State Route 85 Express Lanes Project

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
DISTRICT 4 — SCL - 85 (PM 0.0/R24.1)
4 — SCL - 101 (PM 23.1/28.6)

4 — SCL - 101 (PM 47.9/52.0)
4A7900/0400001163

Initial Study with Negative Declaration/
Environmental Assessment with
Finding of No Significant Impact

Volume 2: Appendix H, Comments and
Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

. East Palo

Mountain

Gew AT
| 7 _ '
N unny;:na Olara s} \
Cupertino
‘
|

—( Project Location }
<~ 1

> oL

Prepared by the
State of California Department of Transportation
in Cooperation with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

The 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 Caltrans under its
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 327.

P

ftrans
April 2015






Appendix H Comments and Responses
on the Draft Environmental
Document

SR 85 Express Lanes Project






Table of Contents
Volume 1: Text and Appendices A-G (separate volume)

Volume 2: Appendix H, Comments and Responses on the Draft
Environmental Document

TaADIE OF CONTENTS. ...ttt bbbt bt eneas H-i
Alphabetical Table 0f COMMENLEIS........cccvivieiiciece e H-xv
TabIe OF RESPONSES ...ttt seeenee e H-xviii
H.1 Introduction to Comments and RESPONSES .......ccecvevvereiierierieaiesienneas H-1
H.1.1  COMMENT PEITOM .....cviiiiiiieieieies sttt H-1
H.1.2  ResSpPONSES 10 COMIMENTS ......oiiiiiiiiiiieiiie ettt ettt be e H-2
H.2 Master Responses t0 COMMENTS ......c.ooiiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt H-3
H.1.3  General Comments (GEN)........ccooiiiiiiriiiiiieese e H-3
GEN-1 Express Lanes and HOWVS ..o H-3
GEN-2 Light Rail in the SR 85 Median........cccccoveiiriiiiiiiie e H-4
GEN-=3 EIR/JEIS ...ttt ettt ettt H-6
GEN-4  ACCESS ZONES ...vviiviieiieeiieesitesieesteesiaessteasteabeesbeesbeesbeesseeaseeasseesbessteesseesseesssesnss H-8
GEN-5 EXPress Lane TOIIS ......cuoii ittt s H-9
GEN-6 ProjeCt NOTICES. ......eiveieiieieiisiisie sttt H-9
GEN-7 Mass Transit AIErNAtIVES .........cccovveieriieee e H-11
GEN-8 Other AIEINALIVES.........cceiiieieieieesese et eneas H-12
GEN-9 Effect of Federal Funding on Truck Ban .........cccccoceiiiiiiniicnc e H-13
GEN-10 Project Funding, Cost, and REVENUE .........cccccveverevveieneceese s H-13
H.1.4 Environment Justice COMMENLS (EJ).....c.ccoeviieieiiiicie e H-14
EJ-1  Express Lane Tolls and INCOMe EQUILY .......ccoevviiiiiiiccccecc e H-14
H.1.5 Traffic Comments (TR) ....ccooiiiiiiiieieesee e H-15
TR-1  Traffic from EXPress LANES .........coviieiiiiiriinieienieeeee s H-15
TR-2  EXisSting CoNgeStioN ISSUES .......ccvveiiecieiiiiieee et e ettt st H-15
TR-3  Traffic Outside of the Project Corridor..........cooevovrieiienieieieee e H-16
H.1.6  Air Quality Comments (AQ) ...cvovveieiieieieeie st sre e H-17
AQ-1  Air Quality from EXPress LaneS ........ovovevererieieieeie e H-17
H.1.7  NOiSE COMMENTS (N) ...ooiiiieeieiieere et H-17
N-1  NOise from EXPress LANES......cccccviiveiieiiiieiiieesiese e se et H-17
N-2 NOISE ADGLEMENT ......eiiieeeiece e nreenes H-19
N-3  NOISE IN SATALOQA. ... e eereeeeeieeeiie ettt ettt saeeseeseeenes H-20
N-4  Noise Measurements from 2013 Saratoga Noise Element Update................ H-26
H.3  Comments from Regional AQENCIES .........coeiiiiiiiiiiesee e H-56
Comment R-1 Derek Beauduy, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
(OT0 g1 o] I =TT o S PT H-56
Responses to COMMENT R-1.......coiiiiiiiiiie e e H-58
Comment R-2  Kathrin A. Turner, Santa Clara Valley Water District..................... H-59
Responses t0 COMMENT R-2.........oo it H-60
Comment R-3  Stacie Feng, San Francisco Water Department............c.ccocovcerennenns H-60
Responses to COMMENT R-3........oiiiiiieiee e e H-60
H.4  Comments from LOCal AQENCIES........cciiiiiiiiiiiece st H-61
Comment L-1 David Brandt, City Of CUPEItiNO .........cccerveieieiniiiie e H-61
Responses t0 COMMENT L-L.....cciiiiiieiiiiiie e H-104
Comment L-2 Michael A. Fuller, City of Mountain View.........c.ccccoevevviiniiennenne. H-135
ReSpoNSes t0 COMMENT L-2........oooiiiiiie e H-138

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-i



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment L-3  Emily Lo, City Of Saratoga .........ccccevvevviveveieciece e,
Responses to COMMENT L-3 ... .o
Comment L-4 Matt Morley, Town of L0S GatOS .........cccceevriveieneieeiene e
Responses t0 COMMENT L-4 ......viiiiiiiiicie et
H5  Comments from Organizations..........cccceveieeieieeiieniesee e se e sie e s
Comment O-1 Tom McGinley Peninsula Builders Exchange..........cc.cccoceveveinnnene.
Responses t0 COMMENT O-1.......ooiiiiiiiiiieiie e
H.6 Comments from INdiVIdUAIS ...........cocoveiiiiiiic e
Comment I-1  Neelam Agarwal ...
Responses t0 COMMENT I-L. ..o
CommENt [-2  LANCE AQEE ..ottt
ReSPONSeS t0 COMMENT 1-2.......coiiee e
CommENt [-3  Olga AGEE ...ttt re s
Responses to COMMENT 1-3......c.eieiee e
Comment I-4  Ellen ANderson (1) ......ooeeerininenenienieeieese s
ReSpoNSes t0 COMMENT [-4........coriiie e snre e
Comment I-5  EHen ANderson (2) ..ot sre e
Responses to COMMENT 1-5.....cuiiie e
Comment 1-6  EFiC ANUEISON .......oovviiiiieieieieiesie et ene s
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-6........ccuveiiiieiieccee e
Comment 1-7  HOIY ANGEISON ......c.viiiiiiiiieiee s
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-7......cooiieiie e
Comment 1-8  RODEIt ANUEISON .......ceiueieiieiieieieeeieee e
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-8.........ccooiiiieiiee e
Comment 1-9  TOrri ANUEISON......ccverieieeeiese e ee et ste s see e ste e sre e eeseens
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-9. ..o
Comment I-10  Tiffany ArgUELA..........cocveiiiiii e
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-10.......ciiiiiiiiiiii e
Comment 1-11  JENNITEr AUSTIN .......eoiieeeee e
Responses to COMMENT 1-11.... ..o e
Comment 1-12  JEff BAICO......ccveiiiieie e
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-12..........ooiiiiiiiiiie e e
Comment 1-13  Peter Barelka.........ccoooieeeeiieeese e
Responses to COMMENT 1-13..... .o
Comment I-14  Pat Beadles..........ccveieiieiiee e
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-14.......coe e
Comment I-15  Patricia Belotti (1)......ccceovveiieiiiiiciiieec e
Responses to COMMENT I-15.......coiiiiiiiie e
Comment I-16  Patricia BelOotti (2).......ccccoveieiiiiciiiice e
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-16........c.oeiiieeiiie e ens
Comment I-17  Patricia Belotti (3)......cceoviviiiiiiieieneees e
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-17.......oiiiieieee e e
Comment 1-18  Paul BEIOTI.........ccviiiiieieieieccere e
Responses to COMMENT 1-18..........oo i ns
CommeNnt 1-19  Teah BENZUT ........ccoueireiiie ettt
Responses to ComMmMENT 1-19......ccui i
Comment 1-20  BEth BEIGET ......oveiieciecteee ettt
Responses to COMMENTE 1-20..........oiiiiiiiie e
Comment 1-21  Adam BErkan ..........cocvvveieieeiiie e
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-21.......ccueiiiiieieee e
CommMENt 1-22  PaUI BESSE .......couiiiiiiiiieiie ettt

