
Chapter 8- Individuals 

Caldecott Improvement Project   571

Ellis, Damon 

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

Fischer, Kayte 

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

Fischer, Robert 

 
1- The lighting for the fourth bore is being designed in accordance with the latest standards for tunnel lighting 
that take into account both the volume and traffic speed, and external luminance.  The design of the lighting 
system includes a number of provisions aimed at improving the quality of lighting in the fourth bore, including:  

• Reflective panels will be mounted on the walls of the tunnel;  
• The position of lighting elements have been selected to optimize lighting relative to motorists;  
• The light fixtures are more concentrated at the portal areas as compared to lighting towards the center 

of the tunnel to allow the eyes of motorists to gradually go from daylight at the portal to lower light 
levels inside the tunnel; and 

• The light fixtures close to the portals are automatically adjusted through the lighting controller to 
match the outside day light intensity. 

1 

1 

1 
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Floyd, Chesney 

 
1- A Bikeway Tunnel Alternative is not practical due to its inherent personal safety issues; law enforcement’s 
inability to police such a long, isolated structure; and excessively high cost per user.  The estimated cost of this 
alternative is $35-$40 Million.  Please see Option J in the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Access/Improvements” in Chapter 1. 

2- In order for the bike/pedestrian benefit/cost ratio to be comparable to that of the auto users of the new tunnel, 
the number of bike/pedestrian users per day would have to be on the order of 6,000 per day. 

 

1 
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Frankel, Aileen (7/11/06) 
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Thank you for your comments. 
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Frankel, Aileen (7/31/06) 

1 
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1- Please see the essay on “Scope of the Project” in Chapter 1. 

2- Please see the essay on “Transit” and “Scope of the Project” in Chapter 1. 

3- Please see response #7 in the essay on “Traffic Operations”, and the essays on “Project Study Area 
Boundaries” and “Scope of the Project” in Chapter 1. 

4- Please also see the essay on “Scope of the Project” in Chapter 1.  

5- Please see the essays on “Transit” and “Scope of the Project” in Chapter 1. 

14 
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6- Please see response #5 in the essay on “Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

7- A Bikeway Tunnel Alternative is not practical due to its inherent personal safety issues; law enforcement’s 
inability to police such a long, isolated structure; and excessively high cost per user.  The estimated cost of this 
alternative is $35-$40 Million. Please see Option J in the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Access/Improvements” in Chapter 1. 

8- Please see the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in Chapter 1. 

9- There are a number of safety and security issues related to using the air duct for bicyclists and pedestrian 
access through the tunnel.  The ventilation systems produce up to 100 mph winds when in use, and there is the 
risk of asphyxiation during fires.  Securing the systems against vandalism would also be problematic.  Please 
also see the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in Chapter 1. 

10- Please see the essay on “Methodologies used for the Impact Assessments/Local Ordinances” in Chapter 1. 

11-Comment noted.  Should any serpentine asbestos be found, Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be 
implemented and included in the project costs.  

12- The proposed project would result in a facility that will be smaller and less congested than comparable 
facilities with in the same Air District. Since comparable facilities are in an area that meets air quality standards, 
this project will also meet microscale air quality requirements and will therefore have no significant impact on 
air quality or cause exceedances of state or federal carbon monoxide (CO) standards. A No-Build Alternative is 
likely to have negative air quality impacts; it will continue to have heavy congestion in the reverse commute, 
and therefore is likely to result in higher pollutant levels as compared to Alternative 2N, the Preferred 
Alternative.   

Tree replacement will occur at a 5:1 ratio for oaks.  All other native trees with a diameter breast height of 6 
inches will be replaced at a ratio of 3:1.  Native, such as oaks, or non-invasive, non-native vegetation will be 
used in the planting scheme. Any tree replacement that cannot occur within the impacted areas will be planted 
off-site in areas identified for invasive species removal. 

In reference to tree removal noted under page xxii of the DEA/EIR, State Senate Resolution 17 applies to the 
replacement of native oak trees in respect to the mitigation and re-establishment of habitat values and does not 
preclude additional landscaping necessary to mitigate the visual impacts associated with the project.  An 
additional 2.5 million dollars has been identified to landscape the areas at both sides of the tunnel.  In addition 
to the replacement of oak trees at a 5:1 ratio for aesthetics, an increased level of landscaping (trees, shrubs, 
groundcover) will be provided to visually integrate the widened freeway, tunnel portal and ancillary features 
into the surrounding environment. The level of replacement highway landscaping will be substantially greater 
than what currently exists.  During the design phase of the project, the landscape architect will consider tree and 
shrub species selection and design strategies to provide a beneficial effect on air quality.    

