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1 to 15– Please see responses #1-15 of the letter from Mayer Luce Development.  These comments are identical 
to those in that letter. 

16 & 17- Please see the essay on “Methodologies Used in the Impact Assessments/Local Ordinances“ in 
Chapter 1.  Trees within the western portal staging area were incorrectly counted; all other areas checked were 
correctly counted. An additional tree survey was conducted in the western portal staging area, and additional 
trees were added to the previous count to produce an accurate count of trees to be impacted by the project. The 
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updated tree count information can be found in the Final Environmental Assessments/Environmental Impact 
Report (FEA/EIR). 

18 - During the additional survey in the potential staging area adjacent to Parkwoods, tree species including 
maples and acacias not originally identified in the tree survey were identified. These additional trees have been 
included in the impact assessment and have been accounted for in the proposed mitigation.   

19 - With regards to Appendix A of the DEA/EIR, please see the essay on “Methodologies Used in for the 
Impact Assessments/Local Ordinances” in Chapter 1. 

20 - Tree removal will result in temporary impacts to wildlife habitat within the project corridor. However, 
insofar as trees to be removed generally are less than 20 years old and provide only low quality wildlife habitat, 
this impact would be less than significant. The wildlife habitat value is low since the habitat consists mainly of 
non-native eucalyptus and Monterey pines trees, is adjacent to State Route 24, has a low density, and in some 
areas is flanked by development on both sides. Furthermore, the Department is replacing removed vegetation 
with native or non-invasive species. 

21 & 22- As described in Section 2.3.4.4 of the DEA/EIR, measures such as worker training, avoidance of 
sensitive communities, and cleaning of construction machinery before use on subsequent projects in sensitive 
communities would reduce the likelihood that noxious weeds would be spread by the proposed project. 
Furthermore, as part of future invasive species control, native or non-invasive plant species appropriate for the 
project area will be used in any restoration or revegetation seed mix or stock. Identified invasives will be 
mechanically or chemically removed during the three years plant establishment period (PEP), as necessary; this 
treatment will ensure that invasive populations do not become established. The frequency and type of treatment 
will be site specific and will be determined during project construction and/or completion. 

Since this DEA/EIR focuses on the Caldecott Improvement Project and not other lands, the status of other 
nearby lands are not considered for the analysis; however, project-specific measures to control the spread of 
noxious weeds on site would also help to minimize the spread of non-native species in areas adjacent to the 
project corridor. 

Mitigation sites outside of the project area will be planted with native trees and shrubs to reestablish habitat 
values and would include invasive weed control and fire management for a maximum period of four years, i.e. 
1-year concurrent with tunnel construction and an additional 3-years of plant establishment with the separate 
on-site planning contract. 

23 - Mitigation for invasive species removal, fire management, and restoration will occur both inside and 
outside the immediate project study area boundaries, and will be finalized per consultation with resource 
agencies and project partners. Mitigation sites outside of the project area will be planted with native trees and 
shrubs to reestablish habitat values and would include invasive weed control and fire management for a 
maximum period of three years. Mitigation work outside of the project area will be performed concurrent with 
the tunnel contract.  

Additional highway planting, which would occur inside of the project study area boundaries, will include both 
mitigation planting and replacement planting to integrate the proposed facility with the adjacent community and 
natural environment. Mitigation tree planting invasive weed removal/control and fire management at sites 
located outside of the project will be performed concurrent with the roadway contract. Highway planting within 
the immediate freeway corridor would include three years of plant establishment and invasive weed control 
within specific areas, and would be implemented under separate contract immediately following the completion 
of all tunnel and road work. 

24 – Please see response #21 and #22. 