H-ii SR 85 Express Lanes

Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Responses t0 COMMENT 1-22 ........cccveiiiiieiie e H-196
Comment 1-23  Swastik Binani..........c.cooeeiiiiiiiie e H-197
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-23 ........ooiiiieee e e e H-197
Comment 1-24  LIOYd BiNEN.......oov e H-198
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-24 .........coviiiiiie et H-198
Comment 1-25  Laura BiSNOP ......c.coeeiiieeie et H-199
Responses to COMMENT 1-25 ........oiiiiii s H-199
Comments 1-26  Cynthia BItNer..........cooviiiiiiiiiice e H-200
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-26 ........cccuiiieiieiie e H-201
Comment 1-27  Marc W. BIaKeNEY.........cccv e H-203
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-27 ........oiiiieiiiee e H-203
Comment 1-28  Stan BOGOSIAN..........c.cciiieiiiiiieciecte ettt st H-204
Responses to COMMENT 1-28.........covriieecec et H-204
Comment 1-29  Anna and Eran BOrenstein.........ccccvevevvieenieie e H-206
Responses to COMMENT 1-29 ........ooiiieiiie e H-206
Comment I-30  Gary Brandenburg ... H-207
Responses to COMMENT 1-30........ccoiiiieecre et H-207
Comment 1-31  BOb BraSher.........cccceiiiieiiiiciese e H-208
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 1-31.......oi it H-208
Comment 1-32  Stefanie Bray ........ccccoceiiiiiiii ittt H-209
Responses to COMMENT 1-32 .....c..oiiiieiiice e H-209
Comment 1-33  Dana Brinkerhoff...........ccooeviiiiieiiiic e H-209
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-33.......ooo e H-209
Comment 1-34  Pat Brogan .........cocvoeeeiieieeneeie e s H-210
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-34 ........ocviiiiie e H-210
Comment 1-35  SCOtt BIUNSON .......coiiiiiiiiiesieeriee et H-211
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-35........o i H-211
Comment 1-37  Karen BUFIEY ........ccovoviiiieicr et H-212
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-37 ........ooiiiiieee e H-213
Comment 1-38  LOM BUINS.......oooiiieeee e H-214
Responses to COMMENT 1-38 ........ooiiiiiiie s H-214
Comment 1-39  RODEI BUINS........cccoueiiiieiicie et e et ens H-215
Responses to COMMENT 1-39 ........ooiiiii s H-215
Comment 1-40  EFica CaleCa........cccoveruiiieiicie et H-215
Responses to COMMENT 1-40 ..o e H-215
Comment 1-41  Carmel CamPOS ........ooeiieiiiie ettt H-216
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-41........oooirie e H-216
Comment 1-42  SONAra CamMPOS........covirieieieieiise sttt H-217
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 1-42........ccoieie e H-217
Comment 1-43  Brian Ca0.......cccoviiiiiirieieieieeee s H-218
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-43 .. .....oiiiiee e H-218
ComMENE 1-44  RUI CA0....cuiiiiiie ettt sttt nes H-219
ResSpoNnses t0 COMMENT 1-44 .........couieee e H-219
Comment 1-45  DoUg Carothers.......cccceiieiiiiieccece et H-219
Responses to COMMENT 1-45 ... e H-219
Comment 1-46  Lee and Linda Casentini..........cocuvvrerenerienieieieeienece s H-220
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 1-46.........coiiiiieeiec e H-220
Comment 1-47  ElQINe ChaN ......oov it H-221
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 1-47 ........ooieieeiee e H-221
Comment 1-48  KeN Chan ........ooiiiieeee e H-223
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-48 ........ccoiiiiiiieiie e H-223