13- The idea of the “hallway of plants” would not only provide a limited beneficial cooling effect but a very 
unique and visually pleasant experience for motorists as they approach the tunnel portals.  It would also be 
functional in another way.  You will notice an overhead metal screen structure at the entrance /exit of the No.1 
and 2 portals.  These structures allow time for the motorist’s eyes to adjust to low light levels of the tunnels.  
Conceptually, the same could be done utilizing a space frame or trellis and allowing vegetation to grow over the 
top.  However, steel structures have to be periodically sandblasted and painted, and any pruning work would 
require complete shutdown of the traffic lanes and removal of the vegetation.  There would also be a potential 
for vegetation falling from the overhead structure and striking  vehicles.  Aside from the high cost of building 
such a structure, maintenance and public safety preclude any consideration for installing a vegetative covered 
overhead structure. 

14- The Caldecott Improvement Project does propose an approximate 5-year construction period.  It is 
anticipated that blasting will be required only in limited areas along the tunnel.  The construction specifications 
will include limits on the peak vibrations associated with blasting and these limits will be established to prevent 
damage to any residential structure. Blasting will not be permitted during nighttime hours. 

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

The State is self-insured and there will be no special insurance fund established for the project. 

15- Chemical contaminant mitigation issues are very different from other environmental impacts in that once 
the extent of the contamination is defined and the contaminant source eliminated, the efficacy of the 
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remediation work that takes place will not decrease with time.  For example, the lead contamination alongside 
an existing freeway, when removed by a new construction project, will not be replaced by yet more lead-
containing vehicle exhaust because lead additives were eliminated from gasoline more than twenty years ago.  
For the Caldecott project, this makes repeated sampling events in the same areas for the same contaminants 
unnecessary. 

If engineering controls are used to isolate contaminants within the project, under pavement covers for example, 
routine maintenance inspections will monitor the integrity of the engineering controls.  If an engineering control 
is ever compromised, the subsequent repair and cleanup work could include soil or water sampling to define the 
impact of any contaminant release.  However, without the release of contaminants via a new source or failure of 
an engineering control, there will not be any soil or water sampling work after the fourth bore construction work 
is completed. 

16- Tunnel wash water is conveyed to a City of Oakland sewer system.  Tunnel wash water is not conveyed to 
Lake Temescal, Temescal Creek, or San Francisco Bay.  Tunnel wash water is not allowed to percolate into the 
groundwater table.  No stormwater runoff from State Route 24 reaches Lake Temescal.  Stormwater runoff 
generated within Department right-of-way is presently conveyed to an Alameda County Flood Control District 
and Water Conservation District (ACFCD&WCD) storm drain system, which ultimately discharges into the San 
Francisco Bay (please see Section II of the “Water Quality Report for Caldecott Improvement Project”, dated 
January 9, 2006).  The Department understands your concern regarding the importance for addressing the 
potential for downstream water quality impacts during construction and the importance of protecting water 
resources.  The Department is required, under its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
and Construction General Permits, to consider the appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) with the 
Best Available Technology (BAT), to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) as mentioned in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  As such, the Department shall include in the contract specific water 
pollution controls to be deployed during construction year round for the full duration of the contract.  
Additionally, the Contractor is required to prepare and submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for approval by the Department.  The SWPPP shall include BMPs to address any, or all, of the 
following to the MEP: soil stabilization, sediment control, tracking control, wind erosion control, non-
stormwater management, and waste management and materials pollution control.  Hazardous Waste, Solid 
Waste, Liquid Waste, and Contaminated Soil Management Construction Site BMPs shall also be required.  In 
general, the choice of methods of construction and materials used would be dictated by the Contractor.  
Department site inspections would ensure adequate implementation of those BMPs identified within the 
SWPPP.  Further, a sampling and analysis plan shall be prepared as part of the SWPPP to verify and ensure that 
no materials or wastes may be released from the construction site, effectively monitoring and protecting 
downstream water resources.  These BMPs address operations during the construction phase of the project.  To 
address your concern regarding post-construction water quality improvements, the Department will consider 
Treatment BMPs as noted in the DEIR, in compliance with the Department NPDES Permit with the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The selection of appropriate treatment controls must be based on 
effectiveness, practicability, feasibility, safety and maintainability. Future meetings will be scheduled with the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to discuss proposed treatment of stormwater runoff to 
address the Project’s impacts. 

17- Comment noted. 
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Fraser, Ellen 

 

 
Thank you for your comments. 

Fredrickson, Karen 

 

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

 

 

 

 

1 
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Freethy, Jack 

 

1- The disposal of excavated material will be determined by the Contractor.  The Contractor will be able to 
explore potential uses for the excavated material and disposal sites.  The Contractor will be required to adhere 
to all state and federal regulations in disposal or use of the excavated material. 

