The visual study for the project was determined by a visual inspection of the location of the proposed

features.  The existing ramps, travel lanes, shoulders and barriers; soundwalls; ramp widths; pedestrian

overcrossing; and existing trees and other vegetation were used to calibrate the distances from which

the proposed project could be seen from a quarter mile radius, a distance where project features would

impact the viewing public to the greatest extent.  The residents living in homes located in the vicinity

of the freeways constitute a group of sensitive viewers in the area, meaning that they are generally

sensitive to changes in the visual environment.  Motorists have time-limited exposure to visual features

and, therefore, are a group  with a lower visual sensitivity than the residents.

The quality of the existing visual environment was determined using a combination of three criteria:

• Vividness: “...the visual power or memorability of landscape components as they

combine in striking and distinctive visual patterns...”

• Intactness: “...the visual integrity of the natural and man-built landscape and its freedom

from encroaching elements...”

• Unity: “...the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape concerned

as a whole...”

2.7.2.2 Existing Visual Environment

The project limits within SR-17, I-280 and I-880 are located in generally flat terrain to the south of the

San Francisco Bay in the City of San Jose.  The natural gradient of I-880 highway slopes downward from

north to south approximately 30 feet.  I-280 slopes downward from east to west approximately 20 feet.
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The visual setting of the project site is dominated by urban features.  In the north-south and east-west

directions, urban features are highway related and consist of at-grade highway pavement, elevated ramp

structures, on- and off-ramps, soundwalls, highway signs and lights, concrete median barriers, vehicles

and utility lines and poles.  I-280 includes eight to ten travel lanes and I-880 includes six lanes.  The

I-280/I-880/SR-17 interchange is visible at the center of the project, the Stevens Creek Boulevard

interchange is visible to the north and the MacArthur Avenue overpass is visible to the east.  Soundwalls

are visible at the edges of the highway at I-280, SR-17 and I-880.  Multi-story buildings are visible from

I-280 to the northwest of I-880 and two-story buildings to the southwest.  From I-880, views to the

northeast and west of I-280 include the roof tops of single-family residences above soundwalls.  From

SR-17, some rooftops of residences are visible above soundwalls.

The natural landscape has been altered over time in all areas within and adjacent to the project limits

with the addition of buildings and highway structures.  Undisturbed natural features included in views

from the project area are the Diablo Range of mountains visible to the east and the Santa Cruz

Mountains to the west and south.  Existing vegetation within the three highway corridors and the

adjacent neighborhoods consist of introduced species of trees, shrubs and ground covers.  The

landscaping is mature.  Trees and shrubs are dense at the edges of the highway and in the interchanges.

The portions of SR-17, I-280, and I-880 within the project limits are all designated as Landscape

Freeways, a designation that sets limits on locations of large advertising signs next to the highway.  The

portion of I-280 within the project limits is not eligible for scenic highway designation.

2.7.3 Environmental Consequences

The project will result in changes to the visual environment from a variety of locations in the immediate

vicinity, some of which will be substantial.  The changes will result from the removal of existing

vegetation, the widening/realignment of ramps, and the construction of new ramps (some of which will

be elevated).

The following paragraphs describe visual impacts at a number of key locations, which are shown on

Figure 6:

P On Parkmoor Avenue, residents to the east of the three single-family residences that will be

acquired to accommodate the NB I-280 to NB I-880 connector will experience substantial visual

impacts as highway screening vegetation within the three properties is removed and views of the

highway features are fully afforded.  Existing views to the southwest include residential

structures, trees and shrubs that are part of the neighborhood cluster of homes. They screen

highway features and provide a sense of separation from the highway environment to the south

and west.  This view is represented by Figure 7.  The existing NB I-280 to SB SR-17 connector

is visible between the columnar Cypress trees and the chimney.
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PHOTO SIMULATION - VIEW FROM PARKMOOR AVENUE                       FIGURE 7

EXISTING VIEW

SIMULATED CONDITION  (VIEW IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION)

SIMULATED CONDITION  (WITH MITIGATION PLANTING AT 10-15 YEARS)



EXISTING VIEW

SIMULATED CONDITION  (VIEW IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION)

PHOTO SIMULATION - VIEW FROM PIONEER/HODGES AVENUES          FIGURE 8
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Under the project, the view represented by Figure 7 will change because the existing residence,

cypress trees, foreground trees and shrubs will be removed.  As shown in the simulation, viewers

will see masonry 12-14' high soundwalls and an approximately 20’ high NB I-280 to NB I-880

elevated ramp, approximately 103’ closer to the vantage point than the existing approximately

27’ high ramp that will remain.  The existing and project highway connector ramps will

encroach on the views from Parkmoor Avenue substantially, diminishing the element of

intactness in the view.  The compositional harmony of the view will be diminished as residences

across the street from one another are removed.  The vividness and memorability of the

neighborhood will be diminished as residential scale structures and diverse landscaping are

replaced with views of large scale highway structures that are singular in line, form, color and

texture.  A 6'-12' high soundwall will be added to the east edge of the connector ramp.  The tops

of trucks will be visible but not smaller passenger vehicles.  Soundwalls, up to approximately

14' high, will be constructed for noise abatement at the ground level, which will have the effect

of blocking views of the highway.

P On Pioneer Avenue near Hodges Avenue, views to the west of this single-family neighborhood

will substantially change.  As represented by Figure 8, the existing view from residences on

Hodges Avenue looks west at the existing mature trees and shrubs that screen views of the NB

I-880 to EB Stevens Creek off ramp.  With project removal of the trees and shrubs, adverse

visual impacts will occur.  The project will alter the character of the existing neighborhood

substantially.  The mature trees and shrubs provide a sense of enclosure for the neighborhood,

are an integral part of the urban forest character of the neighborhood and they separate the

residential neighborhood from the highway environment.  The project will add a 14' high

soundwall at the edge of the ramp that will block views of the highway.  The masonry wall with

its inherent structural uniformity will contrast with the existing views of naturally diverse trees

and shrubs.

P Residents on South Daniel Way will experience the removal of approximately five palm trees,

two redwood trees and additional shrubs that provide much natural diversity in the views from

this single-family residential neighborhood.  The existing vegetation partially screens views of

the SB I-880 to SB I-280 connector ramp to the east from residences on South Daniel Way.  The

project will replace views of vegetation with a 14’ high soundwall on South Daniel Way

resulting in adverse, but not substantial, visual impacts for residents.  While the soundwall will

block views of the ramp, the character and quality of the views on the east edge of the road will

change from natural diversity to a uniform structure.

In addition to the above, visual impacts will occur from the motorists’ perspective with the project

features where they require removal of trees and screening shrubs at the edges of the highway, within

the interchanges, and where there is insufficient space to restore the original character of the vegetation.

In terms of overall magnitude, roughly 12 acres of landscaping will be removed within the I-880

corridor.
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Existing vegetation screens views of structures within adjacent land uses from the perspective of

motorists on NB I-880 between Stevens Creek Boulevard and the north project limits.  Existing trees

and shrubs partially screen views of highway interchange ramps and abutments within the Stevens Creek

Boulevard Interchange and within the SR17/I-880/I-280 interchange.  Trees and large shrubs screen

views of residences at the NB I-880 Stevens Creek off-ramp.  Views of structures will encroach on

motorist’s views and will diminish the quality of their visual experience while traveling on the highway.

These impacts to motorists will, however, not be substantial.

The Landscaped Freeway status of I-880 within the project limits may be compromised by the removal

of trees and other vegetation.  Loss of a Landscaped Freeway status may allow large advertising signs

to be placed adjacent to the highway and would diminish the element of intactness of views from the

highway from the motorist’s perspective.  Billboards would also affect the visual quality of the

surrounding neighborhoods.

Lighting on the new ramps, particularly those that are elevated, will be visible from adjacent locations.

Lighting for overhead directional signs will also be visible.  This impact will, however, not be substantial

as the current designs for these types of lighting fixtures serve to focus light on their intended target and

minimize spillover into adjacent areas.

During construction, residents and motorists will experience visual impacts associated with the

following: 1) removal of buildings; 2) removal of streets, power poles and lines and street lights; 3)

removal of existing vegetation; 4) construction of soundwalls and retaining walls; 5) grading to form

new contours; 6) large pieces of equipment used for moving earth, trenching ditches, lifting steel beams

and columns, hauling cement, laying and compacting pavement, water trucks spraying water to control

dust, and assorted pickup trucks and autos; and 7) construction signs and lights.

2.7.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

In order to reduce visual impacts, the project will implement the following measures:

" A metal beam guardrail (or similar barrier) will be installed along the easterly edge of the ramp

and collector-distributor road adjacent to the Pioneer Avenue/Hodges Avenue neighborhood.

Trees will be retained between the guardrail and the right-of-way line where feasible.  This will

preserve some of the urban forest character to the neighborhood.

" At the location where the three single-family homes will be removed, a dense grove of fast

growing evergreen trees such as redwood trees will be planted between the edge of Parkmoor

Avenue and the soundwall and between the soundwall and the ramps to provide a dense visual

screen.  With maturity, the trees will screen both the soundwalls at the ground level with their

broad lower branches and screen the ramps with their tall growth characteristics.



Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting, Impacts, Mitigation

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 78 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

" Fast growing vines will be planted at the bases of the new soundwalls to grow up and cover the

uniform surfaces of the walls to soften their appearance.

" Metal beam guardrails (or similar barrier) will be installed, where feasible, to preserve desirable

trees and vegetation located within 30 feet of the edge of the outside traffic lanes of the

freeways, such vegetation that would otherwise need to be removed to comply with requirements

for an object free safety/recovery zone.

" Per the Department’s policy, the highway planting that has been damaged or removed due to a

transportation project shall be replaced at a level equal to the current allowable maximum cost

per acre.  Replacement planting shall be provided within the project limits wherever feasible.

If infeasible, replacement planting may be located 1) outside the limits of the parent highway

project, 2) located outside the State operational right-of-way in a public space within the

community, 3) as directed by the Department’s District Landscape Architect.

" All new structures and walls will be treated with texture and/or color to reduce visual impacts.

2.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

2.8.1 Regulatory Setting

“Cultural resources” as used in this document refers to all historical and archaeological resources,

regardless of significance.  Laws and regulations dealing with cultural resources include:

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, (NHPA) sets forth national policy and

procedures regarding historic properties, defined as districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects

included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  Section 106 of NHPA requires

federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on such properties and to allow

the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to comment on those undertakings,

following regulations issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800).  On

January 1, 2004, a Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the Advisory Council, FHWA,

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the Department went into effect for Department

projects, both state and local, with FHWA involvement.  The PA implements the Advisory Council's

regulations, 36 CFR 800, streamlining the Section 106 process and delegating certain responsibilities

to the Department.  The FHWA's responsibilities under the PA have been assigned to the Department

as part of the Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program (23 CFR 327) (July 1, 2007).

Historical resources are considered under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as well

as California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1, which established the California Register

of Historical Resources.  PRC Section 5024 requires state agencies to identify and protect state-owned
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resources that meet National Register of Historic Places listing criteria.  It further specifically requires

the Department to inventory state-owned structures in its rights-of-way.

2.8.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Historic Property Survey Report,

Archaeological Survey Report, and Historic Resources Evaluation Report that were prepared in May

2009 (with a February 2011 Addendum) for the project.  These reports also document the results of

subsurface testing for archaeological resources.  These studies are incorporated into this EIR/EA by

reference.  These studies are available for review at the locations listed inside the front cover of this

document.

A prehistoric and historic site record and literature search by the California Historical Resources

Information System, Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University was undertaken to

determine if known resources are present within the project's area of potential effects (APE).  The APE

consists of the area within the footprint of the project, as well as those areas directly adjacent to the

project where indirect impacts could occur.  A field reconnaissance was also undertaken, the results of

which are described in the Archaeological Survey Report and Historic Resources Evaluation Report.

There are no recorded archaeological sites within or adjacent to the APE.  Nonetheless, due to the fact

that the project will require substantial excavation and the fact that the area is considered

archaeologically-sensitive, subsurface geoarchaeological explorations were undertaken as a good-faith

effort to identify obscured or buried archaeological resources that could be impacted by project

construction.  The subsurface explorations identified one isolated prehistoric fire feature and an isolated

deposit of bricks associated with scant historic materials.  No cultural resources of significance were

found during the subsurface testing.

None of the structures or buildings that are located on the parcels from which right-of-way will be

required (see Table 2) are historically significant.  None of the bridges or other transportation structures

located within the APE are historically significant.

Residences that are adjacent to a soundwall that will be constructed by the project were evaluated to

determine their historic significance.  The residences, which are located along portions of Los Coches

Avenue, Hodges Avenue, Pioneer Avenue and Scott Street, were determined to not be historically

significant.

As required by the Section 106 PA, Native American consultation was undertaken during the studies

conducted for this project.  No concerns or issues were identified during that consultation process.
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2.8.3 Environmental Consequences

Based upon the research, technical studies, and field testing described above, there is no indication of

prehistoric or historic archaeological or historic architectural resources within the project impact area.

Therefore, construction of the proposed project is not expected to result in effects on cultural resources.

2.8.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and around the

immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified archaeologist can assess the nature and

significance of the find.

If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that further

disturbances and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie remains, and the

County Coroner contacted.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, if the remains are

thought to be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission

(NAHC) who will then notify the Most Likely Descendent (MLD).  At this time, the person who

discovered the remains will contact the Department’s District 4 Environmental Branch so that they may

work with the MLD on the respectful treatment and disposition of the remains.  Further provisions of

PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable.

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

2.9 WATER QUALITY AND STORMWATER RUNOFF

2.9.1 Regulatory Setting

Federal Requirements:  Clean Water Act

In 1972, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act was amended, making the discharge of pollutants to

the waters of the United States from any point source unlawful, unless the discharge is in compliance

with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  The Federal Water Pollution

Control Act was subsequently amended in 1977, and was renamed the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The

CWA, as amended in 1987, directed that storm water discharges are point source discharges.  The 1987
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CWA amendment established a framework for regulating municipal and industrial storm water

discharges under the NDPES program.  Important CWA sections are as follows:

• Sections 303 and 304 provide for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines.

• Section 401 requires an applicant for any federal project that proposes an activity, which may

result in a discharge to waters of the United States to obtain certification from the State that the

discharge will comply with other provisions of the act.

• Section 402 establishes the NPDES, a permitting system for the discharges (except for dredge

or fill material) into waters of the United States.  Regional Water Quality Control Boards

(RWQCB) administer this permitting program in California.  Section 402(p) establishes

addresses storm water and non-storm water discharges.

• Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredge or fill material into waters

of the United States.  This permit program is administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

(ACOE).

The objective of the CWA is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity

of the Nation's waters.”

State Requirements:  Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code)

California's Porter-Cologne Act, enacted in 1969, provides the legal basis for water quality regulation

within California.  This Act requires a "Report of Waste Discharge" for any discharge of waste (liquid,

solid, or otherwise) to land or surface waters that may impair beneficial uses for surface and/or

groundwater of the state.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCBs are responsible for establishing the

water quality standards (objectives) required by the CWA, and regulating discharges to ensure that the

objectives are met.  Details regarding water quality standards in a project area are contained in the

applicable RWQCB Basin Plan.  States designate beneficial uses for all water body segments, and then

set criteria necessary to protect these uses.  Consequently, the water quality standards developed for

particular water segments are based on the designated use and vary depending on such use.  In addition,

each state identifies waters failing to meet standards for specific pollutants, which are state listed in

accordance with CWA Section 303(d).  If a state determines that waters are impaired for one or more

constituents and the standards cannot be met through point source controls, the CWA requires

establishing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).   TMDLs establish allowable pollutant loads from

all sources (point, non-point, and natural) for a given watershed.

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards

The SWRCB administers water rights, water pollution control, and water quality functions throughout

the state.  RWCQBs are responsible for protecting beneficial uses of water resources within their
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regional jurisdiction using planning, permitting, and enforcement authorities to meet this responsibility.

• NPDES Program

The SWRCB adopted Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit (Order No. 99-06-DWQ) on July 15,

1999.  This permit covers all Department rights-of-way, properties, facilities, and activities in

the State.  NPDES permits establish a 5-year permitting time frame.  NPDES permit

requirements remain active until a new permit has been adopted.

In compliance with the permit, the Department developed the Statewide Storm Water

Management Plan (SWMP) to address storm water pollution controls related to highway

planning, design, construction, and maintenance activities throughout California.  The SWMP

describes the minimum procedures and practices the Department uses to reduce pollutants in

storm water and non-storm water discharges.  It outlines procedures and responsibilities for

protecting water quality, including the selection and implementation of Best Management

Practices (BMPs).  The proposed Project will be programmed to follow the guidelines and

procedures outlined in the 2003 SWMP to address storm water runoff or any subsequent SWMP

version draft and approved.

 

• Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Program

The U.S. EPA defines a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) as any conveyance or

system of conveyances (roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs,

gutters, ditches, human-made channels, and storm drains) owned or operated by a state, city,

town, country, or other public body having jurisdiction over storm water, that are designed or

used for collecting or conveying storm water.  As part of the NPDES program, U.S. EPA

initiated a program requiring that entities having MS4s apply to their local RWQCBs for storm

water discharge permits.  The program proceeded through two phases.  Under Phase I, the

program initiated permit requirements for designated municipalities with populations of 100,000

or greater.  Phase II expanded the program to municipalities with populations less than 100,000.

• Construction Activity Permitting

Section H.2, Construction Program Management of the Department's NPDES permit states:

“The Construction Management Program shall be in compliance with requirement of the NPDES

General Permit for Construction Activities (Construction General Permit)”.  Construction

General Permit (Order No. 2009-009-DWQ, adopted on September 2, 2009, became effective

on July 1, 2010.  The permit will regulate storm water discharges from construction sites that

result in a disturbed soil area (DSA) of 1 acre or greater, and/or are part of a common plan of

development.  By law, all storm water discharges associated with construction activity where

clearing, grading, and excavation results in soil disturbance of at least 1 acre must comply with

the provisions of the General Construction Permit.
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The newly adopted permit separates projects into Risk Levels 1 - 3.  Requirements apply

according to the Risk Level determined.  For example, a Risk Level 3 (highest risk) project

would require compulsory storm water runoff pH and turbidity monitoring.  Risk levels are

determined during the design phase and are based on potential erosion and transport to receiving

waters.  Applicants are required to develop and implement an effective Storm Water Pollution

Prevention Plan (SWPP).

Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit requires the Department to submit a Notice of Construction

(NOC) to the RWQCB to obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit.  Upon project

completion, a Notice of Completion of Construction (NOCC) is required to suspend coverage.

This process will continue to apply to Department projects until a new Caltrans Statewide

NPDES Permit is adopted by the SWRCB.  An NOC or equivalent form will be submitted to the

RWQCB at least 30 days prior to construction if the associated DSA is 1 acre or more.  In

accordance with the Department's Standard Specifications, a Water Pollution Control Plan

(WPCP) is used for projects with DSA less than 1-acre.

During the construction phase, compliance with the permit and the Department's Standard Special

Conditions requires appropriate selection and deployment of both structural and non-structural BMPs.

These BMPs must achieve performance standards of Best Available Technology economically

achievable/Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BAT/BCT) to reduce or eliminate storm

water pollution.

2.9.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Water Quality Report (April 2010, with

February 2011 Addendum) and Stormwater Data Report (March 2011) that were prepared for the

project.  These studies are available for review at the locations listed inside the front cover of this

document.

Stormwater runoff from the project area discharges into storm drainage systems that are owned and

maintained by the City of San Jose and the Department, the latter handling much of the runoff from local

freeways.  These systems discharge to local creeks or the Guadalupe River.  The water quality in the

creeks depends upon the volume of water at a given time of the year.  Water quality is also dependent

upon the concentration of contaminants, which flow into the creeks as a component of urban runoff via

storm drains.  These contaminants include such items as oil and grease, fuel residues, tire particles, plant

and animal debris (e.g., leaves, dust, animal feces, etc.) litter, and heavy metals.  In sufficient

concentrations, these pollutants have been found to adversely affect the aquatic habitat of these streams

and San Francisco Bay, into which the streams flow.

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires that states develop a list of water bodies that do not meet water

quality standards.  According to the latest list developed by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB in 2006, the
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Guadalupe River is listed as an impaired water body for Diazinon due to urban runoff/storm sewers and

for mercury due to mine tailings.  A listing of the Guadalupe River as impaired due to trash from illegal

dumping is currently proposed by the RWQCB.

2.9.3 Environmental Consequences

The proposed project may affect water quality during the short-term (i.e., construction phase) and during

the long-term (i.e., operational phase).  The short-term effects are described in Section 2.16.6.  The

long-term effects are described below.

The project will create approximately 4.8 acres of new impervious surfaces within the Guadalupe

watershed area that encompasses 170 square miles.  This is a relatively minor increase in impervious

surfaces, especially in view of the fact that most of the project site is already covered by existing

impervious surfaces (i.e., the existing freeway).  Therefore, the increase in pollutant-containing runoff

will not be substantial.

The additional impervious area to be added by the project is small in relation to the size of the

groundwater basin located within the project limits; therefore, groundwater recharge impacts will be

insignificant.

2.9.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Although long-term water quality effects will not be substantial, the design of the project includes Best

Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce the pollutant component of stormwater runoff, as required by

the Department’s NPDES permit (see above discussion).  In addition to the requirements of the NPDES

permit, compliance with the requirements of the Department’s Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP)

is also required.  The SWMP describes the programs to reduce the discharge of pollutants associated

with the stormwater drainage systems, and describes how the Department will comply with the

provisions of the NPDES permit.

To mitigate post-construction water quality effects, post-construction treatment BMPs have been

considered for incorporation into the project.  Those considered include infiltration devices, biofiltration

strips and swales, wet basins, media filters, detention devices, and multichamber treatment devices

(often referred to as "treatment trains").  Biofiltration strips or swales have been identified as the most

feasible BMPs for this project.  Areas within the project limits that are suitable for the creation of

biofiltration strips or swales within the project limits are located within the footprints of the existing

interchanges.  Infiltration devices will also be considered.

In addition, the project will implement permanent design pollution control BMPs to improve stormwater

quality by reducing erosion, stabilizing disturbed soil areas, and maximizing vegetated surfaces.  These
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measures could include a combination of source and sediment control measures to prevent and minimize

erosion from disturbed soil areas.  Source controls will utilize erosion control netting in combination

with hydroseeding.  Outlet protection and velocity dissipation devices will also be considered.

2.10 GEOLOGY/SOILS/SEISMIC/TOPOGRAPHY

2.10.1 Regulatory Setting

For geologic and topographic features, the key federal law is the Historic Sites Act of 1935, which

establishes a national registry of natural landmarks and protects "outstanding examples of major

geological features." Topographic and geologic features are also protected under the California

Environmental Quality Act.

This section also discusses geology, soils, and seismic concerns as they relate to public safety and project

design.  Earthquakes are prime considerations in the design and retrofit of structures.  The Department's

Office of Earthquake Engineering is responsible for assessing the seismic hazard for Department

projects.  The current policy is to use the anticipated Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE), from active

faults in and near California.  The MCE is defined as the largest earthquake that can be expected to occur

on a fault over a particular period of time.

2.10.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a Preliminary Geotechnical Report (February 2010,

with March 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into this

EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the front

cover of this document.

The project is located in the Santa Clara Valley in the Coast Range area of California.  The Coast Range

forms a nearly continuous topographic barrier between the California coastline and the San Joaquin

Valley.  In general, the Coast Range in this region is double-chain of mountains running north-northwest.

Between the two chains of mountains lies the basin of San Francisco Bay, including the valleys at each

the end of the Bay, Petaluma Valley on the north and Santa Clara Valley on the south.  The Santa Clara

Valley is underlain by bedrock known as the Franciscan Complex.

The project area is relatively flat.  Ground elevations in the area range from approximately 150 feet

above sea level at the northerly project limits to approximately 120 feet above sea level at the southerly

project limits.
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Liquefaction is a process that occurs under certain conditions, when saturated, granular soils are9

subjected to prolonged shaking during an earthquake.  The material experiences a rapid loss of shear strength,

resulting in fluid-like behavior.  Loose, clean, fine sands and silts that are relatively free of clay most

commonly experience liquefaction.  Liquefaction can result in catastrophic ground failure, as soils lose all

weight-bearing capacity.

An “active” fault is defined as a fault that has had surface displacement within Holocene time10

(approximately the last 10,000 years).
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The project site is underlain by alluvial fan sediments that are primarily sandy silt/clay and sand/gravel.

The historically highest groundwater level at this location is approximately 35 to 50 feet below the

ground surface.  A review of soil boring data associated with the existing freeway facilities determined

that groundwater was not encountered in any of the borings.  However, in three of five recent soil

borings, groundwater was encountered at depths ranging from 68 feet to 75 feet below the ground

surface.  Based on this information, the potential for liquefaction to occur at this location is considered

low to moderate.9

No active faults cross under the project area.   However, the project is located in a seismically active10

part of Northern California.  Many faults capable of producing earthquakes exist in the San Francisco

Bay Area, which may cause strong ground shaking in the vicinity of the project area.  The closest active

faults to the project site are the Cascade, Silver Creek,  Hayward, and San Andreas faults, approximately

1.8 miles, 3.5 miles, 8.0 miles, and 9.0 miles, respectively.  The Silver Creek fault is the controlling fault

at the project site.

The Monte Vista, Hayward, and San Andreas Faults are designated with MCE magnitudes of 6.5, 7.5,

and 8.0, respectively, on the California Seismic Hazard Map.  The MCE, therefore, is the earthquake on

the San Andreas Fault since it potentially releases the highest energy (M=8.0) and results in the strongest

shaking at the site.

2.10.3 Environmental Consequences

The proposed project will involve typical highway excavation and grading practices necessary to

construct the additional lanes and ramp modifications, and new ramps.  There are no geologic features

on the site that would pose special or unique hazards to users of the proposed improvements.  The

project will implement standard engineering practices to ensure that geotechnical and soil hazards do

not result from its construction.