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-iii



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment 1-49  Starry Chan ........cocveieiice e H-224
Responses to COMMENT 1-40.... ..o H-224
Comment I-50  Barry Chang (1) ..c.eeoeveeeieeeee e H-225
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-50.......ccuiiiiiiiiiieie e H-225
Comment I-51  Barry Chang (2) ....cccccveveieiiieeiese e H-226
Responses to COMMENT 1-51.......ouiiiiiii e H-228
Comment 1-52  Barry Chang (3) .....ooeverereieieinise e H-230
Responses to COMMENT 1-52........c.ooiiiiiiiiie e H-230
Comment 1-53  WinNNie Chan-Lee ........ccooiiiiiieieie e H-231
Responses to COMMENT 1-53......oouiiii e H-231
Comment 1-54  Pak ChaU .......ccccoviiiie e H-232
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 1-54..........oe e H-232
Comment 1-55  ANAIeW Chan .........cooieieieieicese e H-233
Responses to COMMENT 1-55........ciiii e H-233
Comment 1-56  JONN CheN (1) ...ccuoiviiiiieiciee e H-234
Responses to COMMENT 1-56.........c..coiiiiii e H-236
Comments 1-57  JONN Chen (2) ....covoiei et H-238
Responses to COMMENT 1-57.......oiiiiie e H-238
Comment I-58  Chunjer ChENQ .....cc.cov et H-239
Responses to COmMmMENT 1-58..........oooiiiiece e e H-239
CommeENt 1-59 KN ChU ...viieii e H-240
Responses to COMMENTE 1-59.......c.o e H-240
Comment 1-60  Martha CIEVENQET........ccociviiieice e e H-241
Responses to COMMENE 1-60...........cooviieiiriiiiese e H-241
Comment 1-61  David CONEN ........coiiiiiiiiiieieee s H-242
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-B1.......cc.oiiiiiiiiiieeeree e H-242
Comment 1-62  R0Sario COoNSIGHO........ccooiiiiiieiiriee st H-243
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-B2.........ccoiiiiiiiiieie e H-243
Comment 1-63  CiNAY CONWAY .......covrieeiieieeeeienie e et ee et ee e reesee e eneeseens H-244
Responses to COMMENT 1-63.......cc.oiiiiiiiiieee e H-244
CommENt 1-64  Ola COOK ......ocveiiiiieie et sne e H-245
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-64...........coiiiiiiiiiie e H-245
Comment 1-65  QUENLIN COITell .......oooiiieeece e H-246
Responses to COMMENT 1-65..........ocoiiiiiiiiiie e H-246
Comment 1-66  Roberta B. COISON.........cccuevuivieieie et H-247
Responses to COMMENT 1-66...........cccuiiiiieeiie s H-247
Comment [-67  Sheri COUMNEY ......ccveiuiiecie et H-250
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-67........c.ooiiiiiieiiiee e H-250
Comment [-68  SAM CramEr ......c.ooiiiiieiieeie et ee e H-251
Responses to COMMENT 1-68...........coouieiiiiie e H-251
Comment 1-69 Cathy, Tom and Will Crumpton .........cccoceveiiiinininincecieie H-252
Responses to COMMENT 1-69.........cciiiiiieiiie e H-252
CommeNt 1-70  PELEr CUITIS.......voviiiiiesiesieieeees et ene s H-253
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-70......ccuvi i H-253
Comment I-71  Marisa D Orfani........ccccveviiieeiiiiiiecce e H-254
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-71.. ... H-254
Comment I-72  Larry and Jeannie DaQUINO ..........ccccveveiieveieeie s H-255
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-72...........oiiiieiiiee e H-255
Comment 1-73  EMIil D& SMEL......cccvoiiiiee et H-256
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-73.... ..o H-256
Comment I-74  Pierre DelfOrge......ccov et H-258
H-iv SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Responses t0 COMMENT 1-74 ........ocoui e H-258
Comment I-75  Alyssa DePalMa .........ccoveiiiiiieiie e H-259
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 175 ......uiiiieieiee e H-259
Comment I-76  Gary DePalma ..........cccocveiiii i H-260
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 1-76 ........ocuieiiiiieiie e H-260
Comment I-77  Matt DIMAaria.......ccccoviiieiiieeseeee e H-261
RespONSEs t0 COMMENT I-77 .....cuiiiiieiiiiee e H-261
Comment I-78  Ralph H. DiXON.......coiiiiiiiiiiieie e H-262
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-78 ..o H-262
Comment I-79  Matt DOMENICH.......ccuoiiiieieii et H-263
Responses t0 COMMENT 179 .......oiiiiiiie s H-263
Comment 1-80  ThIerry DOYEN .......cooiiiiiiiceee ettt H-264
Responses to COMMENT 1-80........ccoiviiiii e H-264
Comment 1-81  Diane DreWKe (1) ....ccooerieirieiiirise e H-265
Responses to COMMENT I-8L........coiiiiiiiiee e H-265
Comment 1-82  Diane DIreWKE (2) ....vocveieeieiiiecie sttt H-265
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 1-82........cooivi it H-265
Comment 1-83  RIChard DSa (1) .....ccververueieieieinisisie e H-267
Responses to COMMENT 1-83........oooiiiie e H-267
Comment 1-84  RiIChard DSa (2).......ccceeiieiiiiiiieiese et H-268
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-84 ..o H-268
Comment 1-85  SONYA DS ....eoviiiiiiieieiee e H-269
Responses to COMMENT -85 ........oo it H-269
Comment 1-86  R. L. ErdmMan .......c.cccoviiiiiiiiiiiece st H-270
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-86.........ccveiiiiiiiiieiie s H-270
Comment 1-87  JAMES EFNSt.......ooiiiiiiiieie e H-271
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-87 ........oouiiiiiiie e H-271
Comment 1-88  David FAUNESS ........ccoerieriiiiieieirese e H-272
Responses to COMMENT 1-88 ..o s H-272
Comment 1-89  AIIEN FaN .....c.eoie e H-273
Responses to COMMENT 1-89........cciiiiiiiiiie s H-273
Comment 1-90  Marcia FariSs (1)......cccurererieririnisise e H-274
Responses to COMMENT 1-90 ..o s H-274
Comment 1-91  Marcia FariSS (2)........coevrererieieisisesesiesie e H-275
Responses to COMMENT 1-91 ........oiiiiiiiie e H-276
Comment 1-92  Sue FEttCNENNAUET .........ccveveiiieicece e H-279
Responses to COMMENT 1-92........oooiiiie e H-279
Comment 1-93  Leila FOroUNi .......ccccoviiiec e H-280
Responses to COMMENL 1-93 ... H-281
Comment 1-94  Bhushan FOtedar...........ccoereieiniiiisi e H-282
Responses to COMMENT 1-94 ........ooo i H-282
Comment 1-95  SUSaN FIrEEMAN ......ccviiiiiiiiiieee e H-283
Responses to COMMENT 1-95 ... ..o e H-283
Comment 1-96  Ray and Betty FrOESS.......cccoviiieiiieiiiesie et H-283
Responses to COMMENT 1-96 ..o H-283
Comment 1-97  Joshua Gerlach ...........cccoeiiiiiiiice e H-284
Responses to COMMENT 1-97 .......ooo et H-284
Comment 1-98  ANWATr GRAZI........cccceriiieece e H-285
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-98 ... e H-285
Comment 1-99  Laura GIONET..........cooiiiieeii e H-286
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-99 ..o e H-286