It is expected that the material resulting from the tunnel excavation will be free of anthropogenic contamination 
since it has never been previously exposed, thereby making it a very likely candidate for unrestricted reuse at 
other developments in need of imported fill.  There is a chance that a small percentage of the excavation spoils 
will be impacted by the naturally occurring hydrocarbons (e.g., tar) observed in the geologic formations during 
the boring of the earlier tunnels.  The excavation spoils will be screened for the presence of hydrocarbons and 
other chemicals (e.g., metals) to fully characterize the spoils' constituents and determine suitability for types of 
reuse. 

Whether the spoils are reused as imported fill or disposed of at a landfill, the material will be handled in 
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations promulgated by federal, state, and local agencies.  For 
example, landfill waste characterization will be governed by Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations and 
the federal parameters defined under the Resource, Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); additionally, reuse 
as imported fill should satisfy guidelines established by, amongst others, the State Water Resources Control 
Board acting through its regional water quality control boards. 

 

 

1 
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Fry, Jeff 

 

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

 

 

1 



Chapter 8- Individuals 

Caldecott Improvement Project   585

G., Kenneth 
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1- We acknowledge your comment that Alternative 3N will not provide significant benefit and your concern 
that it may have impacts beyond those of Alternative 2N.  Alternative 2N, the two-lane alternative, has been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Although the three-lane alternative would provide an additional fifth 
westbound lane, it has been determined that the operational benefit of a fifth lane would not be sufficient to 
warrant the added expense and impacts.  However, we need to point out that improving the commute to San 
Francisco is not the primary purpose of project.  The project is intended to improve off-peak direction 
congestion- eastbound in the morning and westbound in the afternoon.  Constructing the Preferred Alternative 
would provide congestion relief in the off-peak direction. 

Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in Chapter 1. 

5 
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2- 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. 

3- Noise impacts are assessed with the predicted worst (noisiest) hourly condition that may occur on a typical 
day. As explained in the response to City of Orinda, for receivers outside the Project Study Area Boundaries, 
the increase in noise levels would be imperceptible. Depending on the traffic conditions on any given days, 
noise levels may peak at different times of the day and may have different durations as well.  

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

4- Residences and hotels are in the same category and having the same thresholds in NAC. 

5- Please see response #22 above. 

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

7-Please see the essay on “Transit” and response #2 in the essay on “Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

8-Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in Chapter 1. 

 
Gabel, Jonathan 

 
1-  Please see the essays on “Construction Impacts” and response #2 on the essay on “Traffic 
Modeling/Forecasting” in Chapter 1.  

2-  Please see the essay on “Transit” in Chapter 1. 

1 
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Gans, Lydia (6/28/06) 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 

Gans, Lydia (7/22/06) 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 

Garretson, Alan 

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

 

1 
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Gehring, Charles 

 

1-Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in Chapter 1. 

 
Gilkey, M. 

 

1- Seven cross tunnel passages from the fourth bore to the third bore to be used in an emergency are included in 
the design. 

The current project will not involve modifying the lighting within the existing tunnels.  However, the lighting 
for the fourth bore is being designed in accordance with the latest standards for tunnel lighting that take into 
account both the volume and traffic speed, and external luminance.  The design of the lighting system includes a 
number of provisions aimed at improving the quality of lighting in the fourth bore, including:  

• Reflective panels will be mounted on the walls of the tunnel;  
• The position of lighting elements have been selected to optimize lighting relative to motorists; 
• The light fixtures are more concentrated at the portal areas as compared to lighting towards the center 

of the tunnel to allow the eyes of motorists to gradually go from daylight at the portal to lower light 
levels inside the tunnel; and 

• The light fixtures close to the portals automatically get adjusted through the lighting controller to 
match with outside day light intensity.  

The existing three bores currently have AM/FM antennas.  In addition, when the new bore is completed, the 
new AM/FM system in the fourth bore will be designed to enhance the existing systems in the existing three 
bores.  

1 

1  
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Glass, Anita 

 

1 
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1- The growth inducement analysis examined this effect and concluded that the lack of travel time savings in 
the primary commute direction (the tunnel improvement would affect only the “reverse” commute direction) 
would not result in a substantial growth inducing effect on residential development in the Livermore Valley and 
eastern Contra Costa County. 

2- Please see the essay on “Funding” in Chapter 1. 

3-It is true that this project will not address all of the existing and future capacity concerns through the tunnel. 
However, it will address a major source of delay for many travelers for the foreseeable future.  

4- The three existing tunnels were reviewed by Department engineers in 1990, as part of the State's seismic 
retrofit program following the Loma Prieta earthquake.  All the engineers agreed that the 3 tunnels were not 
seismically vulnerable and that a retrofit of the tunnels is not warranted.   