The site is within the seismically active San Francisco Bay Area and severe ground shaking is probable

during the anticipated life of the project.  Users of the freeways and interchanges would be exposed to

hazards associated with such severe ground shaking during a major earthquake on one of the region's
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active faults.  This hazard is not unique to the project, because it applies to all locations throughout the

greater Bay Area.  The proposed project will not increase the existing exposure to hazards associated

with earthquakes; the hazards in the area will be the same with or without the project.

The project, including the new ramp and bridge structures, will be designed and constructed in

accordance with the Department’s Design guidelines for Seismic Zone 4 to avoid or minimize potential

damage from seismic shaking on the site.  Potential seismic effects will be minimized by the use of

standard engineering techniques mandated by the Uniform Building Code and the Department’s Design

Standards.

2.10.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Some of the measures that will minimize or avoid impacts to water quality will also serve to minimize

or avoid impacts associated with erosion.  For a list of these measures, please see Section 2.9.4.

2.11 HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS

2.11.1 Regulatory Setting

Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by many state and federal laws.  These include

not only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also a variety of laws regulating air and water

quality, human health and land use.

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource Conservation and

Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and

Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA).  The purpose of CERCLA, often referred to as Superfund, is to clean

up contaminated sites so that public health and welfare are not compromised.  RCRA provides for

"cradle to grave" regulation of hazardous wastes.  Other federal laws include:

• Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992

• Clean Water Act

• Clean Air Act

• Safe Drinking Water Act

• Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)

• Atomic Energy Act

• Toxic Substances Control Act

• Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
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In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control,

mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control environmental pollution when federal

activities or federal facilities are involved.

Hazardous waste in California is regulated primarily under the authority of the federal Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, and the California Health and Safety Code.  Other California

laws that affect hazardous waste are specific to handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment,

reduction, cleanup and emergency planning.

Worker health and safety and public safety are key issues when dealing with hazardous materials that

may affect human health and the environment.  Proper disposal of hazardous material is vital if it is

disturbed during project construction.

2.11.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Initial Site Assessment (ISA) (June

2007, with March 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into

this EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the

front cover of this document.

The ISA determined that there are numerous sites within a 1-mile radius of the project area where

hazardous materials are generated, used, or stored and/or where some type of

spill/leakage/contamination has occurred.  For most locations where soil or groundwater contamination

has been found, the source of the contamination was leaking storage tanks.  In virtually all of these cases,

the leaking tanks have been removed and remediation has occurred (or is occurring) under the

supervision of various governmental entities.  Many of the listed sites are either down/cross gradient or

too far up gradient to impact the subject area.

The ISA focused on sites where hazardous materials contamination has been reported that are 1) under

active regulatory oversight, and 2) within one-eighth mile of the existing and proposed freeway

right-of-way within the project area.  There are three sites that meet this criteria, conditions at which are

summarized below:

Site #1 - Intersection of I-280/I-880: A spill of 25 gallons of paint hardener occurred at this location in

1987.  Based on the subsequent cleanup, this site should not pose an adverse impact to the project.

Site #2 - Fire Station 10 at 511 South Monroe Street: Diesel fuel from a leaking underground storage

tank resulted in contamination at this location.  Cleanup occurred and the regulatory oversight case was

closed in the mid-1990s.  Therefore, this site should not pose an adverse impact to the project.
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Lead is a heavy metal that is found in many products.  Lead is poisonous to humans.  It is especially11

toxic to the nervous system, although it can adversely effect many systems and organs.  In recent years, lead

has been removed from certain products such as paint and gasoline in order to reduce the potential for chronic

exposure. 

Asbestos is a mineral that is found in many products because of its resistance to damage from12

chemicals and heat, as well as its noise absorption properties.  However, asbestos is toxic, especially when

inhaled.  It can cause diseases such as lung cancer, mesothelioma, and asbestosis.

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 89 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

Site #3 - Texaco Station at 2812 Stevens Creek Boulevard: Petroleum hydrocarbons from a leaking

underground storage tank resulted in soil and groundwater contamination at this location.  Remediation

occurred and the regulatory oversight case was closed.  Therefore, this site should not pose an adverse

impact to the project.

2.11.2.1 Aerially-Deposited Lead (ADL)

Until recently, lead was commonly added to gasoline.   As a result, lead was emitted as a component11

of motor vehicle exhaust.  Soil sampling along many roadways has found that concentrations of lead

exceed applicable thresholds for classification as a hazardous material.  This phenomenon known as

"aerially-deposited lead" is widespread.  Because the freeways in the project area were built prior to the

phaseout of lead as a gasoline additive, elevated concentrations of lead are likely to be present in the soil

along the freeway.

2.11.2.2 Asbestos-Containing Materials and Lead-Based Paint

Due to the age of the structures located within the project limits, there is a potential for the presence of

asbestos-containing materials  and/or lead-based paint.12

2.11.3 Environmental Consequences

During construction, workers could be exposed to ADL, asbestos-containing materials, and/or lead-based

paint.  Such exposure will be avoided by implementing the measures described below in Section 2.11.4.

2.11.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The project will implement the following measures during final design and construction to avoid impacts

associated with exposing construction workers to unsafe levels of hazardous substances:

R As part of project development, a soil investigation will be conducted to determine whether

ADL has affected soils that will be excavated as part of the proposed project.  The investigation
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for ADL will be performed in accordance with the Department’s Lead Testing Guidance

Procedure. The analytical results will be compared against applicable hazardous waste criteria.

Based on analytical results, the investigation will provide recommendations regarding

management and disposal of affected soils in the project area including the reuse potential of

ADL-affected soil during project development.  The provisions of a variance granted to the

Department by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) on September

22, 2000 (or any subsequent variance in effect when the project is constructed) regarding

aerially-deposited lead will be followed.

R Testing for the presence of lead-based paint on the existing structures will occur.  If this

substance is found to be present, applicable regulations pertaining to its removal and disposal

will be followed.

R Testing for the presence of asbestos on the existing structures will occur.  If this substance is

found to be present, applicable regulations pertaining to its removal and disposal will be

followed.

The costs for sampling, testing, special handling, and disposal of potentially hazardous materials are

unknown at this stage of preliminary design and environmental review.  It is estimated that costs could

range from $75,000 to $100,000 or more depending on the number of samples collected, the laboratory

analyses used, and quantity of material that requires special disposal.  The costs for special handling, if

required, of contaminated building materials from structures that have to be removed would be estimated

during final design.  The testing and analysis of samples is estimated to have a duration of one to two

months.  Disposal of hazardous materials will be undertaken as part of project construction and,

depending on the amount of such materials present, will have an estimated duration ranging from several

days to several weeks.

2.12 AIR QUALITY 

2.12.1 Regulatory Setting 

The Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 is the federal law that governs air quality. Its counterpart in

California is the California Clean Air Act of 1988. These laws set standards for the quantity of pollutants

that can be in the air. At the federal level, these standards are called National Ambient Air Quality

Standards (NAAQS).  Standards have been established for six criteria pollutants that have been linked

2to potential health concerns; the criteria pollutants are:  carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO ),

3 2ozone (O ), particulate matter (PM), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO ).

Under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the U.S. Department of Transportation cannot fund,

authorize, or approve Federal actions to support programs or projects that are not first found to conform



Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting, Impacts, Mitigation

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 91 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

to State Implementation Plan for achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act requirements.  Conformity

with the Clean Air Act takes place on two levels-first, at the regional level and second, at the project

level.  The proposed project must conform at both levels to be approved.

Regional level conformity in California is concerned with how well the region is meeting the standards

2 3set for CO, NO , O , and PM.  California is in attainment for the other criteria pollutants.  At the regional

level, Regional Transportation Plans (RTP) are developed that include all of the transportation projects

planned for a region over a period of years, usually at least 20.  Based on the projects included in the

RTP, an air quality model is run to determine whether or not the implementation of those projects would

conform to emission budgets or other tests showing that attainment requirements of the Clean Air Act

are met.  If the conformity analysis is successful, the regional planning organization, such as the

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for the San Francisco Bay Area and the appropriate

federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), make the determination that

the RTP is in conformity with the State Implementation Plan for achieving the goals of the Clean Air

Act.  Otherwise, the projects in the RTP must be modified until conformity is attained.  If the design and

scope of the proposed transportation project are the same as described in the RTP, then the proposed

project is deemed to meet regional conformity requirements for purposes of project-level analysis.

Conformity at the project-level also requires "hot spot" analysis if an area is "nonattainment" or

"maintenance" for CO and/or PM.  A region is a "nonattainment" area if one or more monitoring stations

in the region fail to attain the relevant standard.  Areas that were previously designated as nonattainment

areas but have recently met the standard are called "maintenance" areas.  "Hot spot" analysis is

essentially the same, for technical purposes, as CO or PM analysis performed for NEPA purposes.

Conformity does include some specific standards for projects that require a hot spot analysis.  In general,

projects must not cause the CO standard to be violated, and in "nonattainment" areas the project must

not cause any increase in the number and severity of violations.  If a known CO or PM violation is

located in the project vicinity, the project must include measures to reduce or eliminate the existing

violation(s) as well.

2.12.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on an Air Quality Report and a Mobile Source Air

Toxics Emissions Report that were prepared in September 2009, with April 2011 Addenda, for the

project.  These studies are incorporated into this EIR/EA by reference.  Copies of these studies are

available for review at the locations listed inside the front cover of this document.

The project is located in the City of San Jose, in Santa Clara County.  The climate is affected by its

proximity to both the Pacific Ocean and the San Francisco Bay, which has a moderating influence.  The

Bay cools the air with which it comes in contact during warm weather and warms the air during cold

weather.  During the afternoon and early evening, a north-northwesterly sea breeze often flows from the
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Bay through the Santa Clara valley, and a light south-southeasterly drainage flow often occurs during

the late evening and early morning hours.

The San Francisco Bay Area is considered to be one of the cleanest metropolitan areas in the country

with respect to air quality.  However, the Bay Area as a whole does not meet State or Federal ambient

3 10 2.5air quality standards for ground level O  and State standards for PM  and PM .  For all other pollutants,

the area complies with Federal and State air quality standards.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) monitors air quality conditions at over 30

locations throughout the Bay Area.  The monitoring station closest to the project site is in San Jose.

Ozone is the air pollutant of greatest concern in summer. Prevailing summertime wind conditions tend

to cause a build up of ozone in Santa Clara County.  Ozone levels measured in San Jose exceeded the

state one-hour standard from 0 to 5 times in 2003-2007.  Exceedances of the national 8-hour standard

occurred once in 2006.  More frequent exceedances occurred at stations throughout the Bay Area.  The

new state 8-hour standard was exceeded 5 times in 2006 and 2007.

The combination of vehicle exhaust and wood smoke under stagnant air quality conditions leads to a

build up of particulates in late fall and winter.  Particulate matter is another pollutant of concern in the

10project area.  Measured exceedances of the State PM  standards occurred on 12 separate sampling days

2.5over the last five years in San Jose (2 to 3 times per year).  Statistics for PM  have only been kept since

2006; 15 exceedances have occurred in San Jose since then (2006 - 2007).

2.12.2.1 Mobile Source Air Toxics

Mobile source air toxics (MSATs) are emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment.  Some

toxic compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through

the engine unburned.  Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as

by-products.  Metal air toxics result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Air Resources Board (CARB) have

identified six priority MSATs. These are 1) benzene, 2) formaldehyde, 3) acetaldehyde, 4) diesel

particulate matter/diesel exhaust organic gases, 5) acrolein, and 6) 1,3-butadiene.  CARB has found that

diesel PM contributes over 70 percent of the known risk from air toxics and poses the greatest cancer

risks among all identified air toxics.  Diesel trucks contribute more than half of the total diesel

combustion sources.  However, the CARB has adopted a Diesel Risk Reduction Plan with control

measures that would reduce the overall diesel PM emissions by about 85% from 2000 to 2020.
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The scope of the project listed in the RTP and TIP includes a new off-ramp from northbound I-28013

to Winchester Boulevard and, therefore, is larger than the current scope.  Following the decision to eliminate

the new off-ramp from I-280 to Winchester from the project, MTC was consulted for the purpose determining

whether this change in project scope would invalidate the regional conformity emissions analysis.  In a written

response dated February 9, 2011, MTC stated that this change would not trigger a new regional or project-level

conformity analysis.  See Appendix F for a copy of this response.

Source: E-mail dated 2/1/2011 from Grace Cho (MTC) to Lauren Bobadilla (VTA).  See Appendix14

F for a copy of this e-mail.
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2.12.3 Environmental Consequences

The short-term (i.e., construction phase) air quality effects of the proposed project are described in

Section 2.16.4.  The project's long-term (i.e., operational phase) effects are described below.

2.12.3.1 Clean Air Act Conformity

The proposed project is in the San Francisco Bay Area 2035 Regional Transportation Plan which was

found to conform by MTC on April 22, 2009, and FHWA and FTA adopted the air quality conformity

finding on May 29, 2009.  The project is also included in MTC’s financially constrained 2009 Regional

Transportation Improvement Program, page 352.  The MTC 2009 Regional Transportation Improvement

Program was found to conform by FHWA and FTA in November 2008.  The design concept and scope

of the proposed project is consistent with the project description in the 2035 RTP, the 2009 RTIP and

the assumptions in the MTC’s regional emissions analysis.13

Project-level conformity analysis shows that the project will conform with the State Implementation

Plan, including localized impact analysis for carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM2.5)

required by 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123.  This project is not considered a Project of Air Quality Concern

regarding particulate matter  (PM2.5) as defined in 40 CFR 93.123(b) (1).  A detailed PM2.5 hot-spot

analysis was not completed because the Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.116 requirements are met without

an explicit hot-spot analysis.

Under 40 CFR 93.105, MTC must be involved in the establishment of interagency consultation

procedures for project-level conformity determinations, and these procedures must be used in making

project-level conformity determinations.  The MTC implements interagency consultation for PM2.5

hot-spot analyses through the Air Quality Conformity Task Force.  The Conformity Task Force is open

to all interested agencies, but will include staff from EPA, FHWA, FTA, Caltrans, CARB, the

Association of Bay Area Governments, BAAQMD, congestion management agencies, and transit

operators.  The project was presented to the Conformity Task Force at its meeting of January 18, 2011.

On February 1, 2011, MTC made the following determination: “Based on the recent interagency

consultation with the Air Quality Conformity Task Force, this project does not fit the definition of a

project of air quality concern as defined by 40 CFR 93.126(b)(1) or 40 CFR 93.128 and therefore not

subject to further PM2.5 project level conformity requirements.”14
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The determination by MTC was reported in the Draft EIR/EA and public comment was requested

regarding the project-level conformity analysis and determination.  None of the comments received on

the Draft EIR/EA were related to the air quality conformity determination.  The air quality conformity

report was subsequently submitted to FHWA for their review and concurrence.  FHWA concurrence was

received in a letter dated June 2, 2011, a copy of which is reproduced in Appendix G.

2.12.3.2 Traffic-Related Carbon Monoxide (CO) Impacts

Project impacts from local traffic were evaluated by the quantitative method, which is modeling roadside

CO concentrations associated with the project and comparing them to Federal and State CO Standards.

A total of 12 locations along the I-880, I-280, Stevens Creek Boulevard, and Winchester Boulevard

corridors, where there would be a combination of the 1) highest traffic volumes, 2) greatest project

traffic contribution, and 3) highest level of congestion, were modeled.  This is because high volume

freeways, such as I-280/I-880 and congested intersections with a large volume of traffic have the greatest

potential to cause high-localized concentrations of CO.

Predicted CO concentrations, which include background levels, are shown in Table 16.  This assessment

was undertaken for three comparisons:

• Build Alternative versus Existing Conditions

• Build Alternative versus No Build Alternative in Year 2015

• Build Alternative versus No Build Alternative in Year 2035

The results indicate that future CO levels with or without the project would remain below both federal

and state standards.  At most locations, CO concentrations would be the same under No-Build and Build

conditions.  At several locations, CO concentrations under the Build condition would be slightly lower

than under No-Build conditions.

The predicted decrease in future concentrations is due to vehicle fleet turnover, with newer (less

polluting) vehicles replacing older vehicles.  As a result, the project would not cause or contribute to any

localized CO violations.

2.12.3.3 Mobile Source Air Toxics Impacts

While there are existing uncertainties that do not allow quantitative estimates of health effects from

MSAT emissions in the project area, one can examine MSAT emissions in the project area and estimate

the relative impacts of MSAT emissions under different scenarios.  UC Davis, under contract to the

Department, developed a project-level MSAT analysis spreadsheet tool.  This tool was developed with

cooperation of the Department, CARB and FHWA.  This analysis predicts emissions of the six priority

MSATs, using project-specific traffic information and vehicle emissions factors.
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T A B L E     1 6

PROJECTED WORST-CASE CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS

[Expressed in parts-per-million]

Receptor

I.D.

(See

Figure 9)

Existing Year 2015 Year 2035

No Build Build No Build Build No Build Build

1-

hour

8-

hour

1-

hour

8-

hour

1-

hour

8-

hour

1-

hour

8-

hour

1-

hour

8-

hour

1-

hour

8-

hour

1 6.6 4.6 6.6 4.6 5.3 3.7 5.3 3.7 4.6 3.2 4.6 3.2

2 6.7 4.7 6.7 4.7 5.3 3.7 5.3 3.7 4.7 3.3 4.7 3.3

3 6.7 4.7 6.7 4.7 5.3 3.7 5.3 3.7 4.7 3.3 4.7 3.3

4 6.8 4.8 6.7 4.7 5.5 3.9 5.4 3.8 4.7 3.3 4.7 3.3

5 6.8 4.8 6.8 4.8 5.3 3.7 5.3 3.7 4.7 3.3 4.6 3.2

6 6.4 4.5 6.4 4.5 5.3 3.7 5.3 3.7 4.6 3.2 4.6 3.2

7 8.1 5.7 8.1 5.7 5.9 4.1 5.9 4.1 4.9 3.4 4.9 3.4

8 6.9 4.8 6.9 4.8 5.5 3.9 5.5 3.9 4.7 3.3 4.7 3.3

9 6.7 4.7 6.7 4.7 5.3 3.7 5.3 3.7 4.7 3.3 4.7 3.3

10 6.6 4.6 6.6 4.6 5.4 3.8 5.3 3.7 4.6 3.2 4.6 3.2

11 6.6 4.6 6.6 4.6 5.5 3.9 5.5 3.9 4.7 3.3 4.7 3.3

12 6.7 4.7 6.7 4.7 5.3 3.7 5.3 3.7 4.6 3.2 4.6 3.2

The 1-hour state standard is 20 parts-per-million.  The 1-hour federal standard is 35 parts-per-
million.  Both the state and federal 8-hour standards are 9 parts-per-million

 Source: Modifications to I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard, I-280/I-880/SR-17, & I-280/Winchester
 Boulevard Interchanges Air Quality Study, 2009 (with April 2011 Addendum).

Table 17 shows 1) how MSAT emissions will decrease between existing conditions and the year 2035,

and 2) the effect of the project on MSAT emissions.  The data show that emissions for all six MSATs

are projected to decrease considerably over existing conditions as a result more stringent emissions

standards mandated by EPA and CARB.  Diesel PM is projected to experience a decrease of 78% from

2007 to 2035, while the other MSATs are projected to decrease by between 76% and 78%.  The data
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COMPARISON OF MOBILE SOURCE AIR TOXICS EMISSIONS

[Expressed in Pounds per Day]

Diesel PM Benzene Butadiene Acetaldehyde Acrolein Formaldehyde

 Existing 58.90 24.88 4.87 10.90 1.08 29.18

 Existing + Project
decrease

of 0.23

decrease

of 0.09

decrease

of 0.02

decrease

of 0.05

no

change

decrease

of 0.14

 Year 2035 - No Project 12.97 5.88 1.06 2.53 0.24 6.67

 Year 2035 - With Project
decrease

of 0.17

decrease

of 0.12

decrease

of 0.03

decrease

of 0.06

decrease

of 0.01

decrease

of 0.16

 Source: Modifications to I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard, I-280/I-880/SR-17, & I-280/Winchester

 Boulevard Interchanges Mobile Source Air Toxics Report, 2009 (with April 2011 Addendum).

in Table 17 also show the effect of the project on emissions of MSATs.  In all cases, when compared

to existing conditions or when compared to future no project conditions, MSAT emissions would remain

the same or decrease as a result of the project.

2.12.3.4 Climate Change

Climate change is analyzed in Chapter 3.  Neither EPA nor FHWA has promulgated explicit guidance

or methodology to conduct project-level greenhouse gas analysis.  As stated on FHWA's climate change

website (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/climate/index.htm), climate change considerations should be

integrated throughout the transportation decision-making process-from planning through project

development and delivery.  Addressing climate change mitigation and adaptation up front in the planning

process will facilitate decision-making and improve efficiency at the program level, and will inform the

analysis and stewardship needs of project level decision-making.  Climate change considerations can

easily be integrated into many planning factors, such as supporting economic vitality and global

efficiency, increasing safety and mobility, enhancing the environment, promoting energy conservation,

and improving the quality of life.

Because there have been more requirements set forth in California legislation and executive orders

regarding climate change, the issue is addressed in the CEQA chapter of this environmental document

and may be used to inform the NEPA decision.  The four strategies set forth by FHWA to lessen climate

change impacts do correlate with efforts that the State has undertaken and is undertaking to deal with

transportation and climate change; the strategies include improved transportation system efficiency,

cleaner fuels, cleaner vehicles, and reduction in the growth of vehicle hours traveled.

http://(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/climate/index.htm
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2.12.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required.

2.13 NOISE

2.13.1 Introduction

Noise is measured in "decibels" (dB), which is a numerical expression of sound levels on a logarithmic

scale.  A noise level that is ten dB higher than another noise level has ten times as much sound energy

and is perceived as being twice as loud.  A sound change of less than 3 dB is just barely perceptible, and

then only in the absence of other sounds.  Intense sounds of 140 dB are so loud that they are painful and

can cause damage with only brief exposure.  These extremes are not commonplace in our normal

working and living environments.  An "A-weighted decibel" (dBA) approximates the frequency response

of the average young ear when listening to most ordinary everyday sounds.  Thus, traffic noise impact

analyses commonly use the dBA.

With regard to traffic-generated noise, noise levels rise as vehicle speeds, overall volumes, and truck

volumes increase.  In general, a doubling of traffic results in a 3 dBA increase in noise at a nearby

receptor, assuming a relatively homogeneous traffic composition (i.e., mainly passenger cars).  The peak

noise hour is typically not the peak commute hour due to lower operating speeds during the latter.  The

combination of volumes and speeds that produces the peak noise hour is that which is associated with

level of service C/D.

2.13.2 Regulatory Setting

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA) provide the broad basis for analyzing and abating highway traffic noise effects.  The intent of

these laws is to promote the general welfare and to foster a healthy environment.  The requirements for

noise analysis and consideration of noise abatement and/or mitigation, however, differ between NEPA

and CEQA.

California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA requires a strictly baseline versus build analysis to assess whether a proposed project will have

a noise impact.  If a proposed project is determined to have a significant noise impact under CEQA, then

CEQA dictates that mitigation measures must be incorporated into the project unless such measures are

not feasible.  The rest of this section will focus on the NEPA-23 CFR 772 noise analysis; please see

Chapter 3 of this document for further information on noise analysis under CEQA.
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National Environmental Policy Act and 23 CFR 772

For highway transportation projects with FHWA (and the Department, as assigned) involvement, the

federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and the associated implementing regulations (23 CFR 772) govern

the analysis and abatement of traffic noise impacts.  The regulations require that potential noise impacts

in areas of frequent human use be identified during the planning and design of a highway project.  The

regulations contain noise abatement criteria (NAC) that are used to determine when a noise impact

would occur.  The NAC differ depending on the type of land use under analysis.  For example, the NAC

for residences (67 dBA) is lower than the NAC for commercial areas (72 dBA).  The following table lists

the noise abatement criteria for use in the NEPA-23 CFR 772 analysis.

T A B L E     1 8

NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA OF THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

[Expressed in dBA]

Activity

Category

Peak-Hour

Leq(h) Description of Activity Category

A

57

(Exterior)

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary

significance and serve an important public need and where

the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is

to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B
67

(Exterior)

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports

areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches,

libraries, and hospitals.

C 72

(Exterior)

Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in

Categories A or B above.

D --- Undeveloped lands.

E 52

(Interior)

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools,

churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

Table 19 lists the noise levels of common activities to enable readers to compare the actual and predicted

highway noise-levels discussed in this section with common activities.

In accordance with the Department's Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction and

Reconstruction Projects, August 2006,  a noise impact occurs when the future noise level with the

project results in a substantial increase in noise level (defined as a 12 dBA or more increase) or when
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NOISE LEVELS ASSOCIATED WITH COMMON ACTIVITIES

the future noise level with the project approaches or exceeds the NAC.  Approaching the NAC is defined

as coming within 1 dBA of the NAC.

If it is determined that the project will have noise impacts, then potential abatement measures must be

considered.  Noise abatement measures that are determined to be reasonable and feasible at the time of

final design are incorporated into the project plans and specifications.  This document discusses noise

abatement measures that would likely be incorporated in the project.
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The Department's Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol sets forth the criteria for determining when an

abatement measure is reasonable and feasible.  Feasibility of noise abatement is basically an engineering

concern.  A minimum 5 dBA reduction in the future noise level must be achieved for an abatement

measure to be considered feasible.  Other considerations include topography, access requirements, other

noise sources and safety considerations.  The reasonableness determination is basically a cost-benefit

analysis.  Factors used in determining whether a proposed noise abatement measure is reasonable

include:  residents acceptance, the absolute noise level, build versus existing noise, environmental

impacts of abatement, public and local agencies input, newly constructed development versus

development pre-dating 1978 and the cost per benefitted residence.

2.13.3 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Noise Report (September 2009 with

February 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into this

EIR/EA by reference.  This study is available for review at the locations listed inside the front cover of

this document.

The project area is exposed to a relatively high level of noise from vehicular traffic.  Vehicles traveling

on the freeways and local streets such as Stevens Creek Boulevard, Winchester Boulevard, Moorpark

Avenue and Forest Avenue produce Leq(h) noise levels that exceed FHWA's noise abatement criteria

at various land uses that are located adjacent to these roadways.