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-v



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment I-100 Ellen and Harvey Gold...........cccooveiiiiiieic e, H-288
Responses to CoOMMENT 1-100.........couiiiiiiieieiee et H-288
Comment I-101  Mark GOldmMAaN ......cc.ooviiieie e H-289
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-10L......cooiiiiiiiiicie e H-289
Comment 1-102  Stu GoOdgold ........ccevviieiirece e H-290
Responses to COMMENT 1-102........cooiiiiiiiiiiere e H-290
Comment I-103  Srikant GOPaINarayan...........ccocuvurerenererieieieese e H-291
Responses to CommENt 1-103........ooiiiiiiiie e H-291
Comment 1-104 Robert (Bob) GOIC......c.cccvveiiiiiiiece s H-293
Responses to ComMMENT 1-104........cooiiiiiiii et H-293
Comment I-105  William and Betty GOtt..........ccocovereniirniiiiiinis e H-295
Responses to ComMmMENT 1-105.........ooiiiiiieee e H-295
Comment I-106  MElanie GUZZO ........ccevveeeieiienesesiee e neeneas H-296
Responses to COMMENT 1-106.........cooiiiieiiiiiie e e H-296
Comment 1-107  Mary Alce Hall .........ccoooiiiiiiee e H-298
Responses to0 COMMENT =107 ........oo i ns H-298
Comment 1-108  Leah HalPer........coi it H-298
Responses to CommENt [-108..........cooiiiiiieereee e H-298
Comment 1-109  SaStry HaNi.......ccocoviiiiic et H-299
Responses to CommENt 1-109........cooiiii e H-299
Comment 1-110  Carole HAITIS.......cooiiiiiiieeee e H-300
Responses to COMMENE 1-110.........ccoviieiiiiiieiirie e H-300
Comment 1-111  Pam HAIMY ..ot H-301
Responses to COMMENT 1-111.........coiiiiiiiiiieesee e e H-301
Comment 1-112  Jahangir HASAN .........ccooiiiiiieiiiceree e H-302
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-112.........oiiiiiiiieeieee e H-302
Comment I-113  Angela Haskell ... H-303
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-113......uoiiiiiiicie e H-303
Comment I-114  Richard HaWIEY..........ccceoiiiiiiiiiee e H-304
Responses to COMMENT 1-114........ooiiiiiiiei et H-304
Comment I-115  Brian HEQOEN .......ooviiviieiiieieenc e H-304
Responses to COMMENT I-115........ooiiiiiiiiiie e H-304
Comment [-116  SUZi HEHWEQE ....c.veeieeececece e H-305
Responses to COMMENT I-116........ccuiiiiiiiiiieie e H-305
Comment 1-117  Paul HErnandez ...........cccveveveieeie e H-306
ResSponses t0 COMMENT =117 ... H-306
Comment 1-118  JOyce HIAVa (1) ..cvocvveieieciecececc e H-307
Responses to ComMMENT I-118........ociiiiiieiee e H-307
Comment 1-119  JOyCe HIAVA (2) ....ocveeeieciee et H-308
Responses to ComMmMENt 1-119........ooiiiiiie e H-308
Comment 1-120  Anthony HOFIMaN .........coiiiiiiieee e H-310
Responses to COMMENTE 1-120........ccueiiiieiiieie e H-310
Comment 1-121  Jane HOFFMAaN ........cooiiiiiiiieece e H-311
Responses to ComMmMENT 1-121........oo i H-312
Comment 1-122  Jay HOPKINS........cviiiiieiiicee s H-312
Responses to COMMENT 1-122........ccouiiiie e H-312
Comment 1-123  Marina HUANQ .......cccooveiiiiiecc e H-312
Responses to COMMENE 1-123.........coiiiiiiiie e H-312
Comment I-124  Elizabeth HUdePORNL..........ccooviiiiiiiee e H-313
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-124.........oouiiiiii e H-313
Comment 1-125 R HUFT ..o H-314

H-vi

SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Responses t0 COMMENT 1-125......cciiiiiieiie e H-314
Comment 1-126  ROD HUSEON (1) ..vooveeeieeee e H-315
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-126 ..........oiiiiiiiiiiie e e H-315
Comment 1-127  ROD HUSLON (2) ...ocvveieiiee e H-316
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-127 ......ociiiieiie e H-316
Comment 1-128  ROD HUSEON (3) ..veoveeieieeee e H-317
Responses to COMMENT 1-128 .........ooiiiiiiie e H-317
CommENt 1-129  TINA JAT ..evviveiie e H-318
Responses to COMMENT 1-129 ... s H-318
Comment 1-130  Suzanne JaSJEWSKI (?)..c.ueiieeieeieeieeree e sre e e e e e H-319
Responses to COMMENT 1-130 ......ccuiiiiiiiiiie e H-323
CommENt 1-131  LUKE JBN...viiiiiieieie e H-325
Responses to ComMMENt 1-131 ... H-325
Comment 1-132  Cheriel JENSEN (1) .....coveiviiiiiieiesie e H-326
Responses to COMMENT 1-132 ... H-329
Comment [-133  Cheriel JENSEN (2) ...cuvciviiiciiiieiece e H-331
Responses to ComMmMENt 1-133 ... H-343
Comment 1-134  Cheriel JENSEN (3) ....ocoveieiiiiiierereeee e H-350
Responses to COMMENT 1-134 ... H-350
Comment [-135  Ken JOIrgENSEN ......cocviieiiie et H-351
Responses to COMMENE [-135 ... e H-351
Comment 1-136  Uday KaPOOT .........cceieieiiiiiiisie e H-351
Responses to COMMENT 1-136........coviiiieiie e H-351
Comment 1-137  Bob and Susanne Karlak ..o H-352
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-137 ......voiieieiie e H-352
Comment 1-138  Adam Karsten .........cocooieiiiiereeie e H-353
Responses to COMMENT 1-138......ccuiiiiiiiii e H-353
Comment 1-139  Arun KatKEre .........cooviiieiiieieee e H-354
Responses to COMMENT 1-139......couiiiiieie s H-354
Comment I-140  Russell Kellum ..o H-355
Responses to COMMENT 1-140 ........ooiiiiiiiie e H-355
Comment I-141  Thomas KEMPE.......coiiieiiiiiiinise e H-356
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-14L1 ......oiiiiiie e s H-356
Comment 1-142  Diane KilCOYNE..........ooeiiiiiiiiiiiee e H-357
Responses t0 COMMENT I-142 ......ociiieiiiie et H-357
Comment 1-143  Virginia KiNg.......cocooeiiiiiiii ittt H-358
Responses to COMMENT 1-143 ... H-358
Comment 1-144  Frank KiSS.......civiiveieieiieie st see sttt H-359
Responses to COMMENT =144 ..........oo oo H-359
Comment 1-145  StEVEN KIOS......ccoiiiiieieieeec e e H-360
Responses to COMMENT 1-145 ... H-361
Comment [-146  Charles KOIAr........c.cooiiiiieiiiieiece e H-362
Responses t0 COMMENT =146 ...........ooieriie e H-362
Comment [-147  Mary Ann KretSChmar ... H-363
Responses t0 COMMENT [-147 ... H-363
Comment I-148  Ram G. KFiSNNAN .......cccoviiiiiiieiese e H-364
Responses to COMMENT 1-148 ..........oo oo H-366
Comment 1-149  PaUl KIUG......oiiiiiiiiieieee e H-367
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-149 ... H-369
Comment I-150  RiShi KUMAT........ooiiiieeere e H-370
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-150.......cccoiiiiiiiieiieie e s H-370