The tunnels are inspected every 24 months by Department maintenance engineers as part of a statewide 
inspection program.  Seepage of water is common in many tunnels in the United States and it does not 
necessarily indicate a structural problem with the tunnels.  Most water that is draining towards the tunnels is 
directed into a drainage system that flows out of the tunnel.  Some seepage does occur inside the tunnels and 
this has been noted in the inspection reports.  The inspection reports do not indicate issues with the tunnel that 
would warrant retrofit or replacement of the tunnels.  The Department feels that these tunnels are structurally 
sound and do not pose a safety hazard in terms of structural or geological instability.  The tunnels were designed 
and constructed for the geological conditions of the site. 

5- Sound barriers are mainly intended for receivers within a close range of freeway where noise levels are the 
highest. Their effectiveness diminishes for receivers at a greater distance. A study was done on sound walls in 
the I-680 corridor and found that reflected noise increased noise levels by only 1 to 2 dBA at vulnerable 
receivers.  These studies also showed weather conditions can cause variations in noise much higher than this in 
these same locations. 

6-Comment noted. 
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Goldenberg, Jan 

 

1- We realize that there will be construction impacts.  Mitigation, minimization, and avoidance measures will be 
enacted to keep construction impacts to a minimum.  Real estate values are determined by many factors 
including transportation facilities.  The difference in future traffic with and without the project is slight.  The 
slight increase in traffic brought about by the project should have little, if any, effect on real estate values except 
that by reducing congestion properties in the project area may be seen as more desirable.  

With the implementation of the measures mentioned in the essay on “Construction Impacts” in Chapter 1, 
construction noise is expected to be no louder than the existing typical ambient noise levels at receptors near the 
east and west construction staging areas. 

During construction, noise related complaints should be directed to the project’s Resident Engineer.  The 
Resident Engineer will then determine if the any additional noise abatements are necessary.   

2- All construction equipment and trucks will be kept within the designated staging areas and parking or storing 
of construction vehicles, equipment and materials on public streets will be prohibited by the contract 
specifications.   

3-Please see the essay on “Purpose and Need” in Chapter 1. 

1 
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Goldengaterescue@sbcglobal.net 

 

Thank you for comments. 
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Gordon, Cary 

 
1-Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in Chapter 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 
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Grbich, Lauren 

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

Greenhut, Marcy 
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1-Please see the essay on “Regional Measure 2 and Contra Costa Measure J” in Chapter 1. 

2- Please see the essay on “Alternatives Considered in the Draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental 
Impact Report (DEA/EIR)” in Chapter 1. 

3- Please see response #2 in the essay on “Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

Bentley School is located on Hiller Drive west of the Tunnel Road/Hiller intersection.  ACCMA's Feasibility 
Study (Option A1) concluded that provisions for an at-grade bicycle/pedestrian crossing at this location could 
be a viable option.  The cost would be $400,000-$500,000.  Traffic signal studies are required to determine 
operation adequacy if implemented.  A bike/ped overcrossing was also investigated for this location (Option 
A2), estimated to cost between $3.2-$3.8 million, and recommended for follow-up with the City of Oakland to 
pursue additional studies and funding.  In addition, the Caldecott project is investigating the potential 
rehabilitation of sidewalk and shoulder on westbound Tunnel Drive where erosion has inundated the sidewalk.  
Other schools along the corridor are not impacted by the Caldecott project and those improvements should be 
coordinated with the appropriate agency having jurisdiction. See Options A1 and A2 in the essay on “Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in Chapter 1. 

4 & 5- See Option J in the essay on “Bicycle and Pedestrian Access/Improvements” in Chapter 1. 

 
Gregory, David 

 
1-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.   

1 
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Hack, Nadine 

 
1-Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in Chapter 1. 

 
Heller, Dave 

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

 
Hemphill, Pam 

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

1 

1 

1 
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Henn, Michael 

 

1-Please see response #5 in the essay on “Traffic Modeling/Forecasting” and response #3 in the essay on 
“Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

2- The growth inducement analysis examined this effect and concluded that the lack of travel time savings in 
the primary commute direction (the tunnel improvement would affect only the “reverse” commute direction) 
would not result in a substantial growth inducing effect on residential development in the Livermore Valley and 
eastern Contra Costa County. 

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2N) of this project is included in the 2007 Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) (which conforms to the State Implementation Plan (SIP)) and the 2005 Regional Transportation 

1 
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Plan (RTP), and thus is in conformance with all related federal air quality requirements.  The SIP is designed to 
be protective of human health. 

3- The statement is only partially correct.  The Bay Area is in attainment for the federal standards of all criteria 
pollutants with the exception of Ozone and PM 10 (24-hour), the latter being unclassified.  The Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 2N) of this project is included in the 2007 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
(which conforms to the State Implementation Plan (SIP)) and the 2005 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and 
thus is in conformance with all related federal air quality requirements.  The SIP is designed to be protective of 
human health.  The analysis done by the MTC takes into account increases in vehicle emissions region-wide, 
not just from this project. 