Existing peak-hour noise levels were quantified along I-280 and I-880 within the project limits where

there are existing or proposed residences, as well as at Santana Park and a nearby church and school.

These locations are shown on Figure 10.  Existing noise levels range from 45 dBA Leq(h) at the school

to 74 dBA Leq(h) at a residence on Hodges Avenue, as shown in Table 20.  The existing noise levels

shown in Table 20 take into account the four existing soundwalls along the freeways, which range in

height from approximately 12 feet to 16 feet.

Table 20 also includes projected noise levels under future (year 2035) “No Build” conditions.  At many

locations, the future noise levels will be one decibel higher than existing levels, reflecting increases in

traffic that will occur as a result of planned growth in the area.

2.13.4 Environmental Consequences

The short-term (i.e., construction phase) noise effects of the proposed project are described in Section

2.16.5.  The project's long-term (i.e., operational phase) effects are described below.
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T A B L E     2 0

EFFECT OF PROJECT ON EXISTING AND FUTURE NOISE LEVELS

[Expressed in Loudest Hour Noise Levels, Leq(h), dBA]

Year 2035

Recep-

tor

#

Land

Use

Existing

Sound-

wall in

place?

Existing

Noise

Level

Build

Alternative:

Change in

Noise

Compared to

Existing

No

Build

Alt.

Noise

Level

Build

Alternative:

Change in

Noise

Compared to

No Build

Noise

Level

Approach

or Exceed

NAC?

13 Single-family Yes 57 0 58 0 No

14 Multi-family Yes 62 0 63 -1 No

15 Single-family Yes 63 0 64 -1 No

16 Single-family No 69 0 70 0 Yes

17 Single-family No 67 -3 68 -4 No

18 Single-family No 61 +1 61 +2 No

19 Single-family No 59 +1 60 +1 No

20 Single-family No 60 0 60 0 No

21 Single-family No 68 +1 68 +1 Yes

22 Single-family No 58 0 59 -1 No

23 Single-family No 57 +1 59 -1 No

24 Single-family No 74 +1 74 +1 Yes

25 Single-family No 71 +2 71 +2 Yes

26 Single-family No 67 0 69 -1 Yes

27 Single-family No 61 0 63 -2 No

28 Church No 46 0 47 0 No

29 School No 45 0 46 -1 No

34 Single-family No 61 0 64 -2 No

35 Single-family No 57 +1 59 0 No

36 Single-family No 73 0 73 0 Yes

37 Single-family No 70 0 70 0 Yes
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EFFECT OF PROJECT ON EXISTING AND FUTURE NOISE LEVELS

[Expressed in Loudest Hour Noise Levels, Leq(h), dBA]

Year 2035

Recep-

tor

#

Land

Use

Existing

Sound-

wall in

place?

Existing

Noise

Level

Build

Alternative:

Change in

Noise

Compared to

Existing

No

Build

Alt.

Noise

Level

Build

Alternative:

Change in

Noise

Compared to

No Build

Noise

Level

Approach

or Exceed

NAC?
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38 Single-family No 58 0 58 0 No

39 Single-family No 61 +1 62 0 No

40 Single-family No 73 0 73 0 Yes

41 Single-family Yes 59 0 59 0 No

42 Single-family Yes 58 0 58 0 No

 NAC = noise abatement criteria of FHWA Receptors are shown on Figure 10. 

Note: Receptors R1 - R12, R30 - R33, and R43 - R46 were within the original project limits.  They

are not, however, included in this table as they are located outside the current project limits.

Source: Modifications to I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard, I-280/I-880/SR-17, & I-280/Winchester

Boulevard Interchanges Noise Study Report, 2009, with February 2011 Addendum.

Future traffic-related noise levels at land uses adjacent to SR-17, I-280, and I-880 within the project

limits were quantified in accordance with FHWA and the Department’s procedures.  Projected noise

levels were then compared to FHWA's noise abatement criteria shown in Table 18 to determine whether

the consideration of noise abatement measures was warranted.  Projected noise levels were also

compared with existing noise levels to determine whether the increase (if any) would be substantial.

As shown in Table 20, the effect of the project on noise levels will vary by location.  When compared

to existing conditions, the change in noise levels due to the project would range from a decrease of 3

dBA to an increase of 2 dBA.  When compared to future no project conditions, the change in noise levels

due to the project would range from a decrease of 4 dBA to an increase of 2 dBA.  At Receptor #17, a

residence on Parkmoor Avenue, the project would decrease noise by 3-4 dBA due to the fact that the fill

for the new connector ramp will block sound from traffic on existing ramps.
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In all cases, projected increases in noise levels would not be substantial because the increase would be

less than the 12-dBA threshold described in Section 2.13.2.

2.13.5 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Although the project would not result in a substantial increase in traffic-related noise, projected noise

levels will, however, exceed FHWA's noise abatement criteria at many locations, as they do under

existing conditions.  As a result, the feasibility and reasonableness allowances of noise abatement

measures were considered.  This process involved two situations:

• At each location where no soundwall exists, the feasibility and reasonableness allowance for

constructing a new soundwall was evaluated.

• At locations that are already shielded by soundwalls, this effort focused on whether it would be

feasible to achieve a further noise reduction of at least five decibels by raising the heights of the

soundwalls.  Soundwall heights in excess of 16 feet were not considered, per the Department’s

TNAP.

The feasibility of soundwalls was determined by the 5-dBA minimum reduction in noise level as well

as overall constructability.  The reasonableness allowances for the soundwalls were determined using

criteria contained in the TNAP.

Based on the studies, the Department has determined that it would not be feasible to raise any of the

existing soundwalls because an additional noise reduction of at least 5 decibels cannot be achieved.

However, the construction of two new soundwalls, as shown in Table 21 and on Figure 11, would be

feasible (i.e., they would meet the minimum 5-dBA noise reduction criterion).  These two soundwalls

are described in the following paragraphs.

Soundwall #1

Soundwall #1would be constructed along the right-of-way between I-880 and South Daniel Way.  As

shown on Figure 11, it would extend from south of Stevens Creek Boulevard to the existing soundwall

located near I-280.  The length of the soundwall would be approximately 1,200 feet.

An 8-foot soundwall height would feasibly abate traffic noise for seven residences represented by

Receptors #36 and #40 (see Figure 10).  A 10-foot soundwall height would lower traffic noise by 5 - 9

dBA for 11 residences represented by Receptors #36, #37, and #40 (see Figure 10).  Twelve-foot to

16-foot soundwall heights would feasibly abate traffic noise for all 13 single-family residences

represented by Receptors #36, #37, and #40 (see Figure 10).
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SOUNDWALL 2B

SOUNDWALL 2A

PROPOSED SOUNDWALLS                                                                          FIGURE 11
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EVALUATION OF NOISE ABATEMENT SOUNDWALLS

Soundwall

Number

and

Location

Approximate

Soundwall

Height

Amount of

Reduction

in Noise

(dBA)

# of

Residences

Benefitting

by $5 dBA

Reason-

able

Allowance

Preliminary

Cost

Estimate

#1: Westside

of I-880, S of

Stevens Creek

8 feet

10 feet

12 feet

14 feet*

16 feet

6

5 to 9

6 to 10

7 to 12

8 to 13

7

11

13

13

13

$364,000

$568,000

$690,000

$694,000

$698,000

$518,400

$648,000

$777,600

$907,200

$1,036,800

#2: Eastside

of I-880, S of

Stevens Creek

8 feet

10 feet

12 feet

14 feet

16 feet

12 feet/14 feet*

3 to 11

5 to 13

6 to 15

6 to 16

7 to 17

6 to 16

27

31

31

31

31

31

$1,348,000

$1,568,000

$1,602,000

$1,602,000

$1,602,000

$1,602,000

$1,310,000

$1,590,000

$1,880,000

$2,160,000

$2,440,000

$2,100,000

• All of the above soundwalls are feasible, meaning they provide a minimum of five

decibels of noise reduction at one or more receptors.

* recommended height per noise study report.

Source: Modifications to I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard, I-280/I-880/SR-17, & I-280/Winchester

 Boulevard Interchanges Noise Study Report, 2009.

Although all of the heights for Soundwall #1 that are listed in Table 21 are feasible, a 14-foot height is

recommended.  A 14-foot soundwall would provide 7 to 12 dBA of noise reduction at the outdoor

activity areas of the residences located west of South Daniel Way and would be of sufficient height to

intercept the line of sight between a truck exhaust stack and a 5-foot high receiver.   The 14-foot height15

would also match the height of the existing soundwall at the south end of South Daniel Way.



Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting, Impacts, Mitigation

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 108 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

Soundwall #2

Soundwall #2 is a combination of soundwalls that would be constructed along the easterly edge of I-880

extending between I-280 on the south and Stevens Creek Boulevard on the north.  The first soundwall,

labeled SW2A on Figure 11, would be roughly 1,100 feet in length and would be located adjacent to and

along the elevated direct connector ramp from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 to provide

shielding of traffic that would otherwise be visible above ground-level noise barriers.  It would begin

along the Parkmoor Avenue right-of-way near MacArthur Avenue at a recommended height of 12 feet.

The 12-foot barrier would transition to the edge of the northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 elevated

direct connector ramp.  From this point the 12-foot barrier would gradually transition in height to a

minimum of 6-feet above the pavement and would maintain this height to its northerly terminus.

The second soundwall, labeled SW2B on Figure 11, would shield receivers from ramp and mainline

traffic noise as well as ramp traffic noise where the ramps begin to conform back to mainline elevations.

The total length of SW2B would be approximately 2,070 feet.  SW2B, would begin along Parkmoor

Avenue and would follow the proposed right-of-way.  It would continue north along the Hodges Street

right-of-way and extend northward along the off-ramp ending near Stevens Creek Boulevard.  A 14-foot

soundwall height would provide about 8 dBA of noise reduction at Receptor #21 (see Figure 10).

Ten-foot to 12-foot heights would provide 6 to 15 dBA of noise reduction at Receptors #24, #25, and

#26 (see Figure 10).  At some locations with smaller backyards, the lower wall heights may be desired

because of the reduced visual/aesthetic impact.

For the northerly portion of SW2A, a 6-foot height would be sufficient to intercept the line of sight

between a truck exhaust stack and an adjacent receptor.  For SW2B, a minimum height of 10 feet is

needed to intercept the line of sight between a truck exhaust stack and adjacent receptors.

Final Decision on Soundwalls

Based on the studies completed to date, the Department intends to incorporate noise abatement in the

form of barriers at I-880, with respective lengths and average heights of 1,200 feet/14 feet for Soundwall

#1, 1,100 feet/6-12 feet for Soundwall #2A, and 2,070 feet/6-14 feet for Soundwall #2B.  Calculations

based on preliminary design data indicate that the barriers will reduce noise levels by 6 to 16 dBA for

44 residences at a cost of $3.0 million.

Although the soundwalls are feasible, the data in Table 21 indicate that the cost of the each of the walls

exceeds the reasonableness allowance, which is basically a cost-benefit analysis; see the last paragraph

of Section 2.13.2 for information as to how the reasonableness allowance is calculated.

All of this information was reported in the Draft EIR/EA.  The Draft EIR/EA stated that the final

decision of the noise abatement would be made upon completion of the public involvement process and

would be reported in the Final EIR/EA.
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Although the cost of Soundwalls #1 and #2 exceed the reasonableness allowance, the Department’s final

decision is to construct both walls at the lengths/heights recommended in the noise abatement decision

report.  This decision is based on the following:

• Previous Commitments: The Department had originally planned to build these soundwalls in the

early 1990s as part of the soundwall retrofit program.  These soundwalls were part of Caltrans

Project Number EA-13493.

• Community Support: Of all of the comments on the Draft EIR/EA that pertained to the issue of

noise, 100% were in favor of the construction of the proposed soundwalls.  In addition, in late

2010, a soundwall survey was mailed to all property owners and residents whose parcels will

be adjacent to the soundwalls that are proposed to be constructed as part of the project.  Fifty-

three surveys were mailed and 31 responses were received.  Of the 31 responses, 26 (84%) were

in favor of the soundwalls.

• Noise Reduction Benefit: The soundwalls will provide a substantial reduction in noise to two

neighborhoods that experience noise levels from the adjacent freeways that are in excess of

FHWA’s noise abatement criteria.  Calculations based on preliminary design data indicate that

these barriers will reduce noise levels by 6 to 16 dBA for 44 residences.

BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT

2.14 ANIMAL SPECIES

2.14.1 Regulatory Setting

Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife.  The USFWS, National Oceanic &

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries and the CDFG are responsible for implementing these

laws.  This section discusses potential impacts and permit requirements associated with wildlife not

listed or proposed for listing under the state or federal Endangered Species Acts.  Species listed or

proposed for listing as threatened or endangered are not discussed as none of these species occur within

the project's biological study area (BSA) due to lack of suitable habitat or because the BSA is outside

of the known range of the species..  All other special-status animal species are also discussed here,

including CDFG fully protected species and species of special concern, and USFWS or NOAA Fisheries

candidate species.  

Federal laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following:

• National Environmental Policy Act

• Migratory Bird Treaty Act

• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
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State laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following:

• California Environmental Quality Act

• Sections 1600 - 1603 of the Fish and Game Code

• Section 4150 and 4152 of the Fish and Game Code

2.14.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Natural Environment Study (June 2009,

with February 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into this

EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the front

cover of this document.

The list of special-status animal species occurring in the region was evaluated for their potential to occur

within the BSA, which consists of the footprint of the project as well as all areas that may be affected

directly or indirectly by the construction activity (action).  Most of the regional special-status species

were rejected for occurrence in the BSA because the project area lacks suitable habitat and/or is outside

of the range of the species.  Several special-status species that occur in the region may occur in the BSA

but only as uncommon to rare visitors, migrants, or transients, and are not expected to reside or breed

on the site.

Special-status wildlife species listed in the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) as

presently or historically occurring within five miles of the BSA are the California tiger salamander,

western pond turtle, burrowing owl, American peregrine falcon, Cooper's hawk, hoary bat, and pallid

bat.  None of these species are expected to occur within the BSA.  No suitable habitat is present for the

California tiger salamander or the western pond turtle as no aquatic habitat is present within the BSA.

  

Similarly, although ground squirrel burrows are present within ruderal grassland habitat within the BSA,

these areas do not constitute suitable habitat for burrowing owls due to their isolation (the nearest

sizeable area of grassland habitat is more than 1.5 miles away), the very limited extent of potential

foraging habitat (probably not enough to support a pair of owls), and the very heavy traffic use of the

interchange (which would likely result in mortality of owls fairly quickly).  In addition, no burrowing

owls are known to occur in such urbanized, high-traffic area in the San Jose area.  Burrowing owls are

not expected to occur away from other populations of burrowing owls nor are they expected to occur in

such sub-optimal habitat.  Burrowing owls prefer relatively flat grassland habitat as opposed to the steep

slopes within ruderal grassland habitat that occur on the Project site.

Lastly, the BSA is located in a highly urbanized area where large, predatory birds and special-status bat

species would not nest, roost, or reside.  No suitable nesting or roosting habitat is present in the BSA for

large, predatory birds or special-status bat species.  Large predatory birds and the special-status bat

species that could occur here prefer habitat that is isolated from urban disturbance and/or riparian habitat

that does not exist within the BSA.  Therefore, no special-status wildlife species occur on the site.
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2.14.2.1 Nesting Birds

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code protect migratory birds, including

their eggs, nests, and young.  The killing or harassment of such birds, including activities that may result

in the abandonment of active nests during the nesting season (generally, February 1  through Octoberst

31 ), is prohibited.  Several species of birds protected by these laws may nest within the project area,st

although none were present during field surveys.  Further, the number of available nesting sites for native

migratory birds within the BSA is small due to a lack of tall trees and natural habitat.  Therefore, it is

unlikely that more than one or two pairs of birds could nest within the BSA.

2.14.3 Environmental Consequences

Since no special-status animal species are present within the project impact area, the project will not

impact any special-status animal species.

There is a potential that construction activities could impact nesting migratory birds that are protected

under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish & Game Code.

2.14.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The following measure, which is included in the project, will avoid impacts to nesting birds during the

construction phase:

Vegetation that will be impacted by the project will be removed during the nonbreeding season (i.e.,

November 1st to January 31st), if feasible, to help preclude nesting.  If it is not feasible to schedule

vegetation removal during the nonbreeding season, then pre-construction surveys for nesting birds will

be conducted by a qualified ornithologist to ensure that no nests will be disturbed during project

implementation.  This survey will be conducted no more than seven days prior to the initiation of

construction activities.  During this survey, the ornithologist will inspect all trees, shrubs, and other

potential nesting habitats in and immediately adjacent to the impact areas for nests.  If an active nest is

found sufficiently close to work areas to be disturbed by these activities, the ornithologist, in

consultation with CDFG, will determine the extent of a buffer zone to be established around the nest,

typically 250 feet for raptors and 50-100 feet for other birds.

2.15 INVASIVE SPECIES

2.15.1 Regulatory Setting

On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 requiring federal agencies to

combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States.  The order defines invasive

species as "any species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of
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propagating that species, that is not native to that ecosystem whose introduction does or is likely to cause

economic or environmental harm or harm to human health."  Federal Highway Administration guidance

issued August 10, 1999 directs the use of the state's noxious weed list to define the invasive plants that

must be considered as part of the NEPA analysis for a proposed project.

2.15.2 Affected Environment

The information in this section is based primarily on a technical Natural Environment Study (June 2009,

with February 2011 Addendum) that was prepared for the project.  This study is incorporated into this

EIR/EA by reference.  A copy of this study is available for review at the locations listed inside the front

cover of this document.

Several non-native, invasive plant species are present within or adjacent to the project impact area, as

listed in Table 22.  These species dominate the embankments along the I-280 and I-880 roadsides, many

areas of the ruderal grassland habitat, and most areas adjacent to development.  All of these species are

very difficult to eradicate.  The removal of all parts of the plant before viable seed can develop, including

roots and rhizomes, can help control infestations, although the removal of all plant material from the site

is necessary to reduce the incidence of regrowth from rhizome, stolon, or stem fragments.  In addition,

follow-up removal of re-sprouts is essential to prevent re-infestation.  The majority of non-native,

invasive plant species produce seeds that germinate readily following disturbance.

T A B L E     2 2

INVASIVE PLANT SPECIES PRESENT WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA

Common

Name

Scientific

Name

Location Where

Plant Observed

Ecological

Impact*

Invasive

Potential*

English Ivy Hedera helix Ornamental/ruderal grassland A A

Iceplant Carpobrotus edulis Ornamental/ruderal grassland A B

Ripgut brome Bromus diandrus Ruderal grassland B B

Tree-of-Heaven Ailanthus altissima Ornamental/ruderal grassland B B

Wild oats Avena fatua Ruderal grassland B B

*A = severe and B = moderate, as derived from the California Invasive Plant Council.

Source: Modifications to I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard, I-280/I-880/SR-17, & I-280/Winchester

Boulevard Interchanges Natural Environment Study, 2009.
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2.15.3 Environmental Consequences

Non-invasive species will be utilized for landscaping and the project is not anticipated to introduce any

new infestations of invasive species.  However, care must be taken to avoid increasing the existing

infestations by dispersing seed or viable plant material through construction equipment use when

grading, particularly when removing embankment material.  These measures are described in the

following section.

2.15.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

For the purpose of reducing existing infestations and minimizing future infestations, the project will

implement the following measures during construction:

" Prior to grading, infested areas will be cleared of vegetation and all vegetative material will be

incinerated off-site or disposed of in a landfill, taking care to prevent any seed dispersal during

the process.

" Native seed from a local source (within the same watershed if practicable) will be planted on all

disturbed ground via hydroseed and native species will be used in landscaping.

" The soil substrate that was disturbed during construction will be stabilized by native hydroseed,

preventing the majority of non-native, invasive plant species’ seeds from germinating.

2.16 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

2.16.1 Traffic Effects/Street Closures During Construction

Except for temporary off-peak lane closures, the same number of traffic lanes will be maintained on the

freeways and local streets during the construction period.  Narrowed lanes on the freeways through the

construction zone will be likely.

Prior to construction, a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared.  The TMP will

address all traffic-related aspects of construction including, but not limited to, the following: traffic

handling in each stage of construction, pedestrian safety/access, and bicycle safety/access.  A component

of the TMP will involve public dissemination of construction-related information through notices to the

neighborhoods, press releases, and the use of changeable message signs.

2.16.2 Effects on Businesses during Construction

No roadway or driveway access to businesses is expected to be severed during the construction of the

project.
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2.16.3 Effects on Utilities during Construction

The project will require the relocation of a number of overhead and underground utility lines (e.g.,

electric poles, telephone poles, anchor poles, gas pipelines, water lines, fiber-optic cables, etc.) that are

located within the footprint of the project.  However, no disruption of any utility service(s) for an

extended period of time (i.e., more than 24 hours) is expected to be necessary.

2.16.4 Air Quality Effects during Construction

Construction-related emissions are generally short-term in duration but may still cause adverse air

quality impacts unless proper emission control measures are implemented.

Construction activities such as earthmoving, excavation and grading operations, construction vehicle

traffic and wind blowing over exposed earth will generate exhaust emissions and fugitive particulate

matter emissions that would affect local and regional air quality.  Construction activities are also a

source of organic gas emissions.  Asphalt used in paving is a source of organic gases for a short time

after its application.  Solvents in adhesives, non-waterbase paints, and thinners would also evaporate into

the atmosphere and would participate in the photochemical reaction that creates urban ozone.  Many

types of construction equipment emit diesel exhaust, which is known to result in adverse health effects.

Construction dust could affect local air quality at various times during construction of the project.  The

dry, windy climate of the area during the summer months creates a high potential for dust generation

when and if underlying soils are exposed to the atmosphere.

The effects of construction activities would be increased dustfall and locally elevated levels of PM10

downwind of construction activity.  Construction dust has the potential for creating a nuisance at nearby

properties, and may constitute a health effect for children or persons with chronic health problems.

The Department’s standard construction management practices are adequate to assure that associated

air quality impacts will be minimal.  These include requiring emission controls on construction

equipment and spraying water on exposed surfaces to minimize dust.

The following measures will be implemented by the project for the purpose of avoiding/minimizing air

quality effects during construction:

# During construction, the project will follow the Department’s Standard Specification 14-9.02,

Standard Specification 10, and Standard Specification 18, which address the requirements of

BAAQMD and dust control and dust palliative application, respectively.

# The project will implement all feasible PM10 construction emissions control measures required

by the BAAQMD, as indicated in Table 23.
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T A B L E     2 3

FEASIBLE CONTROL MEASURES FOR CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS OF PM10

Basic Control Measures.  The following controls will be implemented at all construction sites.

• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.

• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to

maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved

access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites.

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas

at construction sites.  Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is

carried onto adjacent public streets.

Enhanced Control Measures.  The following measures will be implemented at construction sites

greater than four acres in area.

• Hydroseed or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (i.e.,

previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more).

• Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles

(e.g., dirt and sand).

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 24.1 kilometers per hour (15 miles per hour).

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public

roadways.

• Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

Optional Control Measures.  The following control measures are strongly encouraged at

construction sites that are large in area, located near sensitive receptors, or for any other reason

may warrant additional emissions reductions, but the project applicant is not required to

implement.

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and

equipment leaving the site.

• Install windbreaks or plant trees or vegetative wind breaks at windward side(s) of

construction areas.

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25

mph.

• Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity at any one

time.

Source: Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects, BAAQMD, December 1999.
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2.16.5 Noise and Vibration Effects during Construction

Construction phases anticipated with the project would include demolition, clearing and grubbing,

earthwork, construction of ramps (including pile driving), bridge widening, construction of noise

barriers, and paving.  Each construction phase would require a different combination of construction

equipment necessary to complete the task and differing usage factors for such equipment.

 

Project construction activities will primarily be concentrated in the vicinity of the I-880/Stevens Creek

Boulevard interchange, as well as northwest and northeast of the I-880/I-280/SR-17 interchange.  At

times, construction activities could occur within 50 feet of adjacent residences located at or near the

existing right-of way.  Residences located adjacent to I-880, near the interchanges with Stevens Creek

Boulevard and I-280/SR-17, are not currently shielded from the highway and ramps.

Project-generated construction noise would primarily result from the operation of vehicles and

equipment.  The highest noise levels would result from impulsive construction techniques such as pile

driving and demolition activities including the use of large hydraulic concrete breakers known as hoe

rams.  FHWA's Roadway Construction Noise Model was used to calculate the maximum and average

noise levels anticipated during each phase of construction at a distance of 50 feet.  Table 24 presents the

construction noise levels calculated for each major phase of the project.  Noise generated by construction

equipment drops off at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance.  Shielding by terrain or existing noise

barriers could provide an additional 5-10 dBA of noise reduction.

T A B L E     2 4

CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS AT 50 FEET

Construction Phase
Maximum Noise Level

(Lmax dBA)
Hourly Average Noise Level

(Leq dBA)

Demolition 90 84

Clear and Grub 81 79

Earthwork 82 84

Paving 85 85

Structures (with pile driving) 101 95

Structures (without pile driving) 83 84

Source: Modifications to I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard, I-280/I-880/SR-17, & I-280/Winchester
 Boulevard Interchanges Noise Study Report, 2009.
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The following measures will be implemented by the project for the purpose of avoiding/minimizing

noise and vibration effects during construction:

# All internal combustion engine driven equipment will be equipped with intake and exhaust

mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

# Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines within 100 feet of residences will be strictly

prohibited.

# Staging of construction equipment within 200 feet of residences will be avoided.  All stationary

noise-generating construction equipment, such as air compressors and portable power

generators, will be located as far as practical from residences.

# All construction equipment will be required to conform to Section 14-8.02 - Sound Control

Requirements of the Department’s latest Standard Specifications

# Demolition and pile driving activities should be limited to daytime hours only.  If nighttime,

impulsive work is required, a construction noise monitoring program will be implemented to

provide additional mitigation as necessary (in the form of noise control blankets or other

temporary noise barriers, etc.) for affected receivers.