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-vii



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment I-151 K. R, KUMMEIET ..ot H-371
Responses to COMMENT 1-151........oiiiiieee e H-371
Comment 1-152  Lita KUt (1) ..oooeeeieeeece e H-373
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-152........coiiiiiiiiiiieciee e H-373
Comment 1-153  Lita KUIth (2) ....ocoveeiecce e H-373
Responses to CommENT 1-153........oo e H-374
Comment I-154  Michele KWONG.......cccooiiiiiiiiiee e H-374
Responses to COMMENT 1-154 ... H-374
CommENt [-155  C D LACY oo H-375
Responses to CommENt 1-155........cooiiiiii e H-375
Comment 1-156  Peter Lam (1) ....oooveieiiiiiiesesiesie et H-376
Responses to COMMENT 1-156.........cccieiiiiiie e H-376
Comment [-157  Peter Lam (2) ....covoeeieieeieee ettt s H-377
Responses to COMMENT 1-157 ..o e H-377
Comment 1-158  KAIeN LaW......cccviiiiiiiiieiie ettt H-378
Responses to COmMmMENT 1-158.........cooii i H-378
Comment 1-159  MEIF LEVI (1) curiveee ettt H-379
Responses to ComMmMENTt [-159........oiiiiiiiie e H-379
Comment 1-160  MEIT LEVI (2) .evecie ettt H-380
Responses to ComMmMENt 1-160.........cccoiiiiiiiieiie e H-380
Comment I-161  Deborah LEVOY........cccoiiiiiiiiieiiisse e H-381
Responses to COMMENE 1-161.........cccuiiiiiiiiieiesie e H-381
Comment I-162  Gary Linafelter.........covoiiiiiiiiiccccee e H-382
Responses to COMMENT 1-162.........cccviieiiiiiieieseee e H-382
Comment 1-163  Patty LINAEI........ccoviiiiiieieieisee e H-382
Responses to COMMENT 1-163.........couiiiiiieieie e H-383
Comment 1-164  JOhNAthan LiU........cccooiiiiiiiiieiiice e H-383
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-164.........cciuiiiiiiieiese et H-383
Comment 1-165  EMITY LO .oviiiiiiiiee et H-384
Responses to COMMENT 1-165.........couiiiiiiiei e H-384
Comment I-166  Michael LUudWig (1) ...ccooveieininiiirienieneeeeeeesse e H-385
Responses to COMMENT 1-166.........cc.oviiiiiiiieieiiee e H-386
Comment 1-167  Michael LudWig (2) ...cccoveceeiiiiieiiesie e e e H-386
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-167........ocuiiiiiiiiiiee e H-387
Comment I-168  Michael LUAWIQ (3) .oveveieiriiiiiierieieeeses e H-388
Responses to COMMENT 1-168..........cccveiiiriiie e H-388
Comment 1-169  Michael LUdWig (4) ....cooveieiiiiceceeececeee e H-389
Responses to COmMMENT 1-169........ccviiiiiiiii e H-389
Comment I-170  Stephen Mahnke (1) ......cccoveviiiiiiiiiececeee e H-390
Responses to COMMENT 1-170........ccociieiieeie e H-390
Comment I-171  Stephen MahnKe (2) ......cceoveiiiiiiiieeeeee e H-391
Responses to COMMENT I-171.....c.oiiiiiieieee e H-392
Comment 1-172  Paul MaKEPEACE .......ccveviiieiiitiie ettt H-393
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-172........oo i H-393
Comment 1-173  JUdith MarTin..........cooiiiiiiiee s H-394
Responses to COMMENT 1-173.......oe e H-395
Comment 1-174  Ellen Green Mastman..........c.cooveveireieneneneneeeeeese e H-396
Responses to0 COMMENE 1-174 ..o e H-398
Comment I-175  Dennis MCCarney (1) ......coeveeriririninieniesieieeesese e H-400
Responses to COMMENT 1-175........ooiii e H-400
Comment I-176  Dennis MCCArNEY (2) ....c.ccoveveveieeieieieesieseeee s se e H-401

SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Responses t0 COMMENT =176 .......cccveiiiiieiie e H-402
Comment I-177  Margaret MCCartney (1) .....ccooverereenereeiene e see e H-402
ResSponses t0 COMMENT 1-177 ......oiiiiieiie ettt e H-402
Comment I-178 Margaret MCCartney (2) .....ccccevereiveieseeie e eeeseseesee s eee e H-402
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-178......cccviiieiie i H-402
Comment I-179  TOM MCGINIBY ......ooeiiieiice e e H-403
Responses to COMMENT 1-179 ..o e H-403
Comment I-180  Michael MCWaILEIS ..........ccovvieviiieie e H-403
Responses to ComMMENT 1-180 .......cuoiiiiiieiie e s H-403
Comment [-181  P. Clark MIIEr .......couiiieieeceeee e H-404
Responses to COMMENT I-181 ......cuiiiiiiiiie e H-404
Comment 1-182  Vivian MillS (1) c.ccoveveiiiiiiiieeeccece e H-404
Responses to COMMENT 1-182........c.oooiie e H-405
Comment 1-183  Vivian MillS (2) ....ccooveiiiiiiiiieeeee e H-405
Responses to CommENt [-183 ... H-405
Comment [-184  Henry MillStein........c.cocoii i H-406
Responses to ComMmENt =184 ..........oo oo H-406
Comment I-185  Gary MitChell............coooiiiiiiiii e H-407
Responses to CommeNnt 1-185 ... s H-407
Comment I-186  Davina Morgan-WittS...........cccvveviiiiiine e H-408
Responses to COMMENE [-186 .........ccviieiiiiiie e H-409
Comment 1-187  ChriS MOITIS.....ccveeieeiece st H-410
Responses to COMMENT =187 .......cuii e H-410
CommeNt 1-188 VP MUFali ....cccvvieveieieciee e H-411
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-188.......cccoiiiiiiiiieiie e H-411
Comment 1-189  TimM NEJOM.......ciiiieiiee e H-412
Responses to COMMENT 1-189.......c.uiiiiiiii s H-412
Comment I-190  Melodie NEISON ........ooviiiiiiiiriie e H-413
Responses to COMMENT 1-190 ........uiiiiiieiie e H-413
Comment I-191  Richard J. NeVIe ........coco ot H-414
Responses to CoMMENT 1-191 ......ooiiiiiiiie e H-414
Comment 1-192  Neil D. NEWMAN ........ccoviiiiiiiieiecece e H-415
Responses to COMMENT 1-192......oceiiiiii e s H-415
Comment 1-193  Macedonio NUNEZ........ccccvvirierieiieiie e seee et H-417
Responses to ComMMENT 1-193 ... H-417
Comment 1-194  ElzZabeth OFF ...o..ocvoeeeeeee e H-417
Responses to COmMMENT 1-194 ..........oo o H-417
Comment 1-195  ChUCK PAJE......c.oiviiiieieisi e H-418
Responses to CommENt 1-195 ... H-418
Comment [-196  DIPesh Patel.........ccccueiiiiiiiiicicce e H-420
Responses to COMMENT 1-196 .........ooiiiiiiiiie e H-420
Comment [-197  DON PatterSON .........cooiiiiiiieiieeieee e H-421
Responses to COMMENT 1-197 ... H-421
Comment 1-198  GWEN PINKSLON..........coviiiiiiiiieree e H-421
Responses to COmMMENE [-198 ..o H-421
Comment 1-199  KEeIrmMit POPE......cviiiiicc ettt s H-422
Responses to CommEeNnt 1-199 ... s H-422
Comment 1-200 Donna Poppenhagen (1) ........ccoeeererenerieiinisenese e H-424
Responses to COMMENE 1-200........coeiiiiiieiieiie e H-424
Comment I-201  Donna Poppenhagan (2) ........ccooveeereneeiene e H-425
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-201......cccviiieiie e H-425