Ozone is addressed through the BAAQMD Ozone strategy (2005). 

4- Please see response #3 in the essay on “Traffic Modeling/Forecasting” in Chapter 1. 

 
Hightower, John T. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 

Hines, Lori 

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

 

1 
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Hoffman, Carol 

 
1-The open-graded asphalt paving on State Route 24 should not have increased the ambient noise level, since 
the use of open-graded asphalt typically shows a reduction in noise levels. 

The noise level has not been monitored. 

2-Please see the essays on “Transit”, and “Project Study Area Boundaries” in Chapter 1.  Please also see 
response #5 in the essay on “Traffic Modeling/Forecasting” in Chapter 1. 

 

1 
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Howard, Kathy 
 

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

2-Please see the essay on “Transit” in Chapter 1. 
 

Hunt, David 

 
1-Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in Chapter 1. 

 

1 

1 
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Hyman, Richard D. 

 
Thank you for your comments. 

Jackson, Jennifer 

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

 

 

1 
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Jolliffee, Barbara 

 
1-Please see response #2 in the essay on “Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

Johnson, Cynthia 

 
Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

1 
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Karch, Donna (7/20/06) 
 

 
1-Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in Chapter 1. 

Karch, Donna (7/20/06) 
 

 
Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 
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Kearney, Karen 

 
1-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. 

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

 

 

 

 

1 
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Keck, Kevin 
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1-Please see the essays on “Alternatives Considered in the Draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental 
Impact Report (DEA/EIR)” and “Purpose and Need” in Chapter 1.  

2- Please see response #2 in the essay on “Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

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

3- Although there are studies and proposals to install an individual SMART lane or toll lane, the comment is 
suggesting that congestion pricing be evaluated and to charge a toll on all mainline traffic on the freeway, 
effectively converting the freeway into toll road.  Converting the freeway into a toll road would require 
legislative action and is beyond the scope of this project.  

Please see responses #5 and #9 in the essay on “Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1. 

4-Please see the essay on “Regional Measure 2 and Contra Costa Measure J” in Chapter 1. 

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

6- Please see the essay on “Regional Measure 2 and Contra Costa Measure J” in Chapter 1.  Also, please see 
Section 1.1.2, Background, in Chapter 1 of Vol. 1 of the FEA/EIR.   

Alternative 2N was selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in 
Chapter 1. 

7-Please see the essays on “Regional Measure 2 and Contra Costa Measure J” and “Funding” in Chapter 1. 

Projects of this magnitude are often not fully funded from the very beginning of the project, but the fact that 
$245 million was specifically programmed prior to the circulation of the DEA/EIR did show local, regional, 
state and federal commitment to the project.  The design of the two-lane alternative started prior to the 

29 
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completion of the final environmental document, with the understanding that either a three-lane or a No-Build 
Alternative could be selected, and then the design of the two-lane alternative would be shelved. 

8- Please see response #6 in the essay on “Traffic Modeling/Forecasting” in Chapter 1. 

9- Please see the essay on “Project Study Area Boundaries” and response #1 in the essay on “Traffic 
Operations” in Chapter 1. 

10- In the peak commute direction, the uphill grade is a contributing factor to the bottleneck problem.  Other 
contributing factors include lane and ramp configurations, tunnel constraints, etc.  However, in the off-peak 
direction, the lack of capacity (merging from four lanes to two lanes) is the main factor. 

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

11- The tunnel reversal operation has been examined many times.  Our traffic department, consultants, 
California Highway Patrol (CHP), Bore #4 engineers, safety personnel, and many others have examined it. It 
does expose Caltrans personnel to traffic but there is no other solution given the present three bore 
configuration.  Even so, tunnel personnel have strived to make the tunnel change the safest lane/tunnel change 
method in the State of California. 

12- There is no mismanagement in the reversal operations. It takes approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete 
the reversal utilizing a two-person crew. 

The direction of operation of the center bore of the Caldecott Tunnel is changed on a dynamic basis by Caltrans 
staff.  Tunnel personnel, who continuously monitor traffic conditions and volumes on State Route 24 near the 
tunnel, make the decision as to which direction the center bore operates.  This is accomplished primarily by 
monitoring with closed-circuit television cameras, and in consultation with the District 4 Traffic Management 
Center and the California Highway Patrol.   

During the week the tunnel direction is changed between the hours of 11:00 am and 12:00 noon.  

Because traffic demand in either direction through the Caldecott Tunnel on weekends varies depending on 
whether nearby special events are occurring, the weather, or if there are traffic incidents on adjacent facilities, 
the switching of the center bore is not performed on a pre-established schedule.  Instead, the center bore is 
switched to best accommodate the traffic patterns and volumes at any given point in time.   