25 - Precise plans for replacement planting, invasive weed species control, and fire management are not 
prepared during the environmental phase of the project.  Mitigation actions identified in the FEA/EIR are 
sufficient to demonstrate that the impacts can be mitigated and to assure that adequate costs are included in the 
project cost estimates. 
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In general, Caltrans landscaping replacement commitment on this project is limited to the contract period of the 
combined contracts, i.e. tunnel and roadway work contract and subsequent landscape contract and confined to 
specific areas of actual work.  Since this DEA/EIR focuses on the Caldecott Improvement Project and not other 
lands, the status of other nearby lands are not considered for the analysis; however, project-specific measures to 
control the spread of noxious weeds on site would help to minimize the spread of non-native species in areas 
adjacent to the project corridor. 

26 - Identified invasives will be mechanically or chemically removed during these three-year plant 
establishment period (PEP), as necessary; this treatment will ensure that invasive populations do not become 
established. General invasive-only control in areas of project disturbance will reduce the threat of invasives 
spreading to non-disturbed areas. The frequency and type of treatment will be site specific and will be 
determined during project construction  

27 – Please see response #26. 

28 - Please see response #23.  

29 – Please see response #25. 

30- Noise abatements are considered only at locations where noise impacts are identified within the project 
study area boundaries. Caltrans has no program to provide noise abatements for areas currently subject to 
freeway traffic noise, or where there is no new freeway or reconstruction of an existing freeway. 

31-33 – Please see response #7 to Mayer-Luce Development. 

34 – The project does not cause significant increases in traffic noise levels.  Hence, NEPA and CEQA do not 
require noise mitigation.  The project is still subject to federal regulations (23CFR772), which Caltrans applies 
to all of its projects.  Compliance with 23CFR772 is shown by adhering to the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol (2006), which was developed by Caltrans and approved by the Federal Highway Administration.  
Under the protocol, noise abatement is considered only for area of frequent human use and where reduced noise 
levels would be of benefit.  An area of frequent human use is an outdoor area where people will congregate for 
extended periods of time, i.e., sports fields, event sites, picnic areas, playgrounds, etc.  While people may stop 
at the Gateway Garden occasionally to take in the view it does not receive any of the uses previously described 
for extended periods of time and would not be considered an area of frequent human use under the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.  Therefore, consideration of noise abatement was not required. 

35 – Please see response #30 and #31-33 above. 

Please also see the essay on “Project Study Area Boundaries” in Chapter 1. 

The Port of Oakland has done studies in the past to investigate the routes taken by trucks carrying goods to and 
from the port. These studies show that a very small proportion of these trucks use State Route 24. This truck 
traffic is concentrated either taking Route 880 northbound to 80 then eastward or Route 880 southbound to 
Route 238 to Route 580 then on east. (Phone conversation between Phillip Cox Caltrans Traffic Modeling and 
Forecasting Branch Chief and Steve Gregory of Port of Oakland, 10/2/06) 

The Contractor will be responsible for selecting the disposal site and therefore the Contractor will select the 
route to the disposal site.  However, contract specifications will prohibit disposal trucks from using Tunnel 
Road, Claremont Avenue and College Avenue.   

36 – The project does not cause significant increases in traffic noise levels.  Hence, NEPA and CEQA do not 
require noise mitigation. The project is still subject to federal regulations (23CFR772), which Caltrans applies 
to all of its projects.  23CFR772 requires that Caltrans consider noise abatement that is feasible and reasonable 
and likely to be constructed.  Even though many of the homes on the hillsides may be receiving noise levels 
above the criteria, there is no abatement option that the project could include that could feasibly and reasonably 
reduce those noise levels.  An “external noise reduction tunnel” is not an approach that has ever been used in 
this country and its impacts are not quantifiable.  Hence, it would not be considered a reasonable noise 
abatement option under 23CFR772. 



Chapter 7-Businesses/Organizations 

Caldecott Improvement Project   306

37- Extending the fourth bore beyond the Parkwoods Condominiums by construction of a box structure and 
building a roof garden on top of the structure would introduce significant safety and technical problems, 
including hundreds of State Route 24 closures with traffic detours onto city streets.  If the fourth bore were 
extended by constructing a box it would necessitate moving the new freeway lanes and structure closer to the 
Parkwoods Condominiums to allow sufficient space between the new structure and the existing traffic lanes.  If 
the box were buried with excavated material this separation issue becomes even more important.  This change 
would add tens of millions of dollars to the cost of the project. 