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-ix



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment 1-202  Caroling Prasad ..........ccooerereiiinininesie e H-427
Responses to COMMENT 1-202.........oouiiiiiieeeee et H-427
Comment 1-203  Neil Prasad.........ccoocoiieiiiiiieesece e H-429
Responses to COMMENT 1-203.........ooiiiiiiiice e H-430
Comment 1-204  [Number Not USed]........ccccovveviiiiiieiiiree e H-430
Comment 1-205  JIM PYIE ..o H-431
Responses to COMMENT 1-205.........cciiiiiiiiie e H-431
Comment 1-206  NICK RAAOV .......ccviiiiiiice e H-432
Responses to COmMMENT 1-200.........ccuiiiiiiiiiiee e H-432
Comment [-207  RAINYAEE .......ccoieeiieiiece et s nree H-433
Responses to COMMENT 1-207.........cuiiiiiiii e H-433
Comment 1-208  ShODA R0 ......c..oiiiiiieieicieecese e H-434
Responses to COMMENT 1-208...........cceiiiieii e H-434
Comment 1-209  BOD RAYI .....ccooiiiiiiicee e H-435
Responses to CommENE 1-209........ccuiiiiiii e H-435
Comment 1-210  Kathering REAUET.........ccoeieieieiiesie et H-436
Responses to COMMENT 1-210.........cociieiiieiie e s ns H-436
Comment 1-211  LiSa REICNE. ......eciiieie e H-436
Responses to ComMmMENt 1-211........oooiiiiieecie e H-436
Comment 1-212  Dan RNOAUS ........cviiiiiiiiieieiee e H-437
Responses to COMMENTE [-212........coiiiiieieee e e H-437
Comment 1-213  Stephen RODEITS ........ooiiiiiicc e H-438
Responses to COMMENT 1-213........ooi e H-438
Comment 1-214  Brian RODEIMSON .......ocveieiecieie e H-439
Responses to COMMENE 1-214..........cooieiiiie e H-439
Comment 1-215  Mary RODErson (1) .......ccoooveeeiiiiieieceee e H-441
Responses to COMMENT 1-215.........ooiiii it H-441
Comment 1-216  Mary RODEMSON (2) ......ccovviviiiiiiiese e H-442
Responses to COMMENT 1-216.........oouiiiiiiieie e H-445
Comment 1-217  Mary RODErson (3) ..o H-446
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-217........oooiiiiiiiie e e e H-449
Comment 1-218  FioNa ROAIQUES ......ccveviiiieieiisicse et H-452
Responses to CommENT 1-218........oooiiiii e H-452
Comment 1-219  Gary ROUIMQUES .......ooveieieiiiiciesiesie e H-452
Responses to COmMMENT 1-219........ooiiiiiiie e H-453
Comment 1-220  PaUl ROO..........coiiiieieieieisese e eneas H-453
Responses to COMMENT 1-220.........cccveieeeiie e e s sree e H-453
Comment 1-221  Steve ROSENDIUM.........cooviiiiiiicec e H-453
Responses to COMMENT 1-221.........cocuieiie e ens H-453
Comment 1-222  SuSaN ROSENZWEI........ccviieiuiiieiie i ceesie e e ste e e e te e sresrae e H-454
Responses to COMMENT 1-222........ocv i H-454
CommeNt 1-223  Carol ROSS......ccveieiieiiiisieiie st sie sttt see s H-455
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-223........ccoiieieccie e H-456
Comment 1-224  Dave and ChriStie ROSS.........coeieiririnieienie e H-456
Responses to COMMENT [-224...........oouiiiiieiee e H-456
Comment 1-225  AIEXiS RUDIN ......oviiiiieiieeee e H-457
ResSponses to COMMENT 1-225.........ooiiie e e e H-457
Comment 1-226  MiKe RYKEN.......ooiiiiiiiiieeee e H-458
Responses to0 COMMENE 1-226...........coooueiiiiieieiiee e e H-458
Comment 1-227  Alexander Sakhanyuk ............cccooviiiiiieinieeeeeee e H-459
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-227.........oouiiieiieeie et H-459

SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment 1-228 Adele Barbara Salle...........cccooviiiiiiiiii e H-460
Responses to COMMENT 1-228 ..........ooiiiiiiii e H-460
Comment 1-229  Suresh Sankaralingam ...........cccocoveeieiieiene e H-461
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-229.......ccviiiiiieiie e H-461
Comment 1-230 Jeffrey Schwartz and Paul Krug..........ccccoevvviveienniicsesecc e H-462
Responses to COMMENT 1-230 ......ccuiiiieiieiie e e H-470
Comment 1-231  Carmen R. SEGNITZ.......ccvviiiiiiiiie e H-477
Responses to COMMENT 1-231 ......ccuiiiiiiiiie e e H-477
Comment 1-232  JAN SEQNITZ.......cciveiie e H-478
Responses to COMMENT 1-232......ccuiiiiie e s H-478
Comment 1-233  Tony SENQal........cccooiiiiiiiii e H-479
Responses to COMMENT 1-233 ... H-479
CommeNt 1-234  ChIIS SEILZ ....ocveieeieieeeee e H-480
Responses to COMMENT 1234 .........oiiiieieee e H-480
Comment 1-235  RODEIT SilVa........cccvcieiiiiee s H-481
Responses to COmMMENT 1-235 ... H-481
Comment 1-236  Judy and Dan SiMPSON ........ccccovveieiienie et H-481
Responses to COMMENTE 1236 .........ooiiiiiiiiie e H-481
Comment 1-237  BODDY Sil..cc.cciiiiiiiicccece e s H-482
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-237 ......cccueee e H-482
Comment 1-238  Deanna SIoCUM (1) ...ccvoveiiiiiiiie e H-482
Responses to COMMENTE [-238 ..o H-483
Comment 1-239  Deanna SIoCUM (2) ....coveiviie e s H-483
Responses to COMMENTE 1-239 ......cci i s H-483
See the response to CommENt 1-238-1. .......cccooviiieiiiiece e H-483
Comment 1-240  Carol SMall..........cooiiiie e H-483
Responses to COMMENT 1-240 ..........ooiiiiiiiiie e H-484
Comment 1-241  Phil SMIth ......coiiiiiiic e H-484
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-241 ..........oiiiiieiee e e H-484
Comment 1-242  Jayne SoNNenschein (1) ......cooeveieiie i H-485
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-242 ..o H-485
COMMENT 1243 ...ttt sre e s sraeanes H-486
Comment 1-244  Rajat SrVASIAVA .......ccceiveiiiiieeiec e s H-486
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-244 .........ooi i H-487
Comment 1-245  Jim Stallman (L) ....ooeeeeieiriiesee e H-488
Responses to COMMENT 1-245 ... H-489
Comment 1-246  Jim Stallman (2) .....cccccoeiieeiiieeccee s H-489
Responses t0 COMMENT 1246 .........cocviiiiiiieeseee e H-490
Comment 1-247  Jim Stallman (3) .....coooiiiieiiiiiececeee e e H-490
ResSpoNnses t0 COMMENT 1-247 .......ccuee ettt H-490
Comment 1-248  Jim Stallman (4) ....ccoooveieiiiieeeeeee e H-491
Responses to COMMENTE [-248 ..o e H-492
Comment 1-249  Peggy and Peter Stark...........ccccovveviiieiiiicee e H-493
Responses to COMMENT 1-249 .........ooi i H-493
Comment 1-250  SCOtt STAULET (1) ...vvvereererieieieeese st H-494
Responses to ComMmMENT 1-250 ..........uiiiriiiee e H-494
Comment 1-251  SCOtt STAULET (2) ...cveivieiiieieecie e e H-495
Responses to COMMENE 1-251 ......ciiieiicee e s H-495
Comment 1-252  LOFT STENN .....ooviiviiiiiiiieeeee e H-496
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-252.......c.uoiiiiiiie e H-496
Comment 1-253  MitCh STEIMEN ........ooiiiece H-497