This is especially challenging on weekends, where for most of the day the traffic demand in both directions 
exceeds the capacity of a single bore.  In the westbound direction, the demand usually exceeds the capacity of a 
single bore from 9:00 a.m. until 7:00 p.m..  In the eastbound direction, the single bore capacity is usually 
exceeded from 11:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m..  Consequently, with only three total bores (each with two lanes) 
available, some congestion inevitably occurs in the direction with only one bore in operation.   

The weekend demand in either direction seldom is much more than the capacity of a single bore.  However, 
because of this slight imbalance, the direction which has two bores in operation will often appear to be well 
under capacity, which leads motorists waiting in congestion in the opposite direction to believe that the center 
bore is being operated in the wrong direction.  Our experience has been that this is rarely the case, and that our 
tunnel operators are quite adept at selecting the best time to switch direction of the center bore.  In fact, the 
direction of the center bore is switched many times per day on a typical weekend because of these conditions.   

13- The lane reversal procedures have been studied and modified over the years.  The amount of time to 
complete a closure has been shortened, we believe as much as possible. We know of no other method to 
accomplish the task. 

14- It takes a two person crew and two vehicles to accomplish the center tunnel change, whether on the 
weekend or during the week. 

15- In general, there is no additional crewmembers working on Saturdays. 

16- The remote control devices fail when the median box is hit by a moving vehicle, or suffers some other 
mechanical failure.  This occurs approximately six times a year. 
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17- Yes, the cameras have been installed and are operational. They are controlled by the Transportation 
Management Center at the Department’s Oakland office. 

18- Traffic fines are doubled only when the maintenance crews are doing night maintenance work. They are not 
doubled during the daily lane reversals. 

19- The lane change operation is much more dangerous than other tunnel maintenance duties.  This operation 
exposes Caltrans Maintenance crews to considerably more traffic.  

The lane change operation can be completed as many as three to ten times a day. The pop-up crew will not be 
needed after the fourth bore is completed. That crew will be reassigned to work on tunnel electrical and 
mechanical problems, which require few lane closures. 

20- The accident rate for the tunnel crews is not available, however, several accidents involving tunnel crews 
have occurred over the past 43 years. 

21- We acknowledge the comment and agree that, from the motorists' perspective, mobility includes the entire 
transportation infrastructure.  Surely there are deficit links in other facilities that could inhibit mobility.  
Constructing a fourth bore will improve mobility for some but is not intended to provide unrestricted mobility 
for all. 

22- Please see responses #3 and #4 and #5 in the essay on “Traffic Modeling/Forecasting” in Chapter 1. 

23- Emergency crews have not had problems accessing ramps in the corridor. 

24- Other emergency crews include, but are not limited to, the Berkeley Bomb squad, Ambulances, Fire 
Departments, Private towing operations, Emergency Medical personal, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the 
National Guard, and the Coast Guard.  There are at least ten incidences per month. 

25- Emergency crew mobility should be enhanced no mater what the design of the fourth bore. 

Currently both the Orinda and Oakland fire departments respond during an incident. The CHP and fire 
departments will continue to respond using the same method. They may choose to respond in the reverse traffic 
direction or another tunnel depending on the nature of the emergency. With the fourth bore emergency response 
will be quicker and safer.  

Alternative 2N has been chosen as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see the essay on “Preferred Alternative” in 
Chapter 1. 

26- Emergency crew mobility should be enhanced no mater what the design of the fourth bore. 

Now both the Orinda and Oakland fire departments respond during an incident. The CHP and fire departments 
will continue to respond using the same method. They may choose to respond in the reverse traffic direction or 
another tunnel depending on the nature of the emergency. With a  fourth bore emergency response will be 
quicker and safer. A bikeway would not provide a better and dedicated emergency access. Emergency 
equipment needs extra room both on the roadway and pavement. 

The purpose of a bikeway is not intended as emergency access. Hypothetically, it is possible that an emergency 
crew would utilize whatever means are available during the course of action. 

27- The report examined the relative difference between constructing a fourth bore and not constructing a fourth 
bore.  As discussed elsewhere in the report, traffic growth will continue to occur even without a fourth bore.  As 
such, the year 2032 No-Build condition is used as the base of comparison.  There is a slight increase of traffic 
demands at those intersections and facilities being studied.  Please see response #2 in the essay on “Traffic 
Operations” in Chapter 1 regarding general local impact discussion.  It is an apple-to-orange evaluation to 
compare year 2032 Build condition to the existing condition. 