Your suggestion to install a structure over the freeway with a roof garden on top was considered at the staff and 
management team levels.  Caltrans and our funding partners do not have the resources to fund this work.  In 
addition, a rooftop garden would require maintenance that is beyond Caltrans standard level of maintenance.  
The roof garden structure was not considered beyond preliminary levels, since physical site constraints, the lack 
of funding and inability to maintain the feature makes this proposal infeasible as an option to develop in more 
detail.   

Although the roof garden concept is a creative idea it would be more conducive and supportable in an 
extensively urbanized environment where pavement and the cost of real estate preclude the development of 
parks.  

38 – Attachment was unable to be opened. 

39 – Please see the essay on “Project Study Area Boundaries” in Chapter 1. 

40 – The existing pavement within the project study area boundaries is portland cement concrete.  Concrete is a 
durable material for highway pavements.  This existing pavement has recently been rehabilitated and is in good 
condition. Its expected life is 20 to 40 years.  Placing open-graded asphalt concrete (OGAC), or rubberized 
asphalt concrete (RAC) as a noise mitigation measure would involve the following:  The existing concrete 
pavement would have to be cracked and seated during night-time lane closures, and an appropriate thickness of 
overlay placed on top.  The resulting pavement would have an expected life of 20 years and would add an 
estimated cost of approximately $5 million to the Caldecott Improvement Project.  Caltrans position is to keep 
the existing concrete pavement since it is in good serviceable condition. 

41 – All of the soundwall options adjacent to the Parkwoods condominiums were chosen to provide the most 
abatement possible while maintaining an equivalent amount of abatement for each option and minimizing 
aesthetic impacts.  While State standards allow walls up to 16 feet, placing it on top of an 18 foot earthberm 
would have created an unpleasant visual effect.  Federal guidance allows States the consideration of factors 
outside of pure acoustics in the design of their soundwalls.  In regards to the difference in elevations between 
the condominiums and the adjacent topography, all pertinent variations in grade have been input into and 
accounted for in the noise model.. 

42 – Please see response #7 in the essay on “Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

43 – Please see response #4 in the essay on “Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

44 – Please see response #2 in the essay on “Traffic Modeling/Forecasting” in Chapter 1. 

45 – The findings of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s “Route 24/Caldecott Tunnel Corridor 
Study” were accurately reported in Chapter 1 of the DEA/EIR.  Please also see the essay on “Transit” in 
Chapter 1. 

46 – Please see the essay on “Alternatives Considered In The Draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental 
Impact Report (DEA/EIR)” in Chapter 1. 

47 – Please see the essay on “The Environmental Process; Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) Versus An Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR); And 
Criteria For Significance” in Chapter 1. 

48 – The growth inducement analysis was carefully crafted to address the CEQA growth criteria. The comment 
contributor is referred to the referenced technical report on growth inducement and the detailed analysis 
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documented therein and incorporated by reference into the environmental document. Also see the response to 
BAAQMD, July 28, 2006, Comment #1. The growth study summarized in Section 2.1.2, Growth, in the 
DEA/EIR, found that while the projected time savings of the fourth bore would theoretically increase the 
growth pressures in residential study areas to the west of the tunnel, such as Berkeley, Oakland or Piedmont, 
there were other factors present that would prevent unplanned growth. These factors include the fact that all of 
the communities close enough to the tunnel to be affected by travel delay savings are relatively built out and 
plan to rely on carefully controlled infill growth to provide more housing over the next 20 or 30 years. The 
expert panel agreed with these findings. 