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-xi



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Responses t0 COMMENT 1-253.........ooiiiiiieee e H-497
Comment 1-254  TOM STEVENSON.......coiuiiiieiiie ittt H-498
Responses to COMMENT 1-254.........oouiiiiii e H-498
COMMENTE 1-255  SUB....oiiiiiitiiie e e ne e H-498
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-255.........ooiiiiiiiee e H-498
Comment 1-256  Sujatha Bodapati ...........cceoeveeiiniiieieiece e H-499
Responses to COMMENT 1-256.........ccccoiiiiiiiieii e H-499
Comment 1-257  Daniel SWid.........ccoeiiiiii e H-499
Responses to COMMENT 1-257........ooiiii e H-500
Comment [-258  Cathy SWILZEF.......c.coiiiicie e H-500
Responses to COMMENT 1-258.........c.ooiiiiiii e H-500
Comment 1-259  Keith Szolusha (1)........cccoeiiiiiiiiiieececeee e H-501
Responses to COMMENT 1-259.........oo i H-501
Comment 1-260  Keith SZolusha (2)........covviiiiiiiiie e H-502
Responses to COMMENT 1-260.........cccoiiiieiiiiiie e e H-502
Comment 1-261 Barbara Takahashi...........ccceoiiiiiiiiiiineecs e H-504
Responses to COMMENT 1-261..........ccueeiiieiie e H-504
Comment 1-262  Panette Tali@........ccoocvevereiieeiieie e H-505
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-262..........ccviiiieeiee e H-505
Comment 1-263  DON TANNET .....ceiiiieiieiee e e H-505
Responses to COMMENT [-263.........cooiiiiiiee e e H-505
CommMENE 1-264  CIFIS TAN .ivveieiieeieie st ae e H-506
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-264..........cooveeiee et H-506
COMMENT 1-265  TOIBSA....eiiiiiiieiieiie ettt sttt sene s H-507
Responses to COMMENT 1-265.........cccoiieiiiiiie e e H-507
Comment 1-266  LOUIE TEISINI .....eoeeiieeiieie e H-507
Responses to COMMENT 1-266.........cceoiuiiiiiieiie e H-507
Comment 1-267  GEOIgE TNOIMN ....ccveie e H-508
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-267.........ooeiiiiiiieie et H-509
Comment 1-268  Mark ThOIPE .....oovveieie et H-511
Responses to COMMENT 1-268............coiiiiiiiieie e H-511
ComMMENE 1-269  TTACY ..eiueitiiiieiei sttt H-512
Responses to COMMENT 1-269.........cceiiiiiiiiee e H-512
CommENt 1-270  THISN woviiiee e H-513
Responses to COMMENT 1-270.........cciiiiiiiiiee e e H-513
Comment 1-271  Gil TrOULMAN.........coiieieicieece e H-514
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-271........ooo e ens H-514
Comment 1-272  ChIPING TSA6......civeiieieieiiisese e H-515
ResSpoNnses t0 COMMENT 1-272.........cociee ettt e sneee e H-515
Comment 1-273  YUNG-Ching TSENG......coiiiieiiieeie et sre et H-516
Responses to COMMENT 1-273........o o H-516
Comment 1-274  KAreN TUCKET ........ciiveiiriieesie st eie e steee e e sae e saesreenee s H-516
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-274........cco et H-517
Comment 1-275  Chris UMMINQEN........ccociiiieiiiiiieee e s H-518
Responses to COMMENTE [-275........cov i H-518
Comment 1-276  C. VaANSIOW.........ocviiiiieieieieeeee e H-519
ResSpoNnses t0 COMMENT 1-276.........ccoiieeiiee e e e nnne e H-519
Comment 1-277  NanCy Varnell ... H-519
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-277.........ooiiieiiiee e e H-520
Comment 1-278  RaShMi VEIMA.......ccoiiiiiiiiiee et H-520
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-278.........coviiiiiieeiece e H-520
H-xii SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment 1-279  BiNh VO (1) oot H-521
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-279 .......cui i H-521
Comment 1-280  BiNN VO (2) .coeeieeiee e H-521
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-280........cvovieiiiiiie i H-522
Comment 1-281  JONN WAIIACE .......c.ooviiiiiieises e H-522
Responses to0 COMMENT 1-28L..........oiiiiiieiie e H-523
Comment 1-282  Bill WANG........oiiiiiiieeee e H-524
Responses to COMMENT 1-282 ..o H-524
Comment 1-283  Mark WeISIEr .........oooiiiieiieee e H-526
Responses to COMMENT 1-283..........ooiiiiiie e s H-526
Comment 1-284  Jackie WEICH.........cooiiiiiee e H-528
Responses to COMMENT 1-284 ...........oo oo H-528
Comment 1-285  Harry WEIIET ........cooviiecici et H-529
Responses to ComMmMENT 1-285 ..o H-529
Comment 1-286  Gary WESIEY .......ccoieiiieiiisise e H-530
Responses to COMMENT 1-286 ...........ocveeiiieeciee e H-530
Comment 1-287  Caron WHIACTE. ........ooveeeiiiiiisie e H-531
Responses to COMMENT [-287 ......c..oiiiieie e H-531
Comment 1-288  Patty Winningham ..........c.cccooiiiiiiiiiiic e H-532
Responses to COMMENT 1-288...........ooviriie e H-534
Comment 1-289  Sybil WOIAEN .........oiiiiiiiiceee e H-536
Responses to ComMmMENt [-289 .........oiiiiiii e H-536
Comment 1-290  Rosemary WOOIIEY ........ccccvvciiiiiieceecce e e H-537
Responses to COMMENTE [-290 .........ooiiieiieie e H-538
Comment 1-291  (Vivian) HUIfeNn WU........c.coo i H-539
Responses to COMMENT 1-291 ... H-539
Comment 1-292  WilMA Y. .o e H-540
Responses t0 COMMENT 1-292.......ccuviiiiiie e H-540
Comment 1-293  SEEVEN YaNG.. ..ottt H-541
Responses to COMMENT 1-293 ... s H-541
Comment 1-294  Jim and Helena Yeh........cccovvveiiiiic e H-541
Responses to COMMENT 1-294 ..o H-541
Comment 1-295  JONN YU.....oiiie e e H-543
Responses to COMMENT 1-295 ..o H-543
CommENt 1-296  LAITY YUAN......eoiiiieieieeieie ettt H-545
Responses to COMMENT 1-296 ...........oooir i H-545
Comments 1-297  Sharon ZNang.........ccccceeveeieiieeniecesie et H-546
Responses to COMMENT 1-297 ......oc.o i H-546
Comment 1-298  TraCy Zha0........cccciveiiiiiiiie et H-547
Responses to COMMENT 1-298 ...........oooir e H-547
Comment 1-299 Elizabeth and Michael Zimmerman ..........ccccccoevevvviviieiniienee. H-548
Responses to COMMENE 1-299 ..o H-548
Comment [-300  ANthony R. FiSNEr .....cccovv i H-550
Responses to ComMMENt 1-300 ........c.ceeiieiieeiie e H-550
Comment 1-301  Roy and Barbara GuStafSon............cccceovvirininineneneceeee H-551
Responses to ComMmMENT 1-301........cuviiiie e H-551
Responses to Comments on PM,s CONfOrmity.........ccooeevviieiiiinieiisiece e H-553
Comment PM-1  Michele BrauCht...........ccooeiiiniiiiiiiinee e H-553
Responses t0 COMMENT PM-L......ccoiiiiiiiiiieiie s H-553
CommeNt PM-2  JIM FOIBY .....coeiieiee e H-555
Responses t0 COMMENT PM-2......ccviiiiiiiie e H-555