2.16.6 Water Quality Effects during Construction

The project will involve excavation and grading activities for the purpose of constructing the interchange

improvements.  These activities have the potential to degrade water quality in the form of sedimentation,

erosion, and leaking fuels/lubricants from equipment.  At this location, the water quality of various

creeks could be affected by construction activities because most of the storm drains discharge into the

creeks.  Since these creeks support numerous wildlife and plant species, a short-term degradation of

water quality could adversely affect such species.

In order to avoid/minimize the potential for water quality impacts to occur, the project will implement

the following measures:

# Active paved construction areas will be swept and washed as needed.

# Silt fencing or straw wattles will be used to retain sediment on the project site.

# Temporary cover of disturbed surfaces or temporary slope protection measures will be provided

per regulatory requirements and the Department’s guidelines to help control erosion.  Permanent

cover/revegetation will be provided to stabilize the disturbed surfaces after construction has been

completed.
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# No debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, cement, concrete, washings, petroleum products,

or other organic or earthen material shall be allowed to enter into or be placed where it may be

washed by rainfall or runoff into any waterways.

# Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be utilized by the contractor(s) during construction.

The BMPs will be incorporated into a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for the project, as

required by the Department’s NPDES permit.

2.17 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

2.17.1 Regulatory Setting

Cumulative impacts are those that result from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,

combined with the potential impacts of this project.  A cumulative effect assessment looks at the

collective impacts posed by individual land use plans and projects.  Cumulative impacts can result from

individually minor, but collectively substantial impacts taking place over a period of time.

Cumulative impacts to resources in the project area may result from residential, commercial, industrial,

and highway development, as well as from agricultural development and the conversion to more

intensive types of agricultural cultivation.  These land use activities can degrade habitat and species

diversity through consequences such as displacement and fragmentation of habitats and populations,

alteration of hydrology, contamination, erosion, sedimentation, disruption of migration corridors,

changes in water quality, and introduction or promotion of predators.  They can also contribute to

potential community impacts identified for the project, such as changes in community character, traffic

patterns, housing availability, and employment.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, describes when a cumulative impact analysis is warranted and what

elements are necessary for an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts.  The definition of cumulative

impacts, under CEQA, can be found in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines.  A definition of

cumulative impacts, under NEPA, can be found in 40 CFR, Section 1508.7 of the CEQ Regulations.

2.17.2 Impacts

In a cumulative impacts analysis, the identification of “past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future

actions” can utilize either the “list approach” or the “adopted plan” approach.  The list approach

identifies specific projects in the vicinity, typically provided by a local planning department.  The

adopted plan approach relies on a general plan or transportation plan or other planning document, which

by definition accounts for cumulative growth in a defined area.
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For this analysis, the adopted plan approach is utilized as it is compatible with the nature of the proposed

infrastructure project, which is to accommodate projected transportation demand over the long term.

As examples, the traffic model that was utilized to project future build and no build conditions is based

on the planned growth of the area, as contained in the adopted general plans of San Jose and Santa Clara

and the surrounding cities.  The traffic projections from cumulative growth were also used in the

quantification of noise, air quality, and climate change impacts.

The discussion, below, addresses resource areas where the project will result in an impact and, therefore,

there is a potential for a cumulative impact.  Resources areas not affected by the project are not

discussed because, by definition, no cumulative impact could occur.  Examples of the latter include

biology, cultural resources, geology, floodplains, energy, and farmlands.

Traffic

For traffic, the Resource Study Area (RSA) was defined as the area within the project limits, as well as

the surrounding area where the project will result in measurable changes in traffic patterns.  Thus, the

RSA includes the freeway segments, arterial streets, and intersections identified in the tables shown in

Section 2.6.

Cumulative development has resulted in a significant increase in traffic on SR-17, I-280, and I-880 and

in the project area as a whole, and future increases are projected to occur.  The improvements that would

be constructed under the Build Alternative would not contribute toward this increase in traffic volumes;

rather, it would improve traffic operations for these vehicle trips, as described in Section 2.6.  Therefore,

the project would not result in a cumulative traffic impact.

Noise

For noise, the RSA was defined as the land uses adjacent to the freeway segments within the project

limits.  These land uses are those where project-related changes, coupled with increased traffic from

ongoing growth, could result in cumulatively substantial increases in noise.

Cumulative development has resulted in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels in the project area.

Ground traffic is the single largest source of noise, especially in the vicinity of the freeways.  Noise

typically associated with residential and urban environments is present, which also contributes to the

cumulative ambient noise levels.  The project would incrementally contribute to overall noise levels, as

described in Section 2.13.  The analysis in Section 2.13 indicates, however, that future increases in noise

- taking into account both the project and planned growth - will not be substantial.  Therefore, the

cumulative noise impact would not be substantial.
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Air Quality

For air quality, the RSA was defined as the land uses adjacent to the freeway segments within the project

limits.  These land uses are those where project-related changes, coupled with increased traffic from

ongoing growth, could result in cumulatively substantial increases in emissions of air pollutants.

Cumulative development has resulted in a substantial degradation in ambient air quality in the greater

San Francisco Bay Area.  However, due to emissions control technology, overall air quality has been

improving in recent years.  Although most present and future development will likely increase emissions,

improvements in technology are largely expected to offset such increases.  The project will not

contribute to the region's emissions because it will not generate additional vehicle trips or lead to

unplanned growth.  Rather, the project is expected to reduce area-wide emissions by decreasing

congestion and vehicle delay, as described in Section 2.12, Air Quality.  Therefore, the cumulative air

quality impact would not be substantial.

Visual

The RSA for visual impacts was defined as the freeways within the project limits, as well as those

adjacent areas where new/modified freeway overcrossings will be visible from various public vantage

points.

As discussed in Section 2.7, Visual/Aesthetics, the project will construct an elevated direct connector

ramp from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880.  This new connector will be visible from many

locations in the adjacent single-family neighborhood to the east.  New soundwalls and removal of some

of the existing trees along the freeway right-of-way will add to this visual change.

Although the above-described visual impacts of the project will be substantial, there will be no

cumulative visual effects at these locations because there are no other recently-constructed, approved,

and/or pending projects that would contribute to this impact.
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CHAPTER 3 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

(CEQA) EVALUATION

3.1 DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE UNDER CEQA

The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation (Department) and

the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is subject to state and federal environmental review

requirements.  Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with both the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

FHWA's responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in

accordance with NEPA and other applicable Federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried

out by the Department under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 327.  The Department

is the lead agency under CEQA and NEPA.

One of the primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is determined.  Under

NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an EIS, or some lower level of documentation, will

be required.  NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared when the proposed federal action (project) as a

whole has the potential to "significantly affect the quality of the human environment."   The

determination of significance is based on context and intensity.  Some impacts determined to be

significant under CEQA may not be of sufficient magnitude to be determined significant under NEPA.

Under NEPA, once a decision is made regarding the need for an EIS, it is the magnitude of the impact

that is evaluated and no judgment of its individual significance is deemed important for the text.  NEPA

does not require that a determination of significant impacts be stated in the environmental documents.

CEQA, on the other hand, does require the Department to identify each “significant effect on the

environment” resulting from the project and ways to mitigate each significant effect.  If the project may

have a significant effect on any environmental resource, then an EIR must be prepared.  Each and every

significant effect on the environment must be disclosed in the EIR and mitigated if feasible.  In addition,

the CEQA Guidelines list a number of mandatory findings of significance, which also require the

preparation of an EIR.  There are no types of actions under NEPA that parallel the findings of mandatory

significance of CEQA.  This chapter discusses the effects of this project and CEQA significance.

3.2 DISCUSSION OF SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS

3.2.1 Less-than-Significant Effects of the Proposed Project

Based on the analyses completed for this EIR/EA, each of which is summarized in Chapter 2, the Build

Alternative will result in the following less-than-significant environmental effects:

R Land Use (Section 2.1)

R Growth (Section 2.2)
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R Relocations (Section 2.3)

R Environmental Justice (Section 2.4)

R Utilities/Emergency Services (Section 2.5)

R Traffic & Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities (Section 2.6)

R Cultural Resources (Section 2.8)

R Water Quality & Stormwater Runoff (Section 2.9)

R Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography (Section 2.10)

R Hazardous Waste/Materials (Section 2.11)

R Air Quality (Section 2.12)

R Noise (Section 2.13)

R Animal Species (Section 2.14)

R Invasive Species (Section 2.15)

R Construction Impacts (Section 2.16)

R Cumulative Impacts (Section 2.17)

3.2.2 Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project

The project will result in the following significant environmental effect:

Visual/Aesthetics (Section 2.7)

The Build Alternative will result in a significant visual impact at the single-family homes located near

Parkmoor Avenue and at the single-family homes located on Pioneer Avenue near Hodges Avenue.

Mitigation and/or avoidance measures for these impacts are included in the project and are described

in Section 2.7.4.

3.2.3 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects

The significant environmental impact, described above,  will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

The project, therefore, will not result in any unavoidable significant effects.

3.3 CLIMATE CHANGE

3.3.1 Regulatory Setting

While climate change has been a concern since at least 1988, as evidenced by the establishment of the

United Nations and World Meteorological Organization's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

(IPCC), the efforts devoted to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction and climate change research
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and policy have increased dramatically in recent years.  These efforts are primarily concerned with the

emissions of GHG related to human activity that include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, nitrous oxide,

tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride, HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2

-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane).

In 2002, with the passage of Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), California launched an innovative and

pro-active approach to dealing with greenhouse gas emissions and climate change at the state level.

Assembly Bill 1493 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop and implement

regulations to reduce automobile and light truck greenhouse gas emissions. These stricter emissions

standards were designed to apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning with the 2009-model year;

however, in order to enact the standards California needed a waiver from the U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA). The waiver was denied by Environmental Protection Agency in December

2007 and efforts to overturn the decision had been unsuccessful. See California v. Environmental

Protection Agency, 9th Cir. Jul. 25, 2008, No. 08-70011.  However, on January 26, 2009, it was

announced that EPA would reconsider their decision regarding the denial of California's waiver.  On

May 18, 2009, President Obama announced the enactment of a 35.5 mpg fuel economy standard for

automobiles and light duty trucks which will take effect in 2012.  On June 30, 2009 EPA granted

California the waiver.  California is expected to enforce its standards for 2009 to 2011 and then look to

the federal government to implement equivalent standards for 2012 to 2016.  The granting of the waiver

will also allow California to implement even stronger standards in the future. The state is expected to

start developing new standards for the post-2016 model years later this year.

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05. The goal of this

Executive Order is to reduce California's GHG emissions to: 1) 2000 levels by 2010, 2) 1990 levels by

the 2020 and 3) 80 percent below the 1990 levels by the year 2050.  In 2006, this goal was further

reinforced with the passage of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.

AB 32 sets the same overall GHG emissions reduction goals while further mandating that CARB create

a plan, which includes market mechanisms, and implement rules to achieve "real, quantifiable,

cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.  " Executive Order S-20-06 further directs state agencies

to begin implementing AB 32, including the recommendations made by the state's Climate Action Team.

With Executive Order S-01-07, Governor Schwarzenegger set forth the low carbon fuel standard for

California.  Under this executive order, the carbon intensity of California's transportation fuels is to be

reduced by at least 10 percent by 2020.

Climate change and GHG reduction is also a concern at the federal level; however, at this time, no

legislation or regulations have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions reductions and

climate change.  California, in conjunction with several environmental organizations and several other

states, sued to force the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to regulate GHG as a pollutant

under the Clean Air Act (Massachusetts vs. Environmental Protection Agency et al., 549 U.S. 497

(2007).  The court ruled that GHG does fit within the Clean Air Act's definition of a pollutant, and that



Chapter 3 - CEQA Evaluation

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html16

Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 and 124 Final EIR/EA

I-880/Stevens Creek Interchanges July 2011

the EPA does have the authority to regulate GHG.  Despite the Supreme Court ruling, there are no

promulgated federal regulations to date limiting GHG emissions. 

On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding greenhouse gases

under section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act:

• Endangerment Finding: The Administrator finds that the current and projected concentrations

of the six key well-mixed greenhouse gases--carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous

oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride

(SF6)--in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and future

generations.

• Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator finds that the combined emissions of these

well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines

contribute to the greenhouse gas pollution which threatens public health and welfare. 

These findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities.  However, this

action is a prerequisite to finalizing the EPA's proposed greenhouse gas emission standards for light-duty

vehicles, which were jointly proposed by EPA and the Department of Transportation's National Highway

Safety Administration on September 15, 2009.16

According to Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals on How to Analyze

GHG Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents (March 5, 2007), an individual

project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global climate change.

Rather, global climate change is a cumulative impact.  This means that a project may participate in a

potential impact through its incremental contribution combined with the contributions of all other

sources of GHG.  In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a project's incremental effect

is “cumulatively considerable.”  See CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(i)(1) and 15130.  To make this

determination the incremental impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of past, current,

and probable future projects.  To gather sufficient information on a global scale of all past, current, and

future projects in order to make this determination is a difficult if not impossible task.

As part of its supporting documentation for the Draft Scoping Plan, CARB recently released an updated

version of the GHG inventory for California (June 26, 2008).  Shown below in Table 25 is a graph from

that update that shows the total GHG emissions for California for 1990, 2002-2004 average, and 2020

projected if no action is taken.

Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, have taken an active

role in addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change.  Recognizing that 98 percent of

Http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html
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T A B L E     2 5

CALIFORNIA GREENHOUSE GAS INVENTORY

California's GHG emissions are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all human made GHG

emissions are from transportation (see Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006), Caltrans

has created and is implementing the Climate Action Program at Caltrans that was published in December

2006.  This document can be found at:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf.

3.3.2 Project Analysis

One of the main strategies in the Department’s Climate Action Program to reduce GHG emissions is to

2make California's transportation system more efficient.  The highest levels of CO  from mobile sources,

such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (0-25 mph) and speeds over 55 mph; the most severe

emissions occur from 0-25 miles per hour (see graph below).  To the extent that a project relieves

congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times in high congestion travel corridors GHG

2emissions, particularly CO , may be reduced.

The effect of the project on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions was calculated based on traffic data

developed for the project’s Traffic Operations Analysis Report (June 2010, with March 2011

Addendum).  The calculations are summarized in Table 26 and are based on the following:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf
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T A B L E     2 6

2COMPARISON OF PEAK-PERIOD CO  EMISSIONS
[Expressed in Metric Tons per Day]

No Build Alternative Build Alternative

Existing Conditions 151.2 150.6

Year 2035 Conditions 439.3 415.2

Notes:
1. Emissions were computed for peak periods, where the project would affect traffic conditions (i.e.,
traffic volume or speed).
2. Emissions represent the average weekly peak period, which are based on modeling for the PM peak
period during weekdays (assumed to occur Monday through Friday) and the mid-day period for
Saturdays (assumed to also occur on Sunday).
3. According to the traffic studies, the peak periods for existing conditions occur for 3 hours during
both the PM-weekday period and the mid-day Saturday period.  Due to traffic growth, these periods
are forecast to increase to 4 hours in 2035 under both No-Build and Build conditions.

Source: Modifications to I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard, I-280/I-880/SR-17, & I-280/Winchester
 Boulevard Interchanges Air Quality Report, 2009, with April 2011 Addendum.
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Emissions were calculated for the PM peak period of each day within the immediate project area, which

includes both weekdays and weekends.  The analysis focuses on the peak periods because those are the

times when the project will relieve congestion.  Specifically, congestion relief affects

vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) and average speeds, both of which affect GHG emissions.  These effects

are described as follows:

• When compared to existing or No Build conditions, the project will increase VMT within the

project area during the peak travel periods because the increased capacity provided by the

improvements will allow more vehicles to enter the area (i.e., more of the demand is met).

Higher VMT translates into increased GHG emissions.

• When compared to existing/No Build conditions, the project will increase average speeds within

the project area during peak travel periods because of the increased capacity to be provided by

the improvements.  When compared to congested conditions, the higher speeds translate into

decreased GHG emissions.

2The data in Table 26 indicates that although CO  emissions are projected to increase when comparing

the future build conditions to the existing baseline conditions, overall as a result of the anticipated

congestion reduction, emissions are expected to decrease when comparing the future No Build

conditions to the future build conditions.  It should be noted that this analysis only looks at changes

within the project limits and not to regional transportation network where the changes in GHG emissions

2resulting from the project would be too small to evaluate.  The CO  emissions numbers shown in Table

26 are only useful for a comparison between alternatives.  The numbers are not necessarily an accurate

2 2reflection of what the true CO  emissions will be because CO  emissions are dependent on other factors

that are not part of the model such as the fuel mix , rate of acceleration, and the aerodynamics and17

efficiency of the vehicles.

3.3.3 Construction Emissions

GHG emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those produced during construction and

those produced during operations.  Construction GHG emissions include emissions produced as a result

of material processing, emissions produced by onsite construction equipment, and emissions arising from

traffic delays due to construction.  These emissions will be produced at different levels throughout the

construction phase; their frequency and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and

specifications and by implementing better traffic management during construction phases.  In addition,

with innovations such as longer pavement lives, improved traffic management plans, and changes in

materials, the GHG emissions produced during construction can be mitigated to some degree by longer

intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation events.
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The project includes measures that will reduce GHG emissions during construction, including the

following:

• A transportation management plan (TMP) will be prepared and implemented.  Among other

benefits, the TMP will reduce traffic congestion during construction.

• Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines will be strictly prohibited.

3.3.4 CEQA Conclusion

Caltrans does not anticipate any increase in GHG emissions with the Project when compared to the

future No-Build conditions.  Nonetheless, Caltrans is taking further measures to help reduce energy

consumption and GHG emissions.  These measures are outlined in Table 27 in the following section.

It is Caltrans' determination that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific information related to

GHG emissions and CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a determination regarding the

Project's direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change.

3.3.5 AB 32 Compliance

Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor's Climate Action Team as CARB works to

implement the Governor's Executive Orders and help achieve the targets set forth in AB 32.  Many of

the strategies Caltrans is using to help meet the targets in AB 32 come from the California Strategic

Growth Plan, which is updated each year.  Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger's Strategic Growth Plan

calls for a $222 billion infrastructure improvement program to fortify the state's transportation system,

education, housing, and waterways, including $100.7 billion in transportation funding during the next

decade.  As shown on the figure below, the Strategic Growth Plan targets a significant decrease in traffic

congestion below today's level and a corresponding reduction in GHG emissions.  The Strategic Growth

Plan proposes to do this while accommodating growth in population and the economy.  A suite of

investment options has been created that combined together yield the promised reduction in congestion.

The Strategic Growth Plan relies on a complete systems approach of a variety of strategies: system

monitoring and evaluation, maintenance and preservation, smart land use and demand management, and

operational improvements.

As  par t  o f the  Cl im a te  A c t ion  P rogra m  a t  C a l t ra ns  (D ecem be r  2006 ,

http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf), Caltrans is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles

traveled by planning and implementing smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing

transit-oriented communities, and high density housing along transit corridors.  Caltrans is working

closely with local jurisdictions on planning activities; however, Caltrans does not have local land use
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Figure 12     Outcome of Strategic Growth Plan

planning authority.  Caltrans is also supporting efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the

transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel economy in new cars, light and heavy-duty trucks;

Caltrans is doing this by supporting on-going research efforts at universities, by supporting legislative

efforts to increase fuel economy, and by its participation on the Climate Action Team.  It is important

to note, however, that the control of the fuel economy standards is held by EPA and CARB.  Lastly, the

use of alternative fuels is also being considered; the Department is participating in funding for alternative

fuel research at the UC Davis.

Table 27 summarizes Caltrans’ and statewide efforts that Caltrans is implementing in order to reduce

GHG emissions.  For more detailed information about each strategy, please see Climate Action Program

at Caltrans (December 2006); it is available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf.

To the extent that it is applicable or feasible for the project and through coordination with the project

development team, the following measures will also be included in the project to reduce the GHG

emissions and potential climate change impacts from the project:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf
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T A B L E     2 7

CLIMATE CHANGE STRATEGIES

Partnership
2Estimated CO  Savings

(Million Metric Tons)

Strategy Program Lead Agency Method/Process 2010 2020

Smart

Land

Use

Intergovern-

mental

Review

Caltrans Local

governments

Review and seek to

mitigate develop-

ment proposals

Not

Estimated

Not

Estimated

Planning

Grants

Caltrans Local/Regional

Agencies, other

stakeholders

Competitive selection

process

Not

Estimated

Not

Estimated

Regional

Plans &

Blueprint

Planning

Regional

Agencies

Caltrans Regional plans and

application process 0.975 7.8

Operational

Improvements

& Intelligent

Transportation

System (ITS)

Deployment

Strategic

Growth Plan

Caltrans Regions State ITS; Congestion

Management Plan

.007 2.17

Mainstream

Energy & GHG

into Plans &

Projects

Office of

Policy

Analysis &

Research;

Division of

Environment-

al Analysis

Interdepartmental effort Policy establishment,

guidelines, technical

assistance Not

Estimated

Not

Estimated

Educational &

Information

Program

Office of

Policy

Analysis &

Research

Interdepartmental,

CalEPA, CARB, CEC

Analytical report,

data collection,

publication,

workshops, outreach

Not

Estimated

Not

Estimated

Fleet Greening

& Fuel

Diversification

Division of

Equipment

Department of General

Services

Fleet Replacement

B20

B100

0.0045

0.0065

0.45

.0225

Non-vehicular

Conservation

Measures

Energy

Conservation

Program

Green Action Team Energy Conservation

Opportunities 0.117 .34
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TABLE     27    [continued]

CLIMATE CHANGE STRATEGIES

Partnership
2Estimated CO  Savings

(Million Metric Tons)

Strategy Program Lead Agency Method/Process 2010 2020

Portland

Cement

Office of

Rigid

Pavement

Cement and Construction

Industries

2.5% limestone

cement mix

25% fly ash cement

mix, >50% fly

ash/slag mix

1.2

.36

3.6

Goods

Movement

Office of

Goods

Movement

CalEPA, CARB, BT&H,

MPOs

Goods Movement

Action Plan

Not

Estimated

Not

Estimated

Total: 2.72 18.67

" Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol are working with regional agencies to implement

intelligent transportation systems (ITS) to help manage the efficiency of the existing highway

system.  ITS is commonly referred to as electronics, communications, or information processing

used singly or in combination to improve the efficiency or safety of a surface transportation

system.

" In addition, the VTA provides ridesharing services and park-and-ride facilities to help manage

the growth in demand for highway capacity.

2" Landscaping reduces surface warming, and through photosynthesis, decreases CO .  The project

proposes planting, as described in Section 2.7, Visual/Aesthetics

" The project will incorporate the use of energy efficient lighting, such as LED traffic signals.

LED bulbs - or balls, in the stoplight vernacular - cost $60 to $70 apiece but last five to six years,

compared to the one-year average lifespan of the incandescent bulbs previously used.  The LED

balls themselves consume 10 percent of the electricity of traditional lights, which will also help

2reduce the projects CO  emissions.

3.3.6 Adaptation Strategies

"Adaptation strategies" refer to how Caltrans and others can plan for the effects of climate change on

the state's transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect the facilities from damage.  Climate

change is expected to produce increased variability in precipitation, rising temperatures, rising sea levels,
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storm surges and intensity, and the frequency and intensity of wildfires.  These changes may affect the

transportation infrastructure in various ways, such as damaging roadbeds by longer periods of intense

heat; increasing storm damage from flooding and erosion; and inundation from rising sea levels.  These

effects will vary by location and may, in the most extreme cases, require that a facility be relocated or

redesigned.  There may also be economic and strategic ramifications as a result of these types of impacts

to the transportation infrastructure.

Climate change adaption must also involve the natural environment as well.  Efforts are underway on

a statewide-level to develop strategies to cope with impacts to habitat and biodiversity through planning

and conservation.  The results of these efforts will help California agencies plan and implement

mitigation strategies for programs and projects.

On November 14, 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-13-08 which directed a

number of state agencies to address California's vulnerability to sea level rise caused by climate change.

The California Resources Agency (now the Natural Resources Agency, (Resources Agency)), through

the interagency Climate Action Team, was directed to coordinate with local, regional, state and federal

public and private entities to develop a state Climate Adaptation Strategy.  The Climate Adaptation

Strategy will summarize the best known science on climate change impacts to California, assess

California's vulnerability to the identified impacts and then outline solutions that can be implemented

within and across state agencies to promote resiliency.  

As part of its development of the Climate Adaptation Strategy, Resources Agency was directed to

request the National Academy of Science to prepare a Sea Level Rise Assessment Report by December

2010 to advise how California should plan for future sea level rise.  The report is to include:

• relative sea level rise projections for California, taking into account coastal erosion rates, tidal

impacts, El Niño and La Niña events, storm surge and land subsidence rates;

• the range of uncertainty in selected sea level rise projections;

• a synthesis of existing information on projected sea level rise impacts to state infrastructure

(such as roads, public facilities and beaches), natural areas, and coastal and marine ecosystems;

• a discussion of future research needs regarding sea level rise for California. 

Furthermore, Executive Order S-13-08 directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency to

prepare a report to assess vulnerability of transportation systems to sea level affecting safety,

maintenance and operational improvements of the system and economy of the state.  Caltrans continues

to work on assessing the transportation system vulnerability to climate change, including the effect of

sea level rise.

Prior to the release of the final Sea Level Rise Assessment Report, all state agencies that are planning to

construct projects in areas vulnerable to future sea level rise were directed to consider a range of sea

level rise scenarios for the years 2050 and 2100 in order to assess project vulnerability and, to the extent
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feasible, reduce expected risks and increase resiliency to sea level rise.  However, all projects that have

filed a Notice of Preparation, and/or are programmed for construction funding the next five years

(through 2013), or are routine maintenance projects as of the date of Executive Order S-13-08 may, but

are not required to, consider these planning guidelines.  Sea level rise estimates should also be used in

conjunction with information regarding local uplift and subsidence, coastal erosion rates, predicted

higher high water levels, storm surge and storm wave data.  (Executive Order S-13-08 allows some

exceptions to this planning requirement.)  This project is exempt from these planning guidelines because

it is programmed for construction funding before the end of 2013.