49- The FHWA and the Department believe that the DEA/EIR and the FEA/EIR provide an adequate analysis 
of both potential impacts and potential mitigation measures as discussed in Chapter 2, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures and fully meets state 
and federal requirements.  The FEA/EIR will not be withdrawn.  Please see the essay on “The Environmental 
Process; Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report ((EIS/EIR) versus and Environmental 
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR); and Criteria for Significance” in Chapter 1. 

50 – Caltrans has allocated funding for replacement landscaping to mitigate for tree removal within the 
immediate freeway corridor. This will be implemented immediately following completion of roadwork and will 
include a three-year plant establishment period. Whereas, off-site mitigation will occur concurrent with the 
tunnel project, (See Response #3). .  Mitigation measures provide for the replacement of oaks at a 5:1 ratio.  All 
other native trees with a diameter breast height of 6 inches will be replaced at a ratio of 3:1.  Trees will be 
replaced at a higher ratio to compensate for the temporal loss of habitat; more trees planted will result in better 
species establishment and higher quality habitat in the future.  Generally, where water is available, replacement 
trees are usually 5-gallon size but can be upsized to 15-gallon and 24-inch box trees to accelerate the re-
establishment of aesthetic and habitat values. In off-site mitigation areas, water is generally unavailable and is 
usually provided through more labor-intensive means. Plant materials selected for these areas are generally 
planted as seedlings having intact taproots and will rely subsist mostly on seasonal rains. Depending upon the 
tree species, 5-gallon size trees range in height from 5-8 feet, 15-gallon trees are generally 8-10 feet, and 24-
inch box trees are 10-12 feet or more in height. Areas adjacent to the Caldecott lane will have the appearance of 
being newly landscaped and in addition to trees will include lower-story shrubs and woody ground covers. 
Planted areas would be mulched to provide a neat appearance, conserve water and to control weeds. Re-
establishment of the habitat quality comparable to existing conditions would take approximately 8-10 years. 

51 - Caltrans is proactive in protecting and preserving existing vegetation on all of its projects.  In addition to 
Caltrans’ own policy, the intent of the City of Oakland’s Tree Protection Ordinance is and will continue to be 
considered during all stages of project development. However, the ordinance does not preclude jurisdiction 
regarding tree removal.  Please see the essay on “Methodologies Used for the Impact Assessments/Local 
Ordinances” in Chapter 1. 

52 – Please see response #25. 

53 – Please see the essay on “Constructing The Tunnel From The East Side Only” in Chapter 1.  

54 - The reasonableness criteria are not intended for mitigation measures of noise impacts identified under 
CEQA. They are established for abatement measures considered under Code of Federal Regulations 23CFR772. 

55 - The FEA/EIR commits to avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures for potential project 
impacts. 

Please see essay on “Construction Impacts” in Chapter 1. 

56 - Please see the essay on “Construction Impacts” in Chapter 1. 

57 - The nature of tunnel construction necessitates around the clock construction activity to control cost and 
schedule.  When constructing a tunnel, construction work can proceed only in limited areas. For example, 
tunnel excavation can only occur at one location for each portal.  Because of this limitation, the cost and 
schedule of a tunnel project will increase dramatically if the hours of construction are limited.  In addition when 
the advance of a tunnel is delayed, additional support measures are required to assure that the face of the tunnel 
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remains stable.  Under the current plan, which involves tunnel construction 5 days per week, 24 hours per day, 
these additional support measures will only be required over the weekend. However, if tunnel construction were 
limited to one shift per day, these additional support measures would have to be installed every day, which 
would have significant cost implications.  In addition, please see the essays “Methodologies Used for the Impact 
Assessments/Local Ordinances” and “Construction Impacts” in Chapter 1. 