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-xiii



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment PM-3  Cheriel JENSEN........coiiiiieiiiece e H-557
Responses to COMMENT PM-3 ... H-558
Comment PM-4  Mary Robertson (1 0f 2) .....ccooiiiiieiieee e H-559
Responses t0 COMMENT PM-4 .......ooiiiiiiie ettt H-561
Comment PM-5  Mary Robertson (2 0f 2) ... H-563
Responses to CommENtS PM-5... ..o H-565

H-xiv

SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Alphabetical Table of Commenters

Agarwal, Neelam ..........cccccooovenne H-172 Carothers, Doug.........cccoevvvvvveineninens H-219
Agee, Lance ... H-172 Casentini, Lee and Linda................. H-220
Agee, Olga.....cccovveveviireece e, H-173 Chan Lee, Winnie.........cccccceevevvenene. H-231
Anderson, Ellen (1).....c.ccoceverveennene. H-174 Chan, AndreW........cccoeeeeveveeeeneeeenn, H-233
Anderson, Ellen (2).......ccccoeervvenee. H-175 Chan, ElaiNe .....ocoveveeeeeeeeeeee, H-221
Anderson, EriC.....ccccecevviiiiiicinees H-176 Chan, Ken.....oooooeevveee e H-223
Anderson, Holly ... H-178 Chan, Starry......cccceeeeeveiieie e, H-224
Anderson, Robert..........cccoceeevnennene H-180 Chang, Barry (1)....ccccoeveviiieienenn, H-225
ANderson, TOrMi....ccccovvereieinnnnn H-181 Chang, Barry (2).....cccceevenerennennnn. H-226
Argueta, Tiffany.......cccoeveiviniennnn. H-182 Chang, Barry (3).....cccovvrenerennennnn. H-230
Austin, Jennifer.......cooooeveeeieeeenn, H-183 Chau, PaK .....ooveeeeeeeeeeeeeee, H-232
Barco, JEff ..o, H-184 Chen, John (1) .ccccoovvveiiiiiiee, H-234
Barelka, Peter......cccccovcvvvvevvccvireeenen, H-186 Chen, John (2) ....ccccovvveiiiiiieee, H-238
Beadles, Pat.......cccooveveeeeeieeene, H-188 Cheng, Chunjer........cccoeevvvviveiiennnn, H-239
Beauduy, San Francisco Bay Regional Chu, KeN...ocoveieeieececccc e, H-240
Water Quality Control Board......... H-56 City Of Cupertino, David Brandt ...... H-61
Belotti, Patricia (1)......c.ccoovrvvreruennnn. H-190 City Of Mountain View, Michael A.
Belotti, Patricia (2).....c..ccccovevveevennenn, H-191 FUEN o H-135
Belotti, Patricia (3)......ccccoovrvreriennen. H-191 City Of Saratoga, Emily Lo............. H-139
Belotti, Paul ........ccccoevveviiiiiieec, H-192 Clevenger, Martha............ccocveeenee. H-241
Benzur, Teah.......cooeveeveeeieeeeeeee, H-193 Cohen, David......c.ccccoeeeveeeeereeen H-242
Berger, Beth ..o, H-194 Consiglio, Rosario............ccccvevenee. H-243
Berkan, Adam..........cceeeveivivineenne, H-195 Conway, Cindy......ccoceevvervrreernnne. H-244
Besser, Paul.........ccocvevveeiiieeeeeee, H-196 COoOK, Ola ..o H-245
Bihani, SwastiK........cccooeevveieeeene, H-197 Correll, Quentin................... H-246, H-247
Binen, LIoyd .......cccccooveiiiiiiieee, H-198 Courtney, Sheri......cccoceverieivereennne H-250
Bishop, Laura.........ccccceevevvvvenennne, H-199 Cramer, SaAM......oeevviiiiieeiieeee s H-251
Bitner, Cynthia...........cccccevvvvvenennnn, H-200 Crumpton, Cathy, Tom and Will..... H-252
Blakeney, Marc W. .......c.cccevevennee. H-203 Curtis, Peter......coveve v H-253
Bodapati, Sujatha..........c.cccevevenee. H-499 D’Orfani, Marisa........ccceeeevvivieeennns H-254
Bogosian, Stan ...........ccceeeeiienenenn, H-204 D’Sa, SONYa......ccoerveiereieeesesieeenes H-269
Borenstein, Anna and Eran.............. H-206 DaQuino, Larry and Jeannie............ H-255
Brandenburg, Gary........c..ccccevvevnenn. H-207 De Smet, Emil ......cccovvviiiiiiiinn H-256
Brandt, David, City Of Cupertino......H-61 Delforge, Pierre ......