28 & 29- The report examined the relative difference between constructing a fourth bore and not constructing a 
fourth bore.  As discussed elsewhere in the report, traffic growth will continue to occur even without a fourth 
bore.  As such, the year 2032 No-Build condition is used as the base of comparison.  There is a slight increase 
of traffic demands at those intersections and facilities being studied.  Please see response #2 in the essay on 
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“Traffic Operations” in Chapter 1 regarding general local impact discussion.  It is an apple-to-orange evaluation 
to compare year 2032 Build condition to the existing condition. 

Following are the accident data for State Route 24 within project limit (Ala-24-PM R5.282 to CC-24-PM 1.30, 
including ramps), obtained from Caltrans Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) for the three 
years period between January 1, 2003 and December 31, 2005. 

Actual Number Actual Rates Average Rates 
          Year    Total Fatal Injury Fat. F+I Total Fat. F+I Total 
01/01/03-12/31/05 649 0 168 .000 .43     1.66       .008      .34      1.04 
A total of 649 accidents occurred in the vicinity of  the Caldecott tunnel. 65.9% of the accidents (428) occurred 
outside tunnel and 34.1% (221) occurred inside tunnel. 

43.8%(284) of the accidents occurred in the eastbound direction and 56.2%(365) in the westbound direction. 

86.3% of the accidents occurred between 6 a.m. to 7 p.m.. 

The accident collision types are as follows: 
 A. Head-on (0.0%)   B. Sideswipe (27.7%) 
 C. Rear End (55.9%)   D. Broadside (1.5%) 
 E. Hit Object (16.6%)   F. Overturn (1.7%) 
 G. Auto Pedestrian (0.0%)   H. Other (0.8%) 
The primary collision factors are as follows: 
 1. Influence Alcohol (3.2%)  2. Follow Too Close (7.4%) 
 3. Failure To Yield  (0.0%)  4. Improper Turn (10.9%) 
 5. Speeding  (51.2%)  6. Other Violation (21.7%) 
 7. Other Than Driver (1.4%) 
Rear-enders and sideswipe type collisions, which generally are due to driver’s inattention, unsafe speeds, and 
lane changing in recurring traffic congestion, account for 83.6% of all the accidents.  

The accident rate in this section of State Route 24 (1.66) is equal to 160% of the average for  similar highway 
facilities (1.04). 

The accident data shown above indicates that a significant factor causing the higher than average accident rate 
at State Route 24 within project limit is congestion. The proposed tunnel project will reduce congestion within 
the vicinity of the tunnel, and as a result, will reduce the number of congestion type of accidents. 

The slight increase of traffic volume due to this project could theoretically slightly increase the number of 
accidents. However, the benefits the of reduced congestion type accidents and accident rate, will be greater than 
the negative impact of the traffic volume increase.    

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

30- The information regarding population growth and current congestion levels are included as background 
information but not the base of comparison. The recent completion of State Route 24/680 interchange 
improvement is included as part of the forecast modeling in its network assumption.  Given that, it has no effect 
on the alternative comparison. 
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1- Please see response #2 in the essay on “Traffic Modeling/Forecasting” and the essay on  “Construction 
Impacts” in Chapter 1. 

2- With the implementation of the measures listed in the essay on “Construction Impacts” in Chapter 1, 
construction noise is expected to be no louder than the existing typical ambient noise levels at receptors near the 
east and west construction staging areas. 

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

3- In regards to construction noise impact, hourly (Leq(h)), as well as maximum (Lmax), noise level descriptors 
were used to analyze impact.  Measurements of existing ambient noise levels have been made at several 
locations adjacent to the Caldecott Tunnel. The locations were chosen based on their exposure to the 
construction noise.  These measurements included both daytime and nighttime noise. Ambient noise levels vary 
throughout the day. Peak noise levels were recorded from single events (as measured by the descriptor Lmax) 
such as vehicular back firing (e.g., trucks, motorcycles). The ambient noise levels were then compared to 
expected noise levels from construction activities. 

For the construction staging area the west portal, the analysis indicates that if noise from construction activities 
(including single events) does not exceed 86 dBA at a distance of 50 feet and a temporary noise barrier is 
constructed, construction noise at the measurement locations is expected to be no louder than existing ambient 
noise. Put another way, no single construction noise event will create noise higher than the single noise events 
that are occurring now, hence there will be no significant impact due to construction noise.  For this project the 
contract will require that noise from equipment be kept under the noise level of 86 dBA at 50 feet.  This is a 
standard currently being used on other state projects and has been shown to be consistently attainable. 

For the analysis of construction noise at the east portal, ambient noise readings were taken on Grizzly Terrace 
Drive, the neighborhood with the most exposure to the construction noise.  The construction noise limit of 86 
dBA at 50 feet will also apply to this staging area.  The analysis indicates that with normal dissipation in noise 
over distance (with no temporary soundwall), construction noise, whether continuous or single event, will not 
reach levels higher than those that are now occurring. 