58 - Installing asphalt concrete (AC) overlay to the existing concrete pavement is undesirable due to the 
following reasons: Based on the soil samples recently taken from various locations on the westbound route 
within the project study area boundaries, and the subsequent laboratory soil tests, the majority of the basement 
soil appears to be of sedimentary rock having high levels of R-values.  This is the basement condition favorable 
for concrete pavement, which would perform the expected long life service with low maintenance cost.  In order 
to overlay the roadway, existing concrete pavement needs to be cracked and seated, which will transform the 
existing rigid concrete pavement into a flexible AC pavement thus requiring more frequent maintenance and 
more disruptions to traffic.  Furthermore, the existing concrete pavement is generally in good condition and is 
not a qualified candidate for a crack and seat rehabilitation. 

59 - In regards to vehicle speeds, the setting of speed limits is a joint decision of the local entities within the 
State Route 24 corridor and the California Highway Patrol.  Caltrans does not have the authority to unilaterally 
set limits and cannot commit to them within this environmental document.   

60 – Please see response #25, above. 

61 – Please see the essay on “Methodologies Used for the Impact Assessments/Local Ordinances” in Chapter 1. 

62 - The decision to repave the roadway with a quieter pavement will be based on the roadway surface’s need 
for rehabilitation, in conformance with Caltrans’ State’s pavement rehabilitation strategy.  Should Caltrans 
determine that repaving is required for maintenance purposes, open-graded asphalt pavement will be 
considered.  Restriction of jake brakes is a joint decision of the local entities within the State Route 24 corridor 
and the California Highway Patrol.  The State does not have the authority to unilaterally set restrictions and 
cannot commit to them within this environmental document.  Likewise, the regulation of vehicle equipment 
involves several agencies and likely a legislative process and is outside the scope of this environmental 
document.  In regards to the noise abatement of structural columns, the contribution of noise reflecting off of 
the columns is negligible and does not warrant abatement.  For noise abatement on arterial streets, Caltrans is 
mandated by federal regulation to consider noise abatement from projects on streets and freeways within its 
jurisdiction.  Caltrans does not have the authority or the federal funding to commit to abatement of noise from 
streets that are within the jurisdiction of the local agencies. 

Caltrans will provide landscaping to the extent possible.   

63 - Please see response #37. 

64 – Please see response #25. 

Caltrans follows the code of federal regulations 23CFR772, which requires consideration of noise abatement 
that is reasonable and feasible, and likely to be constructed.  While such an exterior tunnel would be a dramatic 
addition to the tunnel project, it is untested technology in this country and its impacts are unquantifiable.  Under 
23CFR772 standard forms of abatement must be considered first before any newer untested technology, with an 
unknown likelihood of being built, is considered. 

The Claremont Middle School and Rockridge BART are beyond the project study area boundaries.  Please see 
the essay on “Project Study Area Boundaries” in the Chapter 1.  

No picture was attached to the letter. 

65- Please see response #37 above. 

66-Existing and future State and Federal funding sources will be used for the project development, construction 
of a two-lane tunnel and for the mitigation listed in the FEA/EIR. 
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67- A “roof garden” is not a form of noise abatement approved by either the FHWA or the State.  Please see 
response #37 above. 

68- Caltrans strives for safety in the highway environment for motorists as well as for our highway maintenance 
personnel.  For this reason Caltrans no longer permits planting of any type within the center median of 
freeways.  A living wall would require long term intensive maintenance activities and frequent repair resulting 
from traffic hits and could not be safely maintained under any condition. 

69- Sound walls in the median would not provide meaningful attenuation, as they would have no effect on the 
peak traffic direction, which is the dominating noise source.  Please see response #37 above. 

70- See the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in the Chapter 1. 

71- See Option J in the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in the Chapter 1. 

72-Please see Table 1, Option C1, in the Chapter 1. 

73- See the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in the Chapter 1. 

74- See the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in the Chapter 1. 

75- See the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in the Chapter 1. 

76- Please see response #40 to the letter submitted by the Mayer-Luce Development.  Please see the essay on 
“Construction Impacts” and “Constructing the Tunnel from the East Side Only” in the Chapter 1. 

77, 78 & 79- Please see response #37 above. 

 