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term planning and risk

management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation system from increased precipitation and

flooding; the increased frequency and intensity of storms and wildfires; rising temperatures; and rising

sea levels.  Caltrans is an active participant in the efforts being conducted as part of Governor's

Schwarzenegger's Executive Order on Sea Level Rise and is mobilizing to be able to respond to the

National Academy of Science report on Sea Level Rise Assessment which is due to be released by

December 2010.

On August 3, 2009, Natural Resources Agency in cooperation and partnership with multiple state

agencies, released the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy Discussion Draft, which summarizes

the best known science on climate change impacts in seven specific sectors and provides

recommendations on how to manage against those threats.  The release of the draft document set in

motion a 45-day public comment period. Led by the California Natural Resources Agency, numerous

other state agencies were involved in the creation of discussion draft, including Environmental

Protection; Business, Transportation and Housing; Health and Human Services; and the Department of

Agriculture.  The discussion draft focuses on sectors that include: Public Health; Biodiversity and

Habitat; Ocean and Coastal Resources; Water Management; Agriculture; Forestry; and Transportation

and Energy Infrastructure.  The strategy is in direct response to Gov. Schwarzenegger's November 2008

Executive Order S-13-08 that specifically asked the Natural Resources Agency to identify how state

agencies can respond to rising temperatures, changing precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme

natural events.  As data continues to be developed and collected, the state's adaptation strategy will be

updated to reflect current findings.  A revised version of the report was posted on the Natural Resource

Agency website on December 2, 2009; it can be viewed at:

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CNRA-1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.pdf

Currently, Caltrans is working to assess which transportation facilities are at greatest risk from climate

change effects.  However, without statewide planning scenarios for relative sea level rise and other

climate change impacts, Caltrans has not been able to determine what change, if any, may be made to

its design standards for its transportation facilities.  Once statewide planning scenarios become available,

the Caltrans will be able review its current design standards to determine what changes, if any, may be

warranted in order to protect the transportation system from sea level rise.
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This project is exempt from the requirements of Executive Order S-13-08 because it is programmed for

construction funding from 2008 -2013. 

3.4 MITIGATION MEASURES FOR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS UNDER CEQA

Section 3.2.2 lists all of the significant environmental effects of the project.  The following is a list of

the mitigation, minimization, and/or avoidance measures that are included in the project for each of these

significant impacts.

3.4.1 Mitigation Measures for Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

" A metal beam guardrail (or similar barrier) will be installed along the easterly edge of the ramp

and collector-distributor road adjacent to the Pioneer Avenue/Hodges Avenue neighborhood.

Trees will be preserved between the guardrail and the right-of-way line where feasible.

" At the location where the three single-family homes will be removed, a dense grove of fast

growing evergreen trees such as redwood trees will be planted between the edge of Parkmoor

Avenue and the soundwall and between the soundwall and the ramps to provide a dense visual

screen.  With maturity, the trees will screen both the soundwalls at the ground level with their

broad lower branches and screen the ramps with their tall growth characteristics.

" Fast growing vines will be planted at the bases of the new soundwalls to grow up and cover the

uniform surfaces of the walls to soften their appearance.

" Metal beam guardrails (or similar barrier) will be installed, where feasible, to preserve desirable

trees and vegetation located within 30 feet of the edge of the outside traffic lanes of the

freeways, such vegetation that would otherwise need to be removed to comply with requirements

for an object free safety/recovery zone.
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CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

4.1 COORDINATION

Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public agencies is an essential

part of the environmental process to determine the scope of environmental documentation, the level of

analysis, potential impacts and mitigation measures and related environmental requirements.  Agency

consultation and public participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of formal

and informal methods, including: project development team meetings, interagency coordination

meetings, a scoping meeting, presentations to neighborhood groups, and meetings with commercial and

residential property owners.  This chapter summarizes the results of the Department’s and VTA’s efforts

to fully identify, address and resolve project-related issues through early and continuing coordination.

Substantial coordination, outreach, and public participation regarding the proposed project has occurred,

which is summarized as follows:

>> A CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR was circulated to local, regional, state, and

federal agencies from January 13, 2009 through February 27, 2009.  Only one comment, a letter

from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) was received in response to the

NOP.  The RWQCB requested an analysis of stormwater runoff impacts, which is included in

this EIR/EA in Section 2.9.

>> An Environmental Scoping Meeting was held at the O’Connor Hospital Auditorium on January

28, 2009.  Approximately 12,500 notices for the Scoping Meeting were mailed to residences and

businesses in the project area.  Notices regarding the Scoping Meeting were published in 11

local newspapers (6 English, 3 Spanish, 1 Chinese, and 1 Vietnamese).  In addition, the San Jose

Mercury-News ran a large, front-page article regarding the proposed project two days prior to

the Scoping Meeting, which resulted in increased attendance at the meeting.

The Scoping Meeting was attended by approximately 150 persons.  A total of 91 written and

verbal comments were submitted by those in attendance.

• Many of those in attendance expressed frustration at the level of congestion that is

present in the project area and, therefore, are supportive of making improvements to the

transportation network.

• A number of attendees questioned why the capacity of the transportation network had

not been implemented (and paid for) as part of large development projects that have

been constructed in the project area in recent years.

• Several attendees who live in the vicinity of Tisch Way expressed their concern that a

portion of Tisch Way could become 1-way.

• A common theme expressed at the meeting was that any proposed improvements should

not come at the expense of the adjacent residential neighborhoods, particularly with
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regard to noise.  In addition, residents do not want any of the improvements to result in

increased traffic volumes in their neighborhoods.

>> The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service was contacted to obtain a list of threatened and endangered

species that are known to occur in the greater project area.

>> During the preparation of the project’s cultural resources studies, the Native American Heritage

Commission and eight representatives of local Native American groups were contacted for input.

No concerns or issues were identified during that consultation process.

>> The project was presented to members of the Eden Neighborhood Association at a meeting held

on March 10, 2009.  The meeting was attended by approximately 20 persons.

>> The project was presented to members of the Lynhaven Neighborhood Association at a meeting

held on April 16, 2009.  The meeting was attended by approximately 15 persons.

>> The project was presented to members of the Burbank Community Association at meetings held

on April 20, 2009 and on January 18, 2011.  The first meeting was attended by approximately

10 persons and the second meeting was attended by approximately 12 persons.  Several persons

from the South Forest Neighborhood Association were also in attendance at the second meeting.

>> The project was presented to members of the Winchester Neighborhood Action Coalition at a

meeting held on July 22, 2009.  The meeting was attended by approximately 30 persons.

>> The project was presented to representatives of the owners/operators of the Westfield Valley Fair

Shopping Center and Santana Row.

>> A Draft EIR/EA was circulated for public review and comment for a 60-day period (November

5, 2010 through January 3, 2011).   A public hearing was held at Castlemont Elementary18

School, which is located in the project vicinity, on December 8, 2010.  The hearing was attended

by more than 100 members of the public, 22 of whom provided oral testimony.  In addition to

the oral comments, 79 written comments on the Draft EIR/EA were received.

• Numerous comments stated that the level of information in the Draft EIR/EA pertaining

to bicycle and pedestrian issues was insufficient.  Many of these comments conveyed a

message that the project should include additional improvements to facilitate bicycle and

pedestrian travel in the area.
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• The component of the original project that proposed a new off-ramp from northbound

I-280 to Winchester Boulevard generated a substantial volume of comments and

controversy.  Of the total number of comments received, approximately half expressed

a direct opinion regarding that component of the project.  Four people expressed their

opposition to any new off-ramp at Winchester, six people expressed their preference for

no new off-ramp but indicated they could live with the Hook-Ramp Design Option

(Alternative #29 in Table 5), and 28 people expressed their preference for the Hook-

Ramp Design Option/opposition to the 5-Legged Intersection Design Option

(Alternative #28 in Table 5).  No comments in support of the 5-Legged Design Option

were received.

After reviewing all of the public input received, as well as the fact that the Department

concluded that it could not approve the necessary exceptions to the standard highway

design criteria for the Hook Ramp Design Option at this location, this component of the

project was withdrawn from further consideration.

• During the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, a soundwall survey was mailed to all

property owners and residents whose parcels will be adjacent to the soundwalls that are

proposed to be constructed as part of the project (see Section 2.13, Noise).  Fifty-three

surveys were mailed and 31 responses were received.  Of the 31 responses, 26 (84%)

were in favor of the soundwalls.  In addition to these survey results, many of the 79

written comments on the Draft EIR/EA addressed the issue of soundwalls; among those

comments, 100% were in favor of the construction of the proposed soundwalls.

>> The project was presented to VTA’s Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee at its February

9, 2011 meeting.

>> A Revised & Recirculated Draft EIR/EA was made available for public review and comment

for a 30-day period (April 18, 2011 through May 18, 2011).   A public hearing was held at19

Castlemont Elementary School on May 4, 2011.  The hearing was attended by more than 40

members of the public, nine of whom provided oral testimony.  In addition to the oral comments,

20 written comments on the Revised & Recirculated Draft EIR/EA were received.  [Note: The

Revised & Recirculated Draft EIR/EA replaced and superseded the November 2010 Draft

EIR/EA in its entirety.  Therefore, comments submitted on the November 2010 Draft EIR/EA

were not responded to.  A notice to this effect was sent to each agency, organization, and person

that commented on the November 2010 Draft EIR/EA, as required by CEQA Guidelines §

15088.5.]
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>> The VTA website (www.vta.org) contains an overview of the project, a project “FAQ”, and

information about the schedule for the project’s approval and construction (including a listing

of upcoming public meetings).  The website also provides an opportunity for people to submit

comments and questions regarding the project.

>> The project development team for the proposed project includes staff from the Department,

VTA, and the City of San Jose.  The City is a partner on the project and will be issuing

encroachment permits to the Department/VTA for all work that extends onto City streets.

4.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS

As discussed in Section 4.1, the Revised & Recirculated Draft EIR/EA was made available for public

review and comment from April 18, 2011 to May 18, 2011.  The list of the written comments received,

including the page on which the response(s) to the comment begins, is shown below.  A copy of each

comment is contained in Appendix H.

Comment & Response

Begin on Page

Governmental Agencies

Comment #1 California State Clearinghouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139

Comment #2 Santa Clara Valley Water District . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139

Organizations

Comment #3 Sierra Club, San Jose Cool Cities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140

Comment #4 Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141

Businesses

Comment #5 Pacific Gas & Electric Company . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145

Individuals

Comment #6 Ames, Lawrence Lowell . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 146

Comment #7 Armijos, Jack . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152

Comment #8 Bradley, Susan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152

Comment #9 Butler, Karen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153

Comment #10 DuMond, Pamela . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153

http://www.vta.org
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Comment & Response

Begin on Page

Comment #11 Guzman, Hector . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 154

Comment #12 Hanway, Steve . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 155

Comment #13 Harvey, James & Judith . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156

Comment #14 Hoyt, Susan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157

Comment #15 Karnes, Dawna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157

Comment #16 Karnes, Barry & Dawna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158

Comment #17 Larsen, Nanette . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160

Comment #18 Spilman, Stanley . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160

Comment #19 Wilcock, Jack . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 161

Comment #20 Yueh, Debbie & Chien . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 162

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #1:

CALIFORNIA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Comment 1-A The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state

agencies for review.  The review period closed on May 17, 2011, and no state

agencies submitted comments by that date.  This letter acknowledges that you

have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft

environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality

Act.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #2:

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT

Comment 2-A The District's 66-inch diameter Central Pipeline, a high pressure raw water

pipeline, is located under I-280 east of the MacArthur Avenue overcrossing and

continues within MacArthur Avenue to the north and south.  The proposed

project improvements appear to cross the District's Central Pipeline.  In

accordance with the District's Water Resources Protection Ordinance, work

crossing over or adjacent to a District facility is subject to review and issuance

of a District permit.  District staff sent plans for the pipeline to Mark Thomas

and Co. in May 2010.
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Table 4 on page 34 identifies the permits and approvals needed for the project.

The District needs to be listed in Table 4 because a District permit will be

required for the work crossing over the Central Pipeline.

On page 117, section 2.16.5, Noise and Vibration Effects During Construction,

discusses noise effects, and notes the anticipation of pile driving during

construction.  However, the discussion does not address the potential impact of

ground vibration from activities such as pile driving on underground utilities,

including the District's Central Pipeline and appropriate mitigation measures.

Response 2-A The Department and VTA are aware of the Central Pipeline.  During final

design, potholing will occur to determine the exact location and depth of the

Pipeline.  Once the exact location is determined, the final design of the project

will be undertaken so as to avoid impacts, both direct and indirect, to this

facility.  Avoidance of indirect impacts (i.e., vibration from pile driving) will be

accomplished through design or construction techniques or a combination of

both.  It is acknowledged that a permit from the District will be required for

work adjacent to the Central Pipeline.  Table 4 has been modified to include this

requirement.

Comment 2-B Please forward a copy of the Final EIR and plans for the improvements over the

District's Central Pipeline when available.

Response 2-B Both the Final EIR/EA and the project plans at the location of the Central

Pipeline will be provided to the District.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #3:

SIERRA CLUB, SAN JOSE COOL CITIES TEAM

Comment 3-A Thank you for providing the opportunity for public comment regarding the

280/880/Stevens Creek project.  We would like to promote creating a safe,

Complete Street approach that will benefit both the surrounding neighborhood

and community at large.

There are several aspects of the plan that we feel are on the right track:

• Bike lanes along San Carlos and Stevens Creek

• Wide sidewalks along Stevens Creek

• Planning for the possibility of a future Bus Rapid Transit route

• Signals that detect bicycles
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In order to further promote safe, Complete Streets, we suggest:

• Using green-colored bicycle lanes, especially in busy areas such as the

Stevens Creek bridge

• Having bicycle sharrows in all areas not designated to have a bicycle

lane

We would like these changes in order to promote Envision San Jose 2040

Community Value of having an interconnected community as well as the

Mayor's Green Vision: Goal 10 of having 400 miles of on-street bikeways.  The

above changes will promote bicycling and help reduce traffic congestion as well

as greenhouse gas emissions.

Response 3-A Green-colored bike lanes is a design detail that will be considered during final

design.  It should be noted that green-colored bike lanes are still considered

experimental in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.

Approval to experiment must be granted by the Federal Highway

Administration.

The project will construct bike lanes on Stevens Creek Boulevard within the full

project limits (i.e., between Monroe Street on the west and Di Salvo Avenue on

the east).  Therefore, sharrows will not be necessary. [Note: A “sharrow” refers

to a lane that is marked for shared use by both vehicles and bicycles.  It is used

in locations where there is insufficient room for both a vehicular travel lane and

a bike lane.]

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #4:

SILICON VALLEY BICYCLE COALITION

Comment 4-A The feedback provided in this letter supports the following statements from the

Purpose and Need section in the Summary of the DEIR/EA by reducing

motorized transit and increasing non-motorized (bicycling and walking) transit:

• Improve operations and safety on the freeways and local roadways in the

vicinity of the closely-spaced I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard and

SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchanges.

• Improve traffic circulation between the I-280/I-880 freeway corridors

and the land uses that are located in the vicinity of these interchanges,

including residential neighborhoods in the Cities of San Jose and Santa

Clara, several major shopping centers and retail corridors, and two

hospitals.

• Reduce traffic congestion and delay in the project area.
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Comments on bicycle facilities included in the Revised DEIR/EA:  We

appreciate that the Revised DEIR/EA incorporates bicycle and pedestrian

improvements:  Specifically for bicycles, the incorporation of a Class II bike

lane on Stevens Creek Blvd between Di Salvo St. and Monroe St; traffic control

of vehicular right-turn movements from the off-ramps and onto the on-ramps;

bicycle loop detectors; and warning signage.

Since this is such a high traffic area we also request that consideration be given

to green-colored bicycle lanes, particularly considering that bike lanes will be

to the left of the right-turn lanes.

Response 4-A Green-colored bike lanes is a design detail that will be considered during final

design.  It should be noted that green-colored bike lanes are still considered

experimental in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and

its use must be approved by the Federal Highway Administration.

Comment 4-B Comments on bicycle facilities not included in the Revised DEIR/EA:  It

appears that the area under study has diminished considerably in scope.  Other

designated arterial streets previously within the project area are Moorpark

Avenue, Forest Avenue, North Monroe Street, and Winchester Blvd.  Installing

a bike lane and other bicycle facilities on a portion of Stevens Creek Blvd. is

commendable.  However, most of Stevens Creek Blvd, including the heavily

traveled section between Monroe and Winchester, as well as San Carlos Ave.

east of Di Salvo will apparently remain unchanged.  While this is a great

beginning, there is a huge need to consider connecting bicycle facilities in

surrounding streets.  Making the area really accessible to bicyclists will also

reduce traffic pressures and help meet the goal of reducing traffic congestion.

To this end it is important that the bicycle lanes be extended east and west of the

project area on San Carlos and Stevens Creek Blvd.

Response 4-B Extending the bike lanes west of Monroe Street and east of Di Salvo Avenue is

beyond the project limits and is outside of the Department’s jurisdiction.  Such

extensions would be within the jurisdiction of the City of San Jose.  Therefore,

the City of San Jose should be contacted regarding these bicycle facility

improvements.

Comment 4-C We would also like to repeat some suggestions made regarding the surrounding

streets in our comments on the earlier DEIR:
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Other improvements that would allow this project to provide safe and

convenient non-motorized transit in the area and help to mitigate the negative

environmental motorized traffic impacts are:

Provide bike facility improvements along Monroe between Forest and Williams.

This includes the to-be-reconstructed non-motorized facility under and over

1-280.

• Construct a bikeway on Monroe between Forest and Tisch (across

Stevens Creek).

• Between Forest and Stevens Creek constructing a two-way separated

bikeway on the east side of Monroe would be preferred to avoid turning

conflicts in and out of Valley Fair parking lots.  Attention must be given

to the ability to safely transition to/from this separated bikeway at the

intersections of Forest and Stevens Creek.

• Note that signage currently exists at the entrance to Tisch from

Winchester and at the entrance to S. Monroe from Stevens Creek which

indicates the road as a bike route leading to a bridge over Highway 280.

This signage should remain and consideration should be given to adding

additional signage with the addition of bike facilities along this route.

The above improvements are in alignment with San Jose's 2020 bike plan to

provide a continuous bikeway along Monroe.  Refer to Table 6 in the bike plan

starting on page 6 of 14: Monroe from Newhall to Tisch, class II bikeway;

Monroe from Moorpark to Ori, class III bikeway; and connectivity to Moorpark

from Williams to College, class II bikeway.

Response 4-C The improvements listed in this comment are beyond the project limits and are

outside of the Department’s jurisdiction.  As noted in this comment and in

Section 2.6.2.3, these improvements are listed in the San Jose Bike Plan 2020

and the Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Plan, but their implementation will be

the responsibility of the local cities.

This comment references the reconstruction of the Monroe Street pedestrian

overcrossing of I-280.  Please note that the reconstruction of this structure was

removed from the project as part of the deletion of the new off-ramp from

Northbound I-280 to Winchester Boulevard.

Comment 4-D Provide bike facility improvements along MacArthur between Moorpark and

Stevens Creek, then across Stevens Creek and along Bellerose to Forest.

• Currently the best way to cross Moorpark in the MacArthur area is to

use Pfeiffer.  There's a light at Pfeiffer and Moorpark, allowing for
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continuing south on Thornton.  This signalized intersection should be

evaluated for bike improvements.

• MacArthur is not currently bike friendly due being narrow with parking

on both sides.  Consideration should be given to installation of sharrows

and traffic calming along MacArthur if it is not viable to remove

on-street parking to allow for bike lanes.

• North of Stevens Creek, Bellerose Drive provides connectivity to Forest.

Bellerose is currently not bike friendly due to being narrow with parking

on both sides.  Consideration should be given to installation of sharrows

and traffic calming along MacArthur if it is not viable to remove

on-street parking to allow for bike lanes.

• Currently the Forest/Bellerose intersection is not signalized which poses

significant challenges due to the traffic along Forest.  Consideration

should be given to adding signals at this intersection.

Response 4-D The improvements listed in this comment are beyond the project limits and are

outside of the Department’s jurisdiction.  Local jurisdictions should be contacted

regarding these bicycle facility improvements.

Comment 4-E Construct a bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing of Stevens Creek at Valley Fair.

Although the DIER states that this improvement is no longer being considered,

we would like it to be reconsidered and evaluated in terms of improving

motivation for non-motorized transit in the area.

Response 4-E As described in Table 5, construction of a pedestrian overcrossing between

Santana Row and Valley Fair was investigated to determine whether it would

reduce traffic congestion on Stevens Creek Boulevard.  The investigation

concluded that the overcrossing would result in negligible benefit to traffic flow

on Stevens Creek because high volumes on side streets preclude shortening the

“green time” for the side streets.

Comment 4-F Great potential exists for providing non-motorized transit facility improvements

through the area of this project that will:

• Improve connectivity into downtown San Jose and neighboring cities

such as Santa Clara.

• Improve access through the residential neighborhoods, and to schools,

medical facilities, shopping centers and retail corridors in this area.

• Reduce the operational and safety problems that result from very high

traffic demands.

• Reduce traffic congestion in the project area.

• Improve the general livability of this project area and the surrounding

areas as connectivity will be improved through this area.
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Response 4-F The Department believes that the project, as currently designed, includes

substantial improvements that will benefit non-motorized traffic.  The

Department acknowledges  and supports the planned bicycle and pedestrian

improvements that are contained in various plans of the local jurisdictions, but

such improvements are outside of the Department’s jurisdiction.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #5:

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

Comment 5-A Information provided in the EIR/EA did not specifically indicate the direct

impacts on our gas and electric facilities.  However, since PG&E has an

obligation to provide the public with a reliable and safe energy supply as

mandated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and to comply

with the guidelines outlined in General Orders 95 and 112, PG&E should be

consulted during the development of the plan to ensure that the capacity,

operational and maintenance requirements for its gas and electric facilities are

taken into consideration prior to approval of the final plan.

Early involvement will allow us to assess cumulative impacts to our systems and

to identify facilities that may need to be installed, relocated and or realigned as

a result of the proposed general plan revision.  Because engineering and

construction of our facilities may require long lead times, we encourage you to

consult with us during the initial stages of your planning process.

We would like to note that expansion of utility facilities is a necessary

consequence of growth and development.  As development occurs, the

cumulative impacts of new energy load growth use up available capacity in the

utility system.  In addition to adding new distribution feeders, the range of

electric system improvements needed to accommodate growth may include

upgrading existing substations and building new substations and interconnecting

transmission line.  Comparable upgrades or additions would be required for our

gas system as well.  Environmental impacts associated with new and or

relocated gas or electric facilities as a result of the proposed project should be

fully addressed in the final EIR and, if appropriate, mitigation measures to

minimize or eliminate such impacts should be incorporated into the document

as well.

PG&E owns and operates gas and electric distribution/transmission facilities

which are located within or near the proposed project area.  To promote the safe
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and reliable maintenance and operation of these utility facilities, the California

Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has mandated specific clearance

requirements between utility facilities and surrounding objects or construction

activities.  To ensure compliance with these standards, project proponents

should coordinate with PG&E early in the development of their project plans.

Any proposed development plans should provide for unrestricted utility access

and prevent easement encroachments that might impair the safe and reliable

maintenance and operation of PG&E's facilities.

We would like to recommend that environmental documents for proposed

development projects include adequate evaluation of cumulative impacts to

utility systems, the utility facilities needed to serve those developments and any

potential environmental issues associated with extending utility service to the

proposed project.  This will assure the project's compliance with CEQA and

reduce potential delays to the project schedule.

Response 5-A The proposed project is limited to modifications to existing freeway

interchanges.  No new development is proposed as part of the project and,

therefore, the project will not result in an increased demand for electricity or

gas.  The project will, however, include construction activities that will require

relocations of various utility lines, including those owned by PG&E.  As is

standard procedure, the Department and VTA will coordinate with PG&E during

final design to ensure that all utility-related issues are satisfactorily addressed.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #6:

LAWRENCE LOWELL AMES

Comment 6-A Thank you for sending me the CD with the “Revised and Re-Circulated” Draft

EIR on the “Improvements at SR-17/I-280/I-880 Interchange and I-880/Stevens

Creek Boulevard Interchange”.  I have updated my comments of Dec. 29, 2010,

to reflect the change in scope - the removal of the consideration of a Winchester

off-ramp, and to include some additional concerns and  recommendations.

Speaking as an individual who has lived with the 280/880 mess for several

decades now, I say “thank you!” and also “it’s about time!”

The 280/880/17/Stevens Creek interchange in central San Jose has long been in

need of improvement.  Northbound (NB) I-280 is seven (!) lanes wide at that

point: the leftmost one is a carpool lane, lanes 2 and 3 are through-traffic

northbound, lane 4 basically dead-ends shortly, lane 5 now goes to both NB

I-880 and Stevens Creek Blvd., and lanes 6 and 7 connect to SB-17 (the
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continuation of SB I-880).  As your traffic analysis has shown, the main problem

is that traffic to the Westfield Valley Fair and Santana Row shopping centers

backs up Stevens Creek, which backs up onto the exit ramp, which in turn backs

up lane 5 of NB I-280, sometimes for a mile or more.  This creates a very

hazardous situation: traffic on the freeway is at a standstill while traffic is

whizzing by at 60+ mph on either side.  Additionally, drivers entering NB 280

from Bascom/Leigh have to cross through the stopped traffic to enter the main

roadway, and also some drivers wishing to go to NB 880 or Stevens Creek are

unaware that they need to be in lane 5 and end up stopping lane 4 while trying

to squeeze in.

The proposal to create a new off-ramp to NB 880 from the SB-17 flyover,

basically making lane 7 go directly to NB 880, will separate the

freeway-to-freeway traffic from the local shopping center traffic.  The proposal

to replace the 50-year-old cloverleaf at Stevens Creek with a modified diamond

with a generous amount of stacking room should help with the backup on

NB-280.  And I like the proposal to have a direct connection from SB 880 to NB

Monroe: this will allow some drivers to Valley Fair to avoid the congested

intersection at Stevens Creek.