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

4- Noise receivers were identified according to the Activity Categories defined in the FHWA regulation 
23CFR772. In the case of this project, affected receivers are residential properties and some outdoor activities 
areas. This study uses the methodology and the Traffic Noise Model (TNM) adopted by FHWA for all highway 
projects nationwide; and it is the only computer model currently allowed for this purpose. TNM takes into 
account the roadway configuration, terrain, ground features and the traffic conditions that yield the worst hourly 
noise in a typical day. The results from the model were calibrated to reflect site-specific conditions that shape 
the overall acoustic environment of the area. Actual noise levels measured for the area’s residences are in line 
with the TNM results of this study. Special meteorology conditions are not considered in the noise model since 

9 
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they become tangible factors in noise propagation only to distance receivers where traffic noise generally falls 
below the threshold of impact, or where the locally generated noise rivals freeway noise. 

5- The Mayer Luce and Baca developments you refer to do not have environmental documents available for 
review.  Caltrans has requested information on these developments from the City of Oakland, but the 
information the City has is very preliminary.  Thus there is no basis for analysis in the context of the Caldecott 
Improvement Project EA/EIR. 

6- Sensitive receivers subject to traffic noise impacts were studied and included in the report. No noise impacts 
were found beyond the first row residences having direct view of State Route 24. At the time of this report, no 
known residential developments south of State Route 24 have progressed to the point that they have to be 
included in this study. In our discussions with the City of Oakland Planning department we were informed that 
there were plans for 38 single family units in the location described by the commenter.  We were informed that 
the plans were in pre-approval and any building permits would be years away.  Should a building permit be 
approved before the final environmental document is approved, the noise study will be revised.  Also see 
response #5, above. 

The soccer field park was included in the noise study. 

The State’s approach to operational noise abatement is to determine the receptor that would be most likely to 
exceed the noise abatement criteria or reach a predicted noise level determined to be significant.  The rationale 
is that once we have determined the existence or non-existence of traffic noise impacts at these critical receptors 
in a given area it becomes unnecessary to analyze all the other receptors, which are physically less exposed to 
the freeway, and thus will have lower predicted noise levels.    #320 Parkwoods has a greater exposure to the 
freeway than #180 Parkwoods.  Our mid-day noise readings at #180 Parkwoods were substantially lower than 
those at #320 Parkwoods.  Since traffic noise impacts have been determined at #320 Parkwoods, we do not have 
to analyze the noise at #180 Parkwoods as we know those predicted noise levels will be lower.  It is not 
necessary to show traffic noise impacts at #180 Parkwoods because traffic noise impacts have already been 
determined to exist in the area and the next step is to analyze appropriate abatement. 

In regards to the analysis of appropriate abatement, the State determines critical receptors in any given area to 
represent those areas.  Again, as in the determination of traffic noise impact, the State does not analyze every 
single receptor and federal guidance does not require that every single receptor be analyzed.  The fact that #180 
Parkwoods was not included in the analysis does not mean that abatement is not being considered for that 
building, just that under the federal guidelines, if noise abatement has been shown to qualify for #320 
Parkwoods, it becomes unnecessary to further analyze other residences that are more shielded from freeway 
noise. Please also see the essay on “Methodologies Used for the Impact Assessments/Local Ordinances” in 
Chapter 1. 

The schools in question are outside the project study area boundaries. 

7- Noise reflection is not expected to be a problem for this project.  The ideal conditions for reflection to occur 
would be for the barrier to be directly adjacent to traffic and be located so as to create a new noise pathway (a 
new “line of sight” to the noise source) to potential receptors.  On this project the proposed barriers are set back 
away from traffic and will be on top of landscaped earthberms.  Noise emanating from the traffic will drop due 
to normal dissipation over a distance, with some absorption from the earthberm.  There will also be some 
absorption by the wall itself, which is not a perfectly reflecting surface. 

Also, for any given receptor to be affected by reflected noise it would have to have no direct view of the 
freeway, but only a view of the soundwall.  The reason for this is that the main traffic noise will always drown 
out the small contribution from the noise bouncing off the barrier.  The effect is even less detectable as one 
moves farther away from the freeway.  

On this project all the residences on the opposite side of the freeway from the soundwall are too far away to be 
affected by reflected noise.  Residences that live this far from the freeway are currently experiencing variations 
in noise much greater than any potential reflected noise effect (a perfectly reflecting surface will increase noise 
by 3 dBA) due to weather conditions.   

Caltrans has done “before and after” studies in areas where the conditions stated above were true and no 
detectable difference in noise levels were documented. 
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8- Please see the essay on “Constructing the Tunnel from the East Side Only” in Chapter 1.   

9- Please see the essays 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” and “Methodologies used for the Impact Assessments/Local Ordinances” in 
Chapter 1. 