My main concern is that the study area did not extend far enough eastward, and

that the on-ramp from Bascom/Leland to NB-280 wasn’t considered in this draft

EIR.  As can be seen in Fig. 1, the Bascom/Leland on-ramp doesn’t really

“merge” with the main NB-280 traffic, but rather exists as the 7th lane of the

freeway for only about an eighth of a mile before peeling off to become SB-17.

This has always been a “challenging” on-ramp to use, since if one didn’t want

to go to SB-17, one had to get up to freeway speeds and cross lane 6 (also going

to SB-17), lane-5 (to Stevens Creek and NB-880), and get into lane-4 (which

then finally merges into the main NB-280 traffic).  While tricky, this has been

doable since the traffic exiting NB-280 didn’t really care if they were in lane-6

or lane-7 (they both went the same way), and the on-ramp users had “only” to

cross one lane of exiting traffic at a time.

If the proposed direct-connection ramp from NB-280 to NB-880 is built as

planned, then the NB-280 lane-7 becomes the exit-only lane to NB-880 and

lane-6 becomes the exit-only lane to SB-17.  Travelers on NB-280 wanting to

go to NB-880 will have to cross over to lane-7 in that short 1/8 mile section

where it exists: they can’t preposition themselves well in advance in the proper

lane as they can now.  And travelers from Bascom/Leland will now have cross

exiting traffic for both SB-17 and NB-880 at once, effectively weaving across

twice as much traffic.
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The Bascom/Leland on-ramp to NB-280 is important and serves a large area (the

Burbank and Buena Vista neighborhoods) as well as a large traffic generator

(San Jose City College) and a major arterial (Bascom Avenue) - see Fig. 2.  The

ramp is quite close to the next ramp up-stream at Menker, which also is quite

well-used, serving Willow Glen (Lincoln Ave.) and Mid-Town (SB Meridian).

However, it is not practical to simply close the Bascom/Leland on-ramp and use

the nearby Menker on-ramp since there is no access across I-280 to get to it.

(For example, NB traffic from City College would have to get onto SB-280, loop

off onto NB Meridian and then immediate loop again to go NB on 280.)

Perhaps a solution might be to close both the Leland and Menker on-ramps and

to construct a single on-ramp midway between them from Leigh.  The advantage

would be that it would provide an additional three blocks of merge/weave space;

the disadvantages include the cost of reconstruction, the added travel distance

for the Bascom users, and the heavier traffic on the combined on-ramp.

Response 6-A The study area extended to the east of the SR-17/I-880/I-280 interchange.  The

project studied the alternative of closing the two on-ramps from Menker Avenue

and Leland Avenue and constructing a new on-ramp at Leigh Avenue.  The

alternative was not carried forward because, while it would provide additional

weaving length, the weaving condition is not anticipated to improve as more

traffic would be on the single on-ramp.  More importantly, it is not anticipated

to improve the congestion at the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange,

thus not meeting the purpose and need of the project.  Additionally, it would

require the replacement of the Leland Avenue overcrossing structure to

accommodate the additional lane, impact local street circulation, and have

significant traffic impacts during construction.

The proposed project will not significantly change the weaving situation on

northbound I-280 between the SR-17 off-ramp and the Leland Avenue on-ramp.

The current and future lane configurations on northbound I-280 are described

in the table on the following page

For vehicles entering at the Leland Avenue on-ramp, the project does not change

the weaving needed to continue on northbound I-280, to exit to Stevens Creek,

or to exit to southbound SR-17.  To get to the northbound I-280 lanes from lane

7, vehicles will still cross the exit lanes to northbound I-880, Stevens Creek, and

southbound SR-17 to move into lane 4.  To get to the Stevens Creek exit,

vehicles will still cross the exit lane to southbound SR-17 to move into lane 5.

To get to the exit to southbound SR-17, vehicles will still stay in lane 7.  For

vehicles entering at the Leland Avenue on-ramp and connecting to northbound
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Lane # (from

the left)

Current Lane

Destination

Lanes Destination

with the Project

1 Carpool/Northbound I-280 Carpool/Northbound I-280

2 Northbound I-280 Northbound I-280

3 Northbound I-280 Northbound I-280

4 Northbound I-280/ends Northbound I-280/ends

5 Exit to Northbound I-880 &

Stevens Creek

Exit to Stevens Creek (becomes 2

lanes after exit from I-280)

6 Exit to Southbound SR-17 Exit to Southbound SR-17

7 (Leland Ave.

On-ramp)

Exit to Southbound SR-17 Exit to Southbound SR-17 & north-

bound I-880 (Direct connector ramp to

northbound I-880 splits off lane 7 after

the exit from I-280.  Vehicles in this

lane can go either way.)

I-880, weaving will be eliminated as vehicles will stay in lane 7 then take the

direct connector to I-880.  For vehicles on northbound I-280, the project does

not change the weaving needed to exit at Stevens Creek or to southbound SR-17.

To exit to northbound I-880, vehicles in lane 4 will move to lane 7.  This

movement will be offset by the elimination of the weaving by vehicles entering

at Leland Avenue and exiting to northbound I-880. 

Comment 6-B As I said at the Dec. 8th meeting, I recommend widening the SB-880ÿ280 exit

ramp to two lanes (in red on Fig. 3).  There is adequate clearance under the

existing bridges: it just needs a little pavement and some striping.  This exit

ramp serves both NB 280 and SB 280.  Sometimes one or the other directions

on 280 will back up, and then the single-lane SB 880 exit ramp also backs up,

preventing drivers going in the other direction from reaching the uncongested

side of 280.  If the exit ramp were widened, then drivers could access the

uncongested direction on the freeway, even while traffic is backed up in the

other lane trying to access the backed-up direction.

Response 6-B Widening to a 2-lane exit at the southbound I-880 to I-280 connection requires

adding a 2,500-foot-long auxiliary lane prior to the exit per the Department's

highway design standards.  The auxiliary lane would begin just north of the

Stevens Creek Boulevard overcrossing of I-880.  There is not adequate space

under the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard overcrossing to add the auxiliary lane.
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Comment 6-C At the Dec. 8th hearing, others asked about Stevens Creek to NB-280 access: I

think that would be a great idea!  As shown in blue on Fig. 3, this might be

accomplished in a couple different ways: (A) from the left side of the on-ramp,

with a short diagonal over to the SB exit ramp (before the NB/SB split), or (B)

from the right side of the on-ramp: a short diagonal to the NB-280 ramp after the

split.

In reading the “Revised and Re-Circulated Draft Environmental Impact

Report/Environmental Assessment” on the CD I was sent, it appears that you

may have considered the latter (Option 30 in Table 5) and determined that it

would be necessary to acquire properties and to shift Daniel Way.  However,

would this be needed if the ramp to NB-280 were to take off from the left lane

of the Stevens Creek on-ramp?  And, regarding the extra traffic on the on-ramp:

the traffic will be getting onto NB 280 somewhere anyhow: if not here, then it

will go on Stevens Creek (in front of Valley Fair and Santa Row), turn left

(south) on Winchester, and then get on NB-280.  It would seem better to get the

traffic off local streets as early as practical.

Response 6-C As part of the alternatives considered and evaluated for the project, Options A

and B were studied.  Option A, the northerly connection to the southbound I-880

connector to northbound I-280, would require the construction of another lane

on the southbound I-880 connector to I-280, which would then require the

replacement of the existing Southbound Collector Overcrossing to accommodate

the additional lane.  (The southbound collector-distributor road is the connector

from Stevens Creek Boulevard to southbound SR-17 and southbound I-280.  It

includes a bridge structure, referred to as the Southbound Collector

Overcrossing, over the southbound I-880 to northbound I-280 connector.)  To

replace the existing bridge, a temporary bridge would be required because there

is insufficient space to offset the new bridge and the replacement bridge would

have to be constructed in the location of the current bridge.  Furthermore, to

meet current design standards, the new bridge would be higher and wider and

create more visual and noise impacts.  Decision sight distance and weaving

distance would be inadequate especially for traffic from Stevens Creek going to

southbound SR-17 or southbound I-280 that would have to weave through traffic

going from southbound I-880 to northbound I-280.  Option B, the southerly

connection to the southbound I-880 connector to northbound I-280, would

require the shifting of South Daniel Way to the west and the acquisition of five

residences.  Both options would add more vehicles to and increase the

congestion on the existing connector from southbound I-880 to northbound

I-280.
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Comment 6-D I would like to ask about the possibility of a direct SB-280-to-Stevens Creek

ramp.  Presently, traffic from SB-280 to Valley Fair has to exit at Winchester

with a left turn on Moorpark, another left on Winchester, go past the side of

Santana Row and the movie theaters on Winchester, and then finally turn right

on Stevens Creek.  I wonder if it might be possible to have a direct SB-280 exit,

as shown in hot-pink in Fig. 3: split off just past the SB-280ÿNB-880 flyover

and then ramp down the embankment to the new Stevens Creek stacking lanes,

while the new NB-280ÿNB-880 ramp passes overhead.  It may be tricky to get

adequate overhead clearance, but, if such a connection could be constructed, it

would really help to get traffic around the congested Winchester/Stevens Creek

intersection.

Response 6-D With very limited space in this area and the vertical constraints of the existing

Stevens Creek Boulevard overcrossing and the direct connector from

southbound I-280 to northbound I-880, a slip ramp connection from the

southbound I-280 to northbound I-880 connector to Stevens Creek Boulevard

would preclude the construction of the direct connector from northbound I-280

to northbound I-880, one of the two major components of the project.  The

traffic studies also concluded that creating a connector to Stevens Creek

Boulevard would add more vehicles to the already congested interchange,

making the congestion worse.

Comment 6-E Finally, while it may now be outside the scope of the “revised and re-circulated”

EIR, I would like to address improving bicycle access in the vicinity.  My family

and I routinely bike to Valley Fair, in large part because of traffic congestion on

I-280 (!) and also because it is so challenging to find parking at the centers - and

we do come back with purchases: bungeed to the racks or carried in sacks.  (We

even bought a sofa by bike: it had to be retrieved from the warehouse the next

day anyway, and so our being on bike didn’t impact the purchasing.)  At the

Dec. 8th hearing, after expressing my appreciation, I also suggested that

CalTrans work on the design with the bicycling community.  I’m afraid that

CalTrans has in the past shown that it doesn’t always understand bicycling

issues, as illustrated by the multiple hazards in the existing bike access route

(see Fig. 4).  Some of the hazards could easily be remedied, and I hope they

might be included as part of this project.

Response 6-E Bicycle and pedestrian improvements are limited to the project limits and the

Department’s jurisdiction, which consists of Stevens Creek Boulevard between

Di Salvo Avenue on the east and Monroe Street on the west.  Local jurisdictions

should be contacted regarding additional bicycle facility improvements.
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #7:

JACK ARMIJOS

Comment 7-A Comment: I like, very much, the planned changes to the 880/Stevens Creek

interchange.  Suggestion: Instead of building an expensive 280-NB to 880-NB

Direct Connector, why not do a cheap "remodel" of the two existing lanes, to

allow for traffic coming off of 280 Northbound to merge with traffic on the

existing 280 Southbound-to-880 Northbound connector (see yellow bubble in

the attached picture)?  Doing this would be easy, save money, create the 280-NB

to 880-NB connection intended, and give CALTRANS/VTA a chance to

actually measure how much traffic would use/benefit from a direct connector

there.  Such connector could still be built later (if deemed necessary).

Response 7-A While this alternative eliminates two of the weaving conflicts that occur within

the northbound portion of the interchange, the most critical conflict remains:

traffic going from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 conflicting with traffic

going from northbound SR-17 to the Stevens Creek Boulevard off-ramp.  This

alternative would not eliminate the weaving conflicts created by vehicles from

northbound I-280 on the right moving to the left to get to northbound I-880 and

vehicles from northbound SR-17 on the left moving to the right to exit to

Stevens Creek.  The already inadequate weaving distance would be shortened

to accommodate the tie-in to the southbound I-280 to northbound I-880

connector by approximately 150 feet.  Motorists from northbound I-280 going

to northbound I-880 would need to weave over 2 lanes in less than 400 feet to

go onto northbound I-880.  (Note: The projected traffic volumes for the

northbound I-280 to Stevens Creek and northbound I-880 off-ramp require that

the off-ramp be widened to 2 lanes.)  The added traffic and shortened weaving

length would aggravate the backup conditions on the ramps to northbound I-880

and Stevens Creek and on northbound I-280.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #8:

SUSAN BRADLEY

Comment 8-A Dear Folks at Caltrans, You say that you are going to put one pedestrian signal

on one on-ramp on Stevens Creek where it crosses over Highway 17.  This will

be a start, but for pedestrian safety, there needs to be a pedestrian signal at each

freeway on-ramp and freeway off-ramp that starts or ends at the Stevens Creek

overpass.  Please realize that pedestrians cannot be assured of safely crossing all

of the on-ramps and off-ramps unless there are pedestrian signal lights at EACH

of them.  The problem for pedestrians now is that there is only one signal light
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on one off-ramp,  and all of the other off-ramps and on-ramps are dangerous to

cross.  Please do not repeat this error.  Please put pedestrian signal lights at ALL

of the on-ramps and off-ramps!  Thank you!

Response 8-A The modification of the I-880/Stevens Creek interchange configuration from the

current full cloverleaf design will make Stevens Creek Boulevard more

pedestrian/bike friendly by removing free vehicular right-turn movements from

the off-ramps and onto the on-ramps.  Under the proposed configuration, all

right-turn movements will be controlled by traffic signals.  For additional

bicycle and pedestrian improvements, please see Section 1.3.1.4.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #9:

KAREN BUTLER

Comment 9-A Looking for noise abatement, increase in planting noise absorbing foliage,

ensure traffic management during and after construction.  Please consider low

noise pavement materials in all sections - new & old.

Response 9-A Soundwalls will be constructed as part of the project; see Section 2.13.5 for

details.  Replacement planting is included in the project, but not for noise

abatement purposes.  Landscaping has been shown to have minimal noise-

reducing properties because it is typically not dense enough to effectively block

noise.

The Department’s policy encourages the use of a pavement surface known as

Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt (RHMA) at locations that have appropriate

climate, geotechnical and traffic characteristics.  RHMA pavement surface has

been approved by the Department as a “quiet pavement strategy” based on

research data collected throughout the state and nationally.  For the proposed

project, RHMA will be utilized for all new pavement.  In addition, as a separate

project, the Department will be resurfacing I-880 from Old Bayshore Highway

to I-280 with RHMA; that project is scheduled to commence in June 2011.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #10:

PAMELA DU MOND

Comment 10-A Nothing addressed the nightmare of Santana Row.  They keep building and have

no responsibility for road improvements due to their traffic.  From the very

beginning they had no culpability to ease traffic flow.  It shows what money can
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buy.  The southbound lane off Stevens Creek to south 17 was widened a few

dozen feet to the tune of tens of thousands of dollars and proved nothing!

Response 10-A The Santana Row project was approved by the City of San Jose in March 2000.

As part of that approval, the City required the developer to fund and implement

the following traffic improvements:

• Stevens Creek/Monroe:  Addition of 4  eastbound lane to Stevens Creekth

and addition of 2  lane to I-280/I-880 southbound on-ramp. Thosend

improvements required the widening of Stevens Creek Boulevard and

the I-280 and I-880 on-ramp.

• Winchester/Moorpark:  Addition of 2  left-turn lanes to both the eastnd

and west approaches of the intersection and a realignment of the median

on the north approach.  Those improvements required the widening of

Moorpark Avenue.

• Winchester/Olin:  Construction of double left-turn lanes on the north

approach of the intersection.

• Winchester/Olsen:  Construction of double left-turn lanes on the north

approach of the intersection.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #11:

HECTOR GUZMAN, JR.

Comment 11-A The meeting I attended with my wife was rather confusing.  The postcard said

to arrive at the library, but the VTA spokesperson said to the cafeteria.  They

should of better clarified to the people the exact location, not of change their

minds the day of the scheduled meeting.  We arrived early just to see where it

was being held.

Response 11-A The announcements and flyers for the public hearing incorrectly listed the

meeting location as Castlemont School’s library instead of the cafeteria.  The

Department and VTA staff attempted to minimize any inconvenience caused by

this error by posting signs around the school campus that directed attendees to

the correct room.  The Department apologizes for the confusion 

Comment 11-B The plan of widening the S/C bridge was a good idea because it has been a

problem  with S/C Blvd. traveling eastbound to westbound.  It has created a

bottleneck of traffic below the (on-ramp to) NB 880.  The direct connector of I-

280 hopefully will alleviate some of the congestion of vehicles as well as

pedestrian and bicycle traffic.  My wife and I had tried to walk to Santana Row

Shopping Center to get to Westfield’s Shopping Center on Friday and Saturday,
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also Sundays.  I was almost run over by a vehicle one night just trying to cross

S/C Blvd.  They needed to provide a light and enough time to cross the street.

Luckily, I did not get hit when we had walked over in this area.

Response 11-B Along Stevens Creek Boulevard, between Di Salvo Avenue and Monroe Street,

the project includes improvements for both pedestrians and bicyclists.  Please

see Section 1.3.1.4 for descriptions of those improvements.

Comment 11-C Also, how was Caltrans going to come up with additional funding for this

project?  I believe that Westfield’s ownership should pay more for this project

since they get all the proceeds of sales tax from the customers who shop at their

business and also that Santana Row should equal pay more for this project as

well the total cost of the project is $64.6 million and VTA contributed $54.2

million.  There is a $10.4 million shortfall.  How is VTA going to get the

funding for the western half of the interchange?

Response 11-C There are various federal, state, and local programs that are potential funding

sources for the current $10 million shortfall.  The challenge is to garner those

funds at a time when all levels of government are experiencing shortfalls and

there is a long list of projects competing for those funds.

Comment 11-D Also there should be some schedule or timeline when this project should start

and end.  The cost is an important question and how are the funds going to be

allotted.  It will provide needed jobs.

Response 11-D Construction of the project is scheduled to commence in late 2012 and the

duration of construction will be approximately two years.  As it gets closer to

late 2012, this schedule will be refined and more details on project funding will

be provided to the public via VTA’s website (www.vta.org).  The schedule will

include information as to the time frames of when various construction activities

will take place.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #12:

STEVE HANWAY

Comment 12-A Traffic on Bellerose Drive between Stevens Creek and Forest will become “cut

thru” increasing traffic in this residential area.  What actions will be taken to

monitor traffic flow and patrol this street for traffic control (speeding cars)

during construction phase?

http://www.vta.org
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Response 12-A The “cut thru traffic on Bellerose” was a concern raised by residents at the

project’s scoping meeting that was held on January 28, 2009.  This issue was

subsequently investigated during the preparation of the traffic studies and it was

determined that there would be no long-term increase in cut-thru traffic resulting

from implementation of this project.  This conclusion is based on the fact that

1) the project will not change local traffic patterns since freeway access will not

change, and 2) the project will not result in increased congestion on Stevens

Creek such that drivers will use Bellerose Drive in an attempt to avoid it.

Prior to construction, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared to

address all traffic-related aspects of construction.  A component of the TMP will

include notices to the community regarding construction activities and

schedules.  Such notices will contain the names and phone numbers of persons

to contact in the event of questions and concerns.  Concerns regarding traffic

enforcement issues (e.g., speeding) should be directed to the San Jose Police

Department at (408) 277-8900.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #13:

JAMES & JUDITH HARVEY

Comment 13-A My wife and I will be unable to attend the Open House/Public Hearing since we

will be in New York at our grandson's wedding.  However, the project change

regarding Winchester Blvd. makes no difference to where we and many other

people live on Pioneer Ave.

Over the past several years the noise from the increased traffic on the present

off-ramps has become unbearable.  All we are asking is for some sort of wall to

control such noise.  Such walls already exist all over the county; why not here?

The last time we received a "public notice of availability" we sent in a petition

of about twenty-five (25) families requesting such a wall.  The petition was sent

to Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA).  We hope the planners

will understand "environment" as more than simply moving traffic.

Response 13-A Soundwalls will be constructed as part of the project; see Section 2.13.5 for

details.
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #14:

SHARON HOYT

Comment 14-A Please include the proper soundwalls.  We are in the NB I-280/NB I-880 direct

connector neighborhood and the freeways are already loud.  Any increase in

decibels from new right-of-way location and elevation would directly impact

quality of life.  The additional noise will also impact property values, as this

entire project already has.

Response 14-A As part of the project, Soundwall #2, a combination of 2 walls,  will be

constructed on the east side of I-880 south of Stevens Creek, adjacent to the

northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 direct connector neighborhood.  This wall

will reduce noise levels by up to 16 decibels, depending on location.  See

Section 2.13.5 for details. 

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #15:

DAWNA KARNES

Comment 15-A With the installation of the flyover ramp from N280 to N880, how will that

impact the current onramp to 280 at Leland Avenue and at Rutland Avenue and

Parkmoor?  Are they gone?  Or will they still exist?

Response 15-A The project will not impact these ramps; they will remain in place.

Comment 15-B Traffic would flow better with a pedestrian overcrossing between Santana Row

and Valley Fair.

Response 15-B Construction of a pedestrian overcrossing between Santana Row and Valley Fair

was investigated to determine whether it would reduce traffic congestion on

Stevens Creek Boulevard.  The investigation concluded that the overcrossing

would result in negligible benefit to traffic flow on Stevens Creek because high

volumes on side streets preclude shortening the “green time” for the side streets.

Comment 15-C More traffic lights don’t seem to be helping traffic congestion.  Cloverleaf seems

to be good with additions of flyover 280-880 and exit to Monroe.

Response 15-C Adding traffic signals would seem, at first glance, to be counterintuitive to a

goal of reducing congestion.  However, the project’s Traffic Operations Analysis

Report (DKS Associates, June 2010 with March 2011 Addendum) shows
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improved circulation with the partial cloverleaf design.  Please see the

discussion in Section 1.2.2.2 for more details regarding the benefits of the partial

cloverleaf design.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #16:

BARRY & DAWNA KARNES

Comment 16-A The changes proposed appear to eliminate 3 parts of the cloverleaf at Stevens

Creek Blvd and I-880.  These 3 cloverleaf parts will be replaced with traffic

lights at the I-880 off-ramps to enable right or left turns onto Stevens Creek from

I-880.  These new lights that are proposed for addition will likely cause large

traffic back-ups in both directions of Stevens Creek--especially during “rush

hour”.  Also, these lights will stop traffic exiting both north and southbound

directions of I-880 which will cause traffic back-ups along I-880.

The proposed new northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 direct ramp connector

may work, but it is not clear how easy it will be for traffic entering northbound

I-280 from the Leland/Leigh/Parkmoor onramps to merge onto northbound I-280

traffic with the addition of the high speed traffic that would be merging from

northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 on the proposed new connector.  Also, it

is not clear how the proposed changes--which include at least 2 new traffic lights

along Stevens Creek will reduce traffic congestion in the area.  To alleviate

traffic in the area, it would seem that new off-ramps from both I-280 and I-880

should be routed directly into either Santana Row or Valley Fair Shopping

Centers.  With 2 new off-ramps directly into the mall from both 280 and 880, the

present traffic interchanges would likely be sufficient.

Response 16-A The cloverleaf design does not work well for high volumes of traffic due to

merging and weaving.  In addition, with urbanized interchanges like this one, it

is difficult for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross various ramps.  The project’s

Traffic Operations Analysis Report (DKS Associates, June 2010 with March

2011 Addendum) shows improved circulation with the partial cloverleaf design.

The congestion and backup on the freeway and the northbound Stevens Creek

Boulevard collector-distributor road is attributed to the heavy traffic volumes for

the northbound off-ramp to westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard movement.

During preliminary design, traffic analyses showed that a single-lane loop ramp

under the cloverleaf configuration would cause overloading on the rightmost

lane on Stevens Creek Boulevard, thus causing backup.  A partial cloverleaf

configuration would provide three left-turn lanes and better distribute the traffic
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on the local street, providing more capacity despite adding two traffic signals.

Additionally, three right-turn lanes on the southbound off-ramp would better

distribute and clear more traffic from the ramp.  The realignment of the off-ramp

away from Monroe Street intersection provides more storage capacities between

the two intersections while adding weaving distance for traffic from the

southbound off-ramp to Monroe Street.  Please see the discussion in Section

1.2.2.2 for more details regarding the benefits of the partial cloverleaf design.

The project is not changing the existing merge onto northbound I-280 from

Leland/Leigh.  By eliminating the queue that often extends onto I-280 as far

back as Leigh Avenue, the project will improve the ability of vehicles to merge

left on continue north on I-280.

The feasibility of constructing ramps directly into Valley Fair or Santana Row

was not studied because Federal Highway Administration policy stipulates that

all ramps must connect to a public street.

Comment 16-B Also, although it is outside the scope of this project, it would greatly smooth the

traffic flow along Stevens Creek Blvd. if a new handicapped accessible

pedestrian bridge were made that would enable pedestrian crossing between

Santana Row and Valley Fair so that Stevens Creek traffic would not need to

stop for pedestrians walking crossing Stevens Creek Blvd. between the two

malls.

Response 16-B Construction of a pedestrian overcrossing between Santana Row and Valley Fair

was investigated to determine whether it would reduce traffic congestion on

Stevens Creek Boulevard.  The investigation concluded that the overcrossing

would result in negligible benefit to traffic flow on Stevens Creek because high

volumes on side streets preclude shortening the “green time” for the side

streets.20

Comment 16-C We support the removal of the Winchester Boulevard connection and are glad

to hear that this is no longer being considered.

Response 16-C Thank you for taking the time to review the environmental document.  We

appreciate your comment.
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #17:

NANETTE LARSEN

Comment 17-A Concern: Noise level at Bradley Manor I already above the legal limit!  So is the

noise level going to be reduced?  What about the streets farther in, example

Bradley Ave. near Scott Ave.  How has this been surveyed for noise level?

Response 17-A As described in Section 2.13.5, the project will construct a combination of two

soundwalls for the purpose of abating freeway-related traffic noise in the

Bradley Manor Neighborhood.  The soundwalls will reduce noise levels by 6 to

16 dBA for 44 residences that are adjacent to the freeways, which is a

substantial benefit.  Other residences that are located farther from the freeways

will also benefit from the soundwalls, but to a lesser extent (i.e., less than 5 dBA

of noise reduction).

The noise study focused on those residences that are adjacent to the freeways

because they are the locations most affected by freeway noise.

Comment 17-B Already we have people speeding on Scott & Bradley Ave.  In fact, my dog was

hit by a speeder, what if this was a child?  Construction will result in more

people using my street, Bradley Ave., so how will this be controlled?

Response 17-B The project will not address existing problems associated with speeding as that

is a law enforcement issue.  

Prior to construction, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared to

address all traffic-related aspects of construction.  A component of the TMP will

include notices to the community regarding construction activities and

schedules.  Such notices will contain the names and phone numbers of persons

to contact in the event of questions and concerns.  Concerns regarding traffic

enforcement issues (e.g., speeding) should be directed to the San Jose Police

Department at (408) 277-8900.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #18:

STANLEY SPILMAN

Comment 18-A There is less than 100 meters for cars to accelerate from a total stop to merge

with freeway traffic at the metering light of the Leland Ave./ Parkmoor 280 N.

on ramp.  This is likely to result in accidents with substantial property damage,

a likelihood of injuries, and possibility of deaths.
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Response 18-A This ramp is outside the current project limits and is not included in the scope.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #19:

JACK WILCOCK

Comment 19-A The residential neighborhood along Forest Ave. west of I-880 is in the direct

sound path of the proposed two lane off ramp from South I-880 to Stevens Creek

Blvd./N. Monroe.  Already unacceptable freeway sound levels will likely

increase due to increasing the off ramp to two lanes.

Freeway noise enters the corner of this multifamily neighborhood from the

Forest Ave overpass to a visual point South where sound is obstructed by the

Westfield parking structure.  No meetings were held with members of the "Cory

Neighborhood" (census tract 5058.01) even though they have a web site.  While

this tract is primarily single family homes and on average, not likely considered

"low income", the south-east corner is primarily multi-family with non-owner

occupants of modest means and low rents.  Two examples are: a family of three

with monthly income of less than $1,800 and a family of four with monthly

income of less than $2,500.  This low income multifamily pocket is

disproportionately impacted by excessive noise with potential impact on the

residents' health.

Occupants of this rental "pocket" neighborhood are often minorities who do not

understand or respond to surveys and are thus under-represented in survey

results.  This request addresses an area that is within the scope of the Revised

and Recirculated Draft EIR/EA as well as a short segment of South bound I-880

that was in the previous Draft EIR but removed by the current Revision.  Thanks

for your consideration and assistance in producing a project which addresses the

needs of the community.

Response 19-A This comment correctly notes that this neighborhood is located north of the

current project limits.  However, even if this neighborhood were within the

project limits, as it was in the original project, it would not qualify for additional

noise abatement.  The reason is that this neighborhood is already shielded from

freeway noise by a soundwall that is 12 feet in height.  The project’s noise study

(August 2009) evaluated whether increasing the wall height to 14 or 16 feet

would provide any benefit.  The study found that even if the height were to be

increased to 16 feet (the maximum allowed), the decrease in noise would range

from 0 to 1 dBA.  A change in noise levels of less than 3 dBA is typically not

perceptible to the human ear.  In addition, per the Department’s Traffic Noise
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Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction and Reconstruction Projects

(2006), a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA is required for noise abatement to be

considered as feasible.

RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT #20:

DEBBIE & CHIEN YUEH

Comment 20-A The DEIR has found significant noise and vibration impacts during construction

period.  It has also stated that residences located adjacent to I-880, near the

interchanges with Stevens Creek Boulevard and I-280/SR17, where much of the

construction activities will be concentrated, are not shielded from the highway

and ramps.  While the proposed mitigation measures may provide some relief

to the adverse effects, considering the proximity to residences, more robust

mitigation measures are necessary.  Such measures shall be written as a part of

the ultimate construction contract and strictly enforced.  We propose the

following modifications/additions to the mitigation measures (additions are

underlined and deletions are shown with strikeout):

1. All internal combustion engine driven equipment will be equipped with intake

and exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the

equipment.

2. Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines within 100 feet of

residences will be strictly prohibited.

3. Staging of construction equipment within 200 feet of residences will be

avoided.

4. All stationary noise-generating construction equipment, such as air

compressors and portable power generators, will be located as far as practical

at a minimum of 400 feet from residences.

5. All construction equipment will be required to conform to Section 14-8.02 -

Sound Control Requirements of the Department’s latest Standard Specifications.

6. Demolition, and pile driving and impulsive activities should be limited to

daytime hours only.  Work plan shall be developed to minimize the duration of

such activities.

7. If nighttime, non-impulsive work is required, a construction noise monitoring

program will be implemented to provide additional mitigation as necessary (in
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the form of noise control blankets or other temporary noise barriers, etc.) for

effected receivers.  Any nighttime work shall be limited to weekend (Friday,

Saturday and Sunday) only.

8. Prior to construction, noise barriers shall be erected to shield residences, who

are completely unprotected currently, from the most deafening effects of the

work.

9. The noise effects of the construction shall be monitored on a regular basis to

ensure the effectiveness of the mitigation measures.  Additional mitigation

measures are to be implemented as necessary.

Response 20-A The Department will work with residents in an effort to minimize noise impacts

during construction.  The mitigation measures listed in Section 2.16.5 are

intended to achieve this goal to the maximum extent practical, recognizing that

increases in noise during construction are unavoidable.  This response addresses

each of the suggested changes to the mitigation measures.

The removal of the word “unnecessary” in #2 is not practical or feasible because

it would have the effect banning any idling of equipment even if such idling

were a part of the normal active use of a piece of equipment.

The proposed 400-foot setback from residences in #4 is not practical or feasible.

First, it would require hoses and wires of well over 400 feet to run between the

power source and the equipment.  Second, given the locations of residences in

the project area, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to find a spot where such

power sources could be sited more than 400 feet from any residence.

Adding “impulsive” to #6 would not be practical as it would mean that any

impulsive equipment (e.g., any form of hammering or other activity that

involves distinct/impulsive noise events) could only be undertaken during the

day.  Such a restriction would have the practical effect of banning all nighttime

construction, which is not practical or feasible because a variety of construction

tasks can only be done at night when traffic volumes are relatively low.

For #6, developing a work plan is something that is a standard requirement and

procedure for all projects of this nature.  Part of this plan involves the

dissemination of information to the community regarding the scheduling and

timing of various activities, as well as the listing of names and phone numbers

of personnel to contact in the event there is a problem.
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For #7, limiting nighttime work to Friday, Saturday, or Sunday would not be

practical because it would simply have the effect of extending the duration of

construction, which would be counterproductive to the goal of minimizing

disturbance to residents.  In addition, such a restriction would significantly

increase the construction cost because the contractor would have to alter

standard construction practices as well as workforce schedules.

Regarding #8, it is standard practice to construct soundwalls as one of the first

construction tasks whenever feasible.  Typically, the only instance where this is

not feasible is where a soundwall is constructed on a structure or near a retaining

wall, in which cause the structure has to be built first.

Measure #9 is a standard requirement and procedure during construction of all

highway projects.  As noted above, part of the community outreach during

construction will be the listing of names and phone numbers of personnel to

contact in the event there is a problem.
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4.3 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

As discussed in Section 4.1, a public hearing on the Project and the Revised & Recirculated Draft

EIR/EA was held on May 4, 2011.  Nine members of the public provided oral testimony at the public

hearing.  A transcript of the public hearing is contained in Appendix I.  The comments expressed by

speakers at the public hearing, as summarized from the transcript, are provided below.

Comment & Response

Begin on Page

Public Hearing Comment #1 Roger Babowal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165

Public Hearing Comment #2 Anthony Sacco (Burbank Community Association) . . . . . . . . . . . 165

Public Hearing Comment #3 Patrick Hall . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 167

Public Hearing Comment #4 Erica Stanojevic (Sierra Club, San Jose Cool Cities) . . . . . . . . . . 169
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Public Hearing Comment #9 Brad Imamura . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #1:

ROGER BABOWAL

Comment 1-A I was here and commented also in December, and I'm commenting about the

sound walls.  And it's nice to see that it's going to be, hopefully, incorporated in

the final proposal.  And I'm just here to reiterate that we want the sound walls.

And I cannot emphasize that long enough -- strong enough, that those sound

walls are definitely needed.

Response 1-A Soundwalls will be constructed as part of the project; see Section 2.13.5 for

details.

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #2:

ANTHONY SACCO (BURBANK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION)

Comment 2-A My name is Anthony Sacco.  I'm a board member of the Burbank Community

Association.  And we were here last December and we spoke.  We have -- we
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submitted a six-page comment, and we will probably do so again. And some of

the same issues will come up.  And, having said that, one of the main issues is

this noise.  And I know the sound walls are intended to address that, but I think

there's that's not a complete solution.  You need to address -- the source of the

noise is a large part of the source of the noise, which is road-to-tire contact.  And

I discussed this in December.  We hear a lot of tire slap.  And particularly we

hear it from westbound 280 to southbound 17 and, in the opposite direction,

eastbound 280 to northbound 880, because those are existing flyovers.  If you

even look at the aerial photograph, you'll see that pavement is old concrete

pavement.  It's very segmented.  We get a lot of noise for that.  And I know that

this is not in the project, per se, but I'm hoping that you guys can do some

mitigation.  And I also want to ask the question: Will you actually build the new

flyovers and the new roadways and any new roadway construction with

lower-noise pavement?

Response 2-A The Department’s policy encourages the use of a pavement surface known as

Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt (RHMA) at locations that have appropriate

climate, geotechnical and traffic characteristics.  RHMA pavement surface has

been approved by the Department as a “quiet pavement strategy” based on

research data collected throughout the state and nationally.  For the proposed

project, RHMA will be utilized for all new pavement.  In addition, as a separate

project, the Department will be resurfacing I-880 from Old Bayshore Highway

to I-280 with RHMA; that project is scheduled to commence in June 2011.

Comment 2-B My second area of concern is, there is in the draft EIR the statement that there

will be 4.7 acres of impervious pavement added to the neighborhood.  That

means that 4.7 acres of rainwater will not percolate into our groundwater and

resupply that.  It means that 4.7 acres of dirty water will go into the Bay and

have to be treated.  So I would like to see that addressed.  We live in a

neighborhood that is highly urban.  There's very little greenscape and softscape

there now.  I would like to know if we can somehow squeeze in a few acres of

vegetation and greenscape beyond what's already planned.  I know that some

trees will be removed.  I'd like to see trees replanted on a four-to-one basis.  And

there is actually some basis in county regulations for that.

Response 2-B The project will mitigate for this increase in impervious surfaces by

incorporating treatment Best Management Practices (BMPs) into the design.

Biofiltration strips or swales have been identified as the most feasible BMPs for

this project.  Areas within the project limits that are suitable for the creation of

biofiltration strips or swales within the project limits are located within the

footprints of the existing interchanges.  Infiltration devices will also be

considered.  For further discussion, please see Section 2.9.4.
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Caltrans' standard replacement ratio is 1:1 for trees.  The density of tree planting

would be dependent on Caltrans' planting cost per acre, the area, and if Caltrans’

planting setback requirements can be met.

Comment 2-C And, finally, I have a question about the pedestrian crosswalk -- or the

pedestrian bridge over 280.   In the previous plan it was slated for reconstruction

because it's just not wheelchair-friendly.  Is that still the case?  Are you still

going to reconstruct?

Response 2-C The reconstruction of this structure was removed from the project as part of the

deletion of the new off-ramp from Northbound I-280 to Winchester Boulevard.

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #3:

PATRICK HALL

Comment 3-A I'm at Kimberly's Elder Care, which is on Moorpark Avenue.  And we're

definitely within earshot of the project.  I'd like to say thank you for the deletion

of the Winchester off-ramp.  Also, I wanted to say that when Highway 85 was

being built, rather vociferous residents from the Saratoga area were able to

successfully lobby to have fewer on- and off-ramps and also to depress the

roadway 20 or 30 feet.  I don't know how much.  But it was because of the

involvement of those residents that they were successful.  We're maybe not quite

as politically hep over on this side of town, but I definitely believe that – I'd like

to get the message to you people from Caltrans I don't know.

It sounds to me like it doesn't square up with the things that I heard in the past

about noise mitigation, pavement solutions and other technical solutions that

could possibly be considered.  Some of it is like straight out of Popular Science,

I realize, like Dolby noise cancellation technology, putting microphones and

speakers on the sound walls.  I don't know what it takes.  But, you know, it's

noisy over there, and I would like to see you guys really challenge yourself.

Maybe some of the -- that extra money that you freed up from deleting the

Winchester thing could -- could do it.

Response 3-A The project includes the construction of soundwalls, which will have substantial

noise-reducing benefits.
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The Department’s policy encourages the use of a pavement surface known as

Rubberized Hot Mix Asphalt (RHMA) at locations that have appropriate

climate, geotechnical and traffic characteristics.  RHMA pavement surface has

been approved by the Department as a “quiet pavement strategy” based on

research data collected throughout the state and nationally.  For the proposed

project, RHMA will be utilized for all new pavement.  In addition, as a separate

project, the Department will be resurfacing I-880 from Old Bayshore Highway

to I-280 with RHMA; that project is scheduled to commence in June 2011.

In addition to the above, the Department and the Federal Highway

Administration, as well as other state transportation agencies, are engaged in

research to determine if other methods of reducing traffic noise are workable

and practical.

Comment 3-B When I look at the Hamilton interchange, which is the new model, apparently,

the flavor du jour for off-ramps, I don't see the traffic throughput improving.

Seems to me like the old model works better.  Maybe you could address that.

Response 3-B The cloverleaf design does not work well for high volumes of traffic due to

merging and weaving.  In addition, with urbanized interchanges like this one, it

is difficult for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross various ramps.  The project’s

Traffic Operations Analysis Report (DKS Associates, June 2010 with March

2011 Addendum) shows improved circulation with the partial cloverleaf design.

The congestion and backup on the freeway and the northbound Stevens Creek

Boulevard collector-distributor road is attributed to the heavy traffic volumes for

the northbound off-ramp to westbound Stevens Creek Boulevard movement.

During preliminary design, traffic analyses showed that a single-lane loop ramp

under the cloverleaf configuration would cause overloading on the rightmost

lane on Stevens Creek Boulevard, thus causing backup.  A partial cloverleaf

configuration would provide three left-turn lanes and better distribute the traffic

on the local street, providing more capacity despite adding two traffic signals.

Additionally, three right-turn lanes on the southbound off-ramp would better

distribute and clear more traffic from the ramp.  The realignment of the off-ramp

away from Monroe Street intersection provides more storage capacities between

the two intersections while adding weaving distance for traffic from the

southbound off-ramp to Monroe Street.  Please see the discussion in Section

1.2.2.2 for more details regarding the benefits of the partial cloverleaf design.
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #4:

ERICA STANOJEVIC (SIERRA CLUB, SAN JOSE COOL CITIES)

Comment 4-A My name is Erica Stanojevic and I'm representing the Sierra Club San Jose Cool

Cities Team.  And we basically try to ensure that San Jose does its part to

address global warming.  And, first of all, we want to thank the VTA and

everyone here for including bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and especially

-- especially the bike lane on San Carlos and the interchange.  So thank you very

much.

Response 4-A Thank you for taking the time to review the environmental document.  We

appreciate your comment.

Comment 4-B The second thing I would like to say is, I am very upset that this project is

primarily benefitting Valley Fair.  And they are foreign-owned company.

They're owned by people in Australia.  I don't see why they shouldn't be paying

for half of it.  They are not paying their fair share of taxes for us, and we

shouldn't be paying for improvements for them that do not improve the

conditions for local small businesses.

Response 4-B The project has been developed to meet the purpose and need, which are

described in Section 1.2.  The improvements that will be constructed as part of

the project will benefit the entire project area.

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #5:

NICHOLAS LASKOWSKI

Comment 5-A First and foremost, I want to give a huge thank you to Caltrans and the VTA and

every other agency involved in this, for putting a huge effort into this making a

major improvement affecting bicycles.  So thank you very much for that.

Response 5-A Thank you for taking the time to review the environmental document.  We

appreciate your comment.

Comment 5-B I have three big concerns.  First, can we please look for all ways to get the

foreign retail corporations who are the primary beneficiaries of this project to

pay for their majority share of this.  It would be only fair.

Response 5-B Regional improvement projects are typically funded from one or more federal,

state, or local highway programs.  For example, the proposed project is utilizing
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monies from the Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP), Federal

Earmark, State Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) and local

funds from the VTA.

Comment 5-C Second, this project goes to great lengths right now to save by the official EIR

estimate, 19-25 seconds for 1-280 northbound drivers on Saturdays.  Can we

please put as much effort as we put into that into improving our community as

a living, breathing, unique place by making the streets safe?

Response 5-C The reduction in congestion that will result from the project will benefit

motorists.  Reducing congestion results in higher vehicle speeds, which in turn

2decreases emission rates of CO  and other air pollutants.  This decrease provides

a local and regional benefit in terms of air quality.  The new and reconfigured

ramps will improve operations and safety for both motorized and non-motorized

traffic.  The widening of the Stevens Creek Boulevard bridge over I-880 will

facilitate the planned bus rapid transit line along that corridor.

Comment 5-D And, last, please address these concerns regarding the freeway-exiting cars

merging onto Monroe Street. It seems like there's a cloverleaf design that has

been continued there.  And I'm concerned with that, those cars merging at a

highway speed with the bike crowd that is on Monroe Street.

Response 5-D Due to the tight turning radius at this location, vehicles will be traveling at a low

speed as they make the turn.  Vehicles will be required to yield to bicyclists and

signs will be erected to alert drivers to this requirement.

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #6:

MEHRDAUD NIK-AHD

Comment 6-A I only have one question.  With regards to this project, what is the order of

construction?  What is going to be built first and what is going to follow?

Response 6-A It is anticipated that the first part of the project to be built will be the new direct

connector ramp from northbound I-280 to northbound I-880.  The next phase is

anticipated to be the eastern portion of the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard

interchange.  The third phase is anticipated to be the western portion of the I-

880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange.
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #7:

CLARK LEAKINS

Comment 7-A Why are you going to start this project in holiday times in the fall?  We all know

the traffic is bad around here on holidays.  We need to know what wintertime

does to the construction schedule.

Response 7-A Funding for the project requires that construction be underway by the end of

2012.  Within that requirement there is flexibility as to which construction

activities are undertaken at any given time.  For example, work that does not

involve lane closures or detours (e.g., soundwall construction, utility relocation)

could be scheduled for times when traffic is heaviest.  In any event, the

Department, VTA, and the City will strive to avoid work that will exacerbate the

congestion that occurs during the holidays.

Comment 7-B The second question is, will there be a publicly available construction schedule?

That is, when you're going to do some major cores, driving piles, any of that.

And what are the hours of operation going to be?  Because that's going to be

very disruptive to the people who live nearby.  That being the case, I would

implore you to put the sound walls up first for those neighbors.

Response 7-B Community outreach during construction will include the dissemination of

information regarding the scheduling and timing of various activities, as well as

the listing of names and phone numbers of personnel to contact in the event

there is a problem.  It is standard practice to construct soundwalls as one of the

first construction tasks whenever feasible.

Comment 7-C And the final thing is, I would ask, as much as possible, to consider all local

companies - labor and material.  There are plenty of firms around here.  We need

to employ our neighbors on this job.

Response 7-C The project will be subject to Buy America requirements to purchase materials

made in the United States.  Other considerations for local companies are

currently not part of the project.

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #8:

DAVID KAUFMAN

Comment 8-A I'd like to still ask you to consider getting a ramp from Stevens Creek Boulevard

to 280 northbound.  For some reason they're saying there's no way to do that
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without having exceptions.  But there are so many exceptions to the standards

here, that is just one more exception.  But having to drive all the way to

Winchester instead of being able to get right there from Valley Fair is something

that would have a tremendous positive impact on traffic.

Response 8-A As described in Table 5, this alternative was evaluated and rejected because 1)

it would require shifting Daniel Way to the west and acquisition of five

residences, and 2) it would worsen congestion on the existing southbound I-880

to northbound I-280 connector ramp.  See Response 6-C in Section 4.2 for

additional information.  

Comment 8-B I am wondering if there will be these big huge pile drivers going off and I'm

wondering if there is some plan where they know a certain amount of property

gets damaged, and if is there is a way -- if my windows get broken from the

pounding – if there is some mitigation for that.  Or, is it too bad, you're on your

own, go find your insurance company?  I would like to know what plans are in

place for that.

Response 8-B The contractor will be responsible for damage caused by construction activities.

The community outreach during construction will include the dissemination of

information regarding what steps a person needs to take if they believe their

property was damaged by construction of the project.

Comment 8-C This is a little story to everybody that wants to just squeeze Valley Fair.  I can

tell you that there's a little town in Germany where they tried doing that.  They

tried squeezing the business people for a lot of money for improvements because

they were going to expand.  The town right next door said, Hey, we'll take your

tax money, and we won't squeeze you.  And they just shut everything down.

There's just weeds growing and a decrepit big field of what used to be a

beautiful shopping center.  And about a half a mile down the road, they have a

beautiful brand new shopping center because they weren't harassed by the

people squeezing them for every nickel and dime.

Response 8-C Thank you for taking the time to attend the public hearing.  We appreciate your

comment.
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT #9:

BRAD IMAMURA

Comment 9-A I just want to get back real quick to the Winchester off-ramp, the deletion.  What

impact did that have on the overall cost?  In other words, how much did that

take away from the cost of the overall project?

Response 9-A That component of the project was estimated to cost approximately $80 million.

It is important to note that although the Winchester component was part of the

project, it was not funded.  Therefore, the deletion of the Winchester component

did not “free up” $80 million, because the funding had never been secured.

Comment 9-B How much did the EIR cost?

Response 9-B The contract for all of the preliminary design work, including all of the

environmental studies, is approximately $2.5 million.  This cost does not include

the cost of Department and VTA staff who served in the capacity of project

oversight and approval.

Comment 9-C I know there was some discussion as to the new design after the deletion of the

Winchester off-ramp, how great things were going to be or whatever.  But that

really kind of puzzles me, because I know initially, when the designers first

tackled this project, they put that Winchester off-ramp in there for a reason.  And

I didn't hear any down side to deleting that.

And I just kind of mentioned: One of those is the impact on the traffic now

going back to Stevens Creek when, as we know, for those of us that live around

here, every single weekend, if not weeknight, Santana Row is totally packed.

You can't find a parking space.  So people are going to Santana Row.  And I

know people have talked about having (inaudible). I'm opposed to a tax for them

anyway. But I just wanted to know, what's the -- what's the down side to that?

There wasn't a lot of discussion on it. There was a lot of discussion about how

great and valuable.

Response 9-C The proposed off-ramp from northbound I-280 to Winchester Boulevard was

added to the project in late 2008 after the traffic studies showed that the

remainder of the project (i.e., the direct connector from northbound I-280 to

northbound I-880 and the I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange

reconstruction) did not provide sufficient benefit to meet the project objectives.

The Winchester off-ramp was added after an extensive evaluation of numerous

design alternatives (see Table 5) because, on balance, it appeared to provide
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significant benefit to traffic operations in the project area, while at the same time

having the least amount of adverse impacts.

Two design options for the Winchester off-ramp were evaluated and presented

to the public in the November 2010 Draft EIR/EA and at the December 8, 2010

public hearing.  The two design options were known as the “5-Legged

Intersection Design Option” and the “Hook Ramp Design Option”.

The Winchester off-ramp component generated a substantial volume of

comments and controversy.  Of the total number of comments received on the

November 2010 Draft EIR/EA, approximately half expressed a direct opinion

regarding that component of the project.  Four people expressed their opposition

to any new off-ramp at Winchester, six people expressed their preference for no

new off-ramp but indicated they could live with the Hook-Ramp Design Option,

and 28 people expressed their preference for the Hook-Ramp Design

Option/opposition to the 5-Legged Intersection Design Option.  No comments

in support of the 5-Legged Design Option were received.

After reviewing all of the public input received, as well as the fact that the

Department concluded that it could not approve the necessary exceptions to the

standard highway design criteria for the Hook Ramp Design Option at this

location, this component of the project was withdrawn from further

consideration.

Comment 9-D Thank you for your explanation.  But just to understand what you were telling

me is that due to the outcry or whatever -- or appeasement, I can say, of a few

neighbors in that area, we are actually sacrificing thousands and thousands more.

And I can’t -- I'm sure all of you who have traveled north on 280 who pass

Stevens Creek and say, Gee, I wish there was an off-ramp on Winchester,

because now I've got to go all the way out to Saratoga Avenue and turn around.

We have an opportunity now – or we do have an opportunity to change that.

And I'm going to tell you, ten or fifteen, twenty years from now, you're going to

say, Gee, we would have had a chance to do that and blew it.

Response 9-D The off-ramp from northbound I-280 to Winchester Boulevard was deleted from

the project for the reasons listed in Response 9-C.
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SUMMARY OF REQUIRED PERMITS AND ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENT -PS&E PHASE

TO:  NICK SALEH PROJECT MANAGER: DATE2-Jun-11

ATTN.:  SHAWN ENJILY  PROJECT ENGINEER: 
DESIGN OFFICE RU/EA:  445600

Below is a summary of the required permits, and environmental commitments that must  be incorporated into
the PS&E, for this project.   Please contact Shawn Enjily @ 510-622-0747 for further information.

Ref.
NSSP 
Y/N

Responsible 
Staff Timing Action Taken Date

CDFG 1601/03 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement

n/a

BCDC: Bay Fill Permit n/a
BCDC: Pub. Access Review n/a
Coastal Dev. Permit: n/a
Coastal Dev. Permit: State n/a
State Lands Lease Agreement n/a

RWQCB: NPDES N Construction Pre-const
RWQCB: Water Qual. Cert. n/a
Endangered Species Act1

Consultation n/a
USACOE 404: Nationwide n/a
USACOE 404: Individual n/a

USACOE Section 10 Permit n/a

USCG Section 9 Permit n/a

CO. RTE. KP:               
SCL-280, 880

P.M.                               
SCL-280(5.10-5.20) 
SCL-880(0.00-0.70)
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Visual/Landscape

A metal beam guardrail (or similar 
barrier) will be installed along the 
easterly edge of the ramp and 
collector-distributor road adjacent to 
the Pioneer Avenue/Hodges 
Avenue neighborhood.  Trees will 
be planted between the guardrail 
and the right-o-way line where 
feasible.  

ED, p. 
77 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.

At the location where the 3 single-
family homes will be removed, a 
dense grove of fast growing 
evergreen trees such as redwood 
trees will be planted between the 
edge of Parkmoor Avenue and the 
soundwall and between the 
soundwall and the ramps to provide 
a dense visual screen.  

ED, p. 
77 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.

Fast growing vines will be planted 
at the bases of the new soundwalls 
to grow up and cover the uniform 
surfaces of the walls to soften their 
appearance.

ED, p. 
78 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.
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Ref.
NSSP 
Y/N

Responsible 
Staff Timing Action Taken Date

Metal beam guardrails (or similar 
barrier) will be installed, where 
feasible, to preserve desirable trees 
and vegetation located within 30 
feet of the edge of the outside 
traffic lanes of the freeways, such 
vegetation that would otherwise 
need to be removed to comply with 
requirements for an object free 
safety/recovery zone.

ED, p. 
78 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.  

Highway planting that has been 
damaged or removed due to the 
project shall be replaced at a level 
equal to the current allowable 
maximum cost per acre.  
Replacement planting shall be 
provided within the project limits  
wherever feasible.   

ED, p. 
78 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.  

All new structures and walls will be 
treated with texture and/or color to 
reduce visual impacts.  

ED, p. 
78 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.  

Water Quality & 
Stormwater Runoff

The design of the project includes 
Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to reduce the pollutant 
component of stormwater runoff.

ED, p. 
84 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.

Hazardous 
Waste/Materials   

A soil investigation will be 
conducted to determine whether 
ADL has affected soils that will be 
excavated.  Recommendations will 
be made regarding management 
and disposal of affected soils 
including the potential reuse of ADL-
affected soil.  

ED, p. 
89-90 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.

Testing for the presence of lead-
based paint on the existing 
structures will occur.  If this 
substance is found to be present, 
applicable regulations pertaining to 
its removal and disposal will be 
followed.

ED, p. 
90 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.

Testing for the presence of 
asbestos on the existing structures 
will occur.  If this substance is 
found to be present, applicable 
regulations pertaining to its removal 
and disposal will be followed.

ED, p. 
90 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.

Noise 

Noise abatement in the form of 
barriers at I-880, with respective 
lengths and average heights of 
1,200 feet/14 feet for Soundwall #1, 
1,100 feet/6-12 feet for Soundwall 
#2A, and 2,070 feet/6-14 feet for 
Soundwall #2B will be constructed.  

ED, p. 
105-109 N Design/Const.

Design/ 
Const.

Biology-Animal Species



Ref.
NSSP 
Y/N

Responsible 
Staff Timing Action Taken Date

Vegetation that will be impacted by 
the project will be removed during 
the nonbreeding season, if feasible, 
to help preclude nesting.  If it is not 
feasible to schedule vegetation 
removal during the nonbreeding 
season, then pre-construction 
surveys for nesting birds will be 
conducted to ensure that no nests 
will be disturbed.  

ED, p. 
111 N Const./Bio. Pre-const.

Biology-Invasive Species

Prior to grading, infested areas will 
be cleared of vegetation and all 
vegetative materials will be 
incinerated off-site or disposed of in 
a landfill, taking care to prevent any 
seed dispersal during the process.

ED, p. 
113 N Const./Bio. Const.

Native seed from a local source 
(within the same watershed if 
practicable) will be planted on all 
disturbed ground via hydroseed 
and native species will be used in 
landscaping.

ED, p. 
113 N

Design/Const./Bio
.

Design/ 
Const.

The soil substrate that was 
disturbed during construction will be 
stabilized by native hydroseed, 
preventing the majority of non-
native invasive plant species' seeds 
from germinating.  

ED, p. 
113 N Const./Bio. Const.

ConstructionConstruction
Prior to construction, a 
Transportation Management Plan 
(TMP) will be prepared.  

ED, p. 
113 N Const.

Pre-const./ 
Const.

The project will follow the 
Department's Standard 
Specification 14-902, Standard 
Specification 10, and Standard 
Specification 18, which address the 
requirements of BAAQMD and dust 
control and dust palliative 
application, respectively.

ED, p. 
114 N Const. Const.

The project will implement all 
feasible PM10 construction 
emissions control measures 
required by the BAAQMD.

ED, p. 
114-115 N Const. Const.

All internal combustion engine 
driven equipment will be equipped 
with intake and exhaust mufflers 
that are in good condition and 
appropriate for the equipment

ED, p. 
117 N Const. Const.

Unnecessary idling of internal 
combustion engines within 100 feet 
of residences will be strictly 
prohibited.

ED, p. 
117 N Const. Const.

Staging of construction equipment 
within 200 feet of residences will be 
avoided.  All stationary noise-
generating construction equipment, 
such as air compressors and 
portable power generators, will e 
located as far as practical from 
residences.

ED, p. 
117 Y Const. Const.
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Overview 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with the Santa Clara 
Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), proposes to construct the Improvements at SR-17/I-
280/I-880 Interchange and I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard Interchange Project (Project) to 
improve operations and safety on the freeways and local roadways in the vicinity of the closely-
spaced I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard and SR-17/I-280/I-880 interchanges; improve traffic 
circulation between the I-280/I-880 freeway corridors and the land uses that are located in the 
vicinity of these interchanges, including residential neighborhoods in the cities of San Jose and 
Santa Clara, several major shopping centers and retail corridors, and two hospitals; and reduce 
traffic congestion and delay in the project area.  The Project would reconfigure the I-880/Stevens 
Creek Boulevard interchange and construct a northbound I-280 to northbound I-880 direct 
connector ramp.   
 
The Project is located in the City of San Jose, Santa Clara County, in the San Francisco Bay 
Area.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designated the Bay Area as 
nonattainment for the nation 24-hour fine particle (PM2.5) standards.  In accordance with EPA 
Final Conformity Rule EPA420-F-10-00l, certain projects in nonattainment areas for particulate 
matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) are required to engage in 
interagency consultation and complete PM2.5 hot-spot analyses as part of the project-level 
conformity determination process. 
 
This document describes the PM2.5 conformity process for the Project, as part of a request for a 
project-level air quality conformity determination from the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA).  
 
The project-level PM2.5 conformity process consists of two related activities, which are 
described in more detail in Sections 2 and 3, respectively:  

• Interagency consultation for PM2.5 in accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR)Section 93.105; and 

• Public participation in the project-level conformity determination in accordance with 40 
CFR 93.105(e). 

  



Interagency Consultation 
 
In the San Francisco Bay Area, interagency consultation is facilitated through the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission's (MTC's) Air Quality Conformity Task Force.  The consultation 
process begins when a project sponsor submits a Project Assessment Form for PM2.S 
interagency consultation to the MTC through its Fund Management System (FMS) database.  
Each month, the MTC distributes the forms to the Air Quality Conformity Task Force.  The task 
force then reviews each form and determines whether each project is a project of air quality 
concern and, therefore, requires a PM2.5 hot-spot analysis.  Note: The Project’s FMS 
identification number is 1956.00 and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
number is SCL070002.  The following summarizes the consultation process completed for the 
Project.  
 
VTA submitted a Project Assessment Form for PM2.5 interagency consultation to MTC in 
January 2011.  The form is included as Appendix A.  Staff from VTA presented the Project to 
the Air Quality Conformity Task Force on January 18, 2011.  The presentation included a brief 
overview of the Project, the status of the Project, and a summary of the Project with respect to 
the criteria for a Project of Air Quality Concern (POAQC) as defined in Title 40 CFR Part 93.  
At the meeting, participating members made a tentative determination that the Project is not a 
POAQC.  MTC then followed up with FHWA and FTA, Task Force members who were not 
present at the meeting.  FHWA and FTA concurred with the tentative Task Force determination 
that the Project is not a POAQC.  A copy of the Air Quality Conformity Task Force Summary 
Meeting Notes for January 18, 2010 is attached as Appendix B.  On April 6, 2011, the MTC 
confirmed by email to VTA that the Air Quality Conformity Task Force determined that the 
Project does not fit the definition of a POAQC as defined by 40 CFR 93.126(b)(1) or 40 CFR 
93.128 and, therefore, is not subject to further PM 2.5 project-level conformity requirements.  
The e-mail containing this determination is also included in Appendix B.  



Public Participation 
 
The draft environmental document for the Project, a Revised and Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (Draft EIR/EA), was released for 
public review and comment on April 18, 2011.  The 30-day public review period ended on May 
18, 2011.  The shortened review period (30 days instead of 45 days)was granted by the State 
Clearinghouse because the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR is a revised version of the 
November 2010 Draft EIR/EA, which was publicly circulated from November 5, 2010 through 
January 3, 2011.  The Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR/EA includes revisions made in 
response to comments received from agencies and the public on the November 2010 Draft 
EIR/EA.  In this case, one of the three major components of the project, the new off-ramp at 
Winchester Boulevard, was eliminated and supplemental traffic, noise, and air quality analyses 
were completed in response to the comments.  The only public agency that commented on the 
November 2010 Draft EIR/EA agreed to the shortened review period for the Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR/EA.  Copies of the materials relating to the shortened review period are 
included in Appendix C.   
 
VTA invited the public to review and comment on the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR/EA 
which included documentation on the PM2.5 conformity process and determination by the Air 
Quality Conformity Task Force that the Project is not a POAQC, through the following means:  

• Notices published in the San Jose Mercury News, Korea Times, El Observador, 
Philippine Times, Santa Clara Weekly, Sing Tao, and Thoi Bao newspapers; 

• Public Notice of Availability mailers sent to over 14,400 residents and property owners in 
the project area; and 

• Open House/Public Hearing held on May 4, 2011. 
 

Copies of these notification materials are included in Appendix D. 
 
No comments on project-level PM2.5 conformity were received during the comment period 
ending on May 18, 2011.  At the completion of the public comment period, Caltrans and VTA 
will provide FHWA with a memorandum documenting the outcome and completion of the public 
involvement process for the Project.  
  



 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A 
 

Project Assessment Form for PM2.5 Interagency Consultation 
  



PM2.5 Project Assessment Form for Interagency Consultation 

RTIP ID# (required) 21719 

TIP ID# (required) SCL070002 

Air Quality Conformity Task Force Consideration Date  
January 15, 2011 

Project Description (clearly describe project)  
Construct improvements to the SR-17/I-280/I-880*, I-280/Winchester Boulevard, and I-880/Stevens 
Creek Boulevard interchanges as follows (See attached Exhibit A):   
• Reconfigure the I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. Interchange by removing loop off-ramps, realigning and 

widening existing off- and on-ramps, widening the overcrossing structure, separating traffic for NB 
CD ramp, improving NB I-880 diagonal on-ramp, improving SB I-880 ramp to Stevens Creek 
Blvd., improving the intersection of the NB I-280/I-880 ramp termini at Stevens Creek Blvd. 

• Construct a new NB I-280 to NB I-880 direct connector ramp; and 
• Construct an off-ramp from NB I-280 to Winchester Blvd. There are two design options under 

consideration for the terminus of the new off-ramp:  the 5-Legged Intersection Design Option and 
the Hook-Ramp Design Option.   

Project will be constructed in multiple phases.  
*SR-17 and I-880 are the same highway.  North of I-280 the freeway is designated as I-880 and south of 
I-280 the freeway is designated as SR-17. 

Type of Project:   Reconfigure existing interchanges 

County 
Santa Clara 
 

Narrative Location/Route & Postmiles -- Project is located at the connection of SR-
17, I-880, and I-280 in the City of San Jose, Santa Clara County, California.  The 
project limits along I-880 extend from I-280 on the south to approximately Forest Ave. 
on the north.  The project limits along I-280 extend from just west of Winchester Blvd. 
to approximately MacArthur Ave. on the east.   
SCL-17 (PM 13.80-13.94), SCL-280 (PM 4.50-6.00), SCL-880 (PM 0.00–1.00) 
Caltrans Projects – EA#  445600 

Lead Agency: California Department of Transportation c/o Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
(VTA) 
Contact Person 
Lauren Bobadilla 
 

Phone# 
408-321-5776 

 

Fax# 
408-321-5787 

Email 
Lauren.bobadilla@vta.org 

Federal Action for which Project-Level PM Conformity is Needed (check appropriate box) 

      
Categorical 
Exclusion 
(NEPA) 

X EA or 
Draft EIS 

   
   

FONSI or Final 
EIS 

   
   

PS&E or 
Construction 

   
   Other

Scheduled Date of Federal Action:  Spring 2011 
NEPA Delegation – Project Type (check appropriate box) 

      Exempt     
   

Section 6004 –
Categorical Exemption  X Section 6005 – Non-

Categorical Exemption  
Current Programming Dates (as appropriate)   
 PE/Environmental ENG ROW CON 

Start 2006 2006 2011 2012 
End 2011 2012 2012 2014 



PM2.5 Project Assessment Form for Interagency Consultation 

Project Purpose and Need (Summary): (please be brief) 
Purposes: 
• Improve operations and safety on the freeways and local roadways in the vicinity of the closely-

spaced I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd., SR-17/I-280/I-880, and I-280/Winchester Blvd. interchanges. 
• Improve access between the I-280/I-880 freeway corridors and the land uses in the vicinity. 
• Reduce the operational and safety problems that result from very high traffic demand at the I-

880/Stevens Creek Blvd. interchange and on Stevens Creek Blvd. 
• Reduce traffic congestion and delay in the project area and on the freeways and local roadways. 

Needs:  There are several factors which, both individually and cumulatively, contribute to the 
congestion and delay on the freeways and local streets in the project area: 
• Substantial regional and local residential and commercial growth has occurred along the SR-17/I-

880, and I-280 corridors resulting in substantial peak period congestion.  
• Proximity of the SR-17/I-880/I-280 freeway-to-freeway interchange to two adjacent interchanges, 

each of which connects to a major arterial street.  
• No direct access to the immediate area from northbound I-280.  
• Deficiencies of cloverleaf interchange design at I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. 

Surrounding Land Use/Traffic Generators (especially effect on diesel traffic) 
The project is located in an urban area in the westerly part of the City of San Jose.  The existing land 
uses along I-280 and SR-17/I-880 within the project limits primarily fall into one of two categories:  
commercial or residential.   
 
General Commercial uses are primarily located along Stevens Creek Blvd. and Winchester Blvd., the 
two main arterial streets in the area and along the western end of Tisch Way.  Regional Commercial 
uses, the Westfield Valley Fair shopping mall and Santana Row, are located on north and south sides of 
Stevens Creek Blvd, west of I-880 and east of Winchester Blvd.  Residential uses are located on the east 
and west sides of I-880/SR-17 and on the north and south sides of I-280.  Office Uses are located on the 
east side of I-880, along Forest and Monroe avenues south of Stevens Creek Blvd and on the south side 
of I-280 along Moorpark Ave.  Other land uses in the area include mobile home park, church and 
elementary school, hospital, and the Winchester Mystery House.  See attached Exhibit B. 



PM2.5 Project Assessment Form for Interagency Consultation 

Opening Year:  If facility is a highway or street, Build and No Build LOS, AADT, % and #  trucks, truck AADT 
of proposed facility  
Not applicable. 

RTP Horizon Year / Design Year:  If facility is a highway or street, Build and No Build LOS, AADT, % and # 
trucks, truck AADT of proposed facility 
Not applicable. 

Opening Year:  If facility is an interchange(s) or intersection(s), Build and No Build cross-street AADT, % 
and #  trucks, truck AADT   

Opening Year: 2015 (See Table 1 below) 
I-880:  No-Build: AADT = 227,900, Truck AADT = 6,381 (2.8%)   
             Build: AADT = 227,900, Truck AADT = 6,381 (2.8%)   
I-280:  No-Build: AADT = 241,152, Truck AADT = 7,476 (3.1%)  
            Build: AADT = 241,152, Truck AADT = 7,476 (3.1%)  
Stevens Creek Boulevard: 
            No Build AADT = 93,000, Truck AADT = 2,790 (3%) 
            Build, AADT = 93,500, Truck AADT = 2,805 (3%) 
Winchester Boulevard: 
            No Build AADT = 59,100, Truck AADT = 1,773 (3%) 
            Build, AADT = 60,500, Truck AADT = 1,815 (3%) 
Truck percentages are based on Caltrans’ Traffic Volumes and Truck Traffic data.   
RTP Horizon Year / Design Year: If facility is an interchange (s) or intersection(s), Build and No Build cross-
street AADT, % and # trucks, truck AADT 

RTP Horizon Year:  2035 (See Table 1 below) 
I-880:   No-Build: AADT = 231,500, Truck AADT = 6,482 (2.8%)   
             Build: AADT = 231,500, Truck AADT = 6,482 (2.8%)   
I-280:   No-Build: AADT = 244,124, Truck AADT = 7,568 (3.1%) 
             Build: AADT = 244,324, Truck AADT = 7,574 (3.1%)  
Stevens Creek Boulevard: 
             No Build AADT = 96,400, Truck AADT =2,892 (3%) 
             Build AADT = 96,400, Truck AADT = 2,892 (3%) 
Winchester Boulevard: 
             No Build AADT = 61,700, Truck AADT =1,851 (3%) 
             Build, AADT = 61,700, Truck AADT =1,851 (3%) 
Truck percentages are based on Caltrans’ Traffic Volumes and Truck Traffic data.   
Opening Year:  If facility is a bus, rail or intermodal facility/terminal/transfer point, # of bus arrivals for Build 
and No Build, % and # of bus arrivals will be diesel buses 
Not applicable. 
 

RTP Horizon Year / Design Year: If facility is a bus, rail or intermodal facility/terminal/transfer point, # of bus
arrivals for Build and No Build, % and # of bus arrivals will be diesel buses 
Not applicable. 
 
 



PM2.5 Project Assessment Form for Interagency Consultation 

Describe potential traffic redistribution effects of congestion relief (impact on other facilities) 

Based on the Traffic Operations Analysis Report (June 2010), the project would: 
• Remove a number of existing merge/weave constraints and separate regional (NB I-280 to NB I-

880) and local traffic (NB I-280 to Stevens Creek Blvd.).   
• Improve flow through the I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. interchange and increase the capacity of 

Stevens Creek Blvd. through the interchange.   
• Provide significant reduction in congestion on NB I-280 and eliminate existing bottlenecks and 

queue spillback from I-880/Stevens Creek Blvd. exit. 
• Cause back-up, during AM, on the connector from SB I-880 to NB I-280 due to the continuation of 

the fourth lane on NB I-280 which would affect the merge. 
• Produce overall significant reductions in freeway vehicle hours of delay in all time periods. 
• Increase volumes and delays on Winchester Blvd. but lower delays on Stevens Creek Blvd. 
• Under the Hook Ramp Design Option, result in LOS F at the new ramp terminal intersection 

(ramp/Tisch) and LOS D at the Winchester/Tisch intersection during the PM peak hour.  Under AM 
and Saturday peak conditions, these intersections would operate at LOS D or better.   

• Under the 5-Legged Design Option, result in LOS E at the ramp terminal/Winchester/Tisch 
intersection during both the PM and Saturday peaks.   

• Under the 5-Legged Design Option, convert Tisch Way to one-way, westbound, at the 
Winchester/Tisch intersection.   

Traffic Operations Analysis Report, June 2010 



PM2.5 Project Assessment Form for Interagency Consultation 

Comments/Explanation/Details (please be brief) 

The project is not considered a POAQC, as defined in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1), for the following reasons: 

• The project is not a new or expanded highway project with a significant number of or increase in 
diesel vehicles.   

• The project does not affect intersections that are or will be at LOS D, E, or F with a significant 
number of diesel vehicles. 

• The project does not include the construction of a new bus or rail terminal with a significant number 
of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location. 

• The project does not expand an existing bus or rail terminal with significant increases in the number 
of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location. 

• The project is not in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites that are identified in the 
PM2.5 and PM10 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as 
appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation. 

The project is an interchange reconstruction project that does not increase the capacity of the 
surrounding freeways or highways (I-880, I-280 and SR 17) or generate more traffic.  This type of 
project improves freeway interchange operations by reducing traffic congestion and improving merge 
operations.   

Based on the Traffic Operations Analysis Report (June 2010), the project would slightly increase the 
capacity of Stevens Creek Boulevard through the interchange.  However, the traffic volumes along 
Stevens Creek and Winchester boulevards would not exceed the 125,000 average daily trips threshold 
for a POAQC.  In addition, the total truck percentages along the freeways and local roads would not 
exceed the 8 percent threshold, and the total truck average annual daily traffic would not exceed the 
10,000 vehicle threshold for a POAQC.  The future traffic volumes along I-880, I-280, Stevens Creek 
Boulevard and Winchester Boulevard are shown in Table 1 below.  SR-17 traffic volumes are not 
shown because the only changes are to some ramps that connect to SR-17 and there are no changes to 
the mainline traffic on SR-17.   

Therefore, the project meets the Clean Air Act requirements and 40 CFR 93.116 without any explicit 
hot-spot analysis. The project will not create a new or worsen an existing PM10 or PM2.5 violation. 

 



PM2.5 Project Assessment Form for Interagency Consultation 

Table 1 – AADT 

Location  
Estimated 

AADT 
Existing 

Estimated 
AADT – 
2015 No-

Build 

Estimated 
AADT – 

2015 Build 

Estimated 
AADT – 
2035 No-

Build 

Estimated 
AADT – 

2035 Build 

Freeways 

I-880 Southbound 
Trucks (2.8%) 2,803 3,346 3,346 3,382 3,382 

Autos 100,100 119,500 119,500 120,800 120,800 

I-880 Northbound  
Trucks (2.8%) 2,755 3,035 3,035 3,100 3,100 

Autos 98,400 108,400 108,400 110,700 110,700 

I-280 Southbound 
Trucks (3.1%) 3,410 4,255 4,255 4,245 4,245 

Autos 110,000 137,252 137,252 136,924 136,924 

I-280 Northbound 
Trucks (3.1%) 2,579 3,221 3,221 3,323 3,329 

Autos 83,200 103,900 103,900 107,200 107,400 
Local Roads 

Stevens Creek 
Blvd. 

Trucks (3%) 2,050 2,790 2,805 2892 2892 
Autos 68,400 93,000 93,500 96,400 96,400 

Winchester Blvd. 
Trucks (3%) 1,525 1773 1,815 1,851 1,851 

Autos 50,800 59,100 60,500 61,700 61,700 
DKS Associates, Traffic Operations Analysis Report (June 2010) 
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PM2.5 Project-Level Conformity POAQC Determination 
  











From: Emoto, Casey
To: Scott, Leo; "Leo Scott"; Simmons-Cross, Margaret; 
cc: Bobadilla, Lauren; Fitzwater, Tom; 
Subject: FW: FMS POAQC Update to Project TIP ID SCL070002 (FMS ID: 1956.00)
Date: Wednesday, April 06, 2011 2:47:27 PM

In case this is needed for some purpose... 

Casey, 408-321-5564 

-----Original Message----- 
From: fms@mtc.ca.gov [mailto:fms@mtc.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2011 2:44 PM 
To: Emoto, Casey; Emoto, Casey 
Subject: FMS POAQC Update to Project TIP ID SCL070002 (FMS ID: 1956.00) 

Dear Project Sponsor 

Based on the recent interagency consultation with the Air Quality Conformity 
Task force, Project TIP ID SCL070002 (FMS ID: 1956.00) does not fit the 
definition of a project of air quality concern as defined by 40 CFR 93.126(b)(1) 
or 40 CFR 93.128 and therefore not subject to PM2.5 project level conformity 
requirement.  Please save this email as documentation confirming the project 
has undergone and completed the interagency consultation requirement for 
PM2.5 project level conformity.  Note project sponsors are required to undergo a 
proactive public involvement process which provides opportunity for public 
review as outlined by 40 CFR 93.105(e).  For projects that are not of air quality 
concern, a comment period is only required for project-level conformity 
determinations if such a comment period would have been required under NEPA. 
For more information, please see FHWA PM2.5 Project-Level Conformity 
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ). 

If you have any questions, please direct them to Grace Cho of MTC by email at 
gcho@mtc.ca.gov or by telephone at (510) 817-5826 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C 
 

Shortened Review Period Materials 
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Appendix J

Approval Letter

for Shortened Draft EIR

Review Period





Appendix K

List

of

Technical Studies



List of Technical Studies

The following technical studies were prepared during the preparation of this EIR/EA for this project.

These studies are incorporated by reference and the information from the studies has been

summarized and relied upon in this EIR/EA as part of the decision-making process.  These studies

are available to the public for review at the locations listed inside the front cover of this document.

• Traffic Operations Analysis Report (DKS Associates), June 2010 with March 2011

Addendum

• Visual Impact Assessment (Haygood & Associates), February 2010 with March 2011

Addendum

• Historic Properties Survey Report (Basin Research Associates), May 2009 with February

2011 Addendum

• Historic Resources Evaluation Report (Basin Research Associates), May 2009 with

February 2011 Addendum

• Archaeological Survey Report (Holman & Associates), May 2009 with February 2011

Addendum

• Water Quality Report (Mark Thomas & Company), April 2010 with February 2011

Addendum

• Stormwater Data Report (Mark Thomas & Company), March 2011

• Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Parikh Consultants), February 2010 with March 2011

Addendum

• Initial Site Assessment (Parikh Consultants), June 2007 with March 2011 Addendum

• Air Quality Report (Illingworth & Rodkin), September 2009 with April 2011 Addendum

• Mobile Source Air Toxics Report (Illingworth & Rodkin), September 2009 with April 2011

Addendum

• Noise Study Report (Illingworth & Rodkin), September 2009 with February 2011 Addendum

• Natural Environment Study (H.T. Harvey & Associates), June 2009 with February 2011

Addendum

• Community Impact Assessment (VTA), August 2010 with February 2011 Addendum

• Relocation Impact Memorandum (VTA), August 2010 with February 2011 Addendum
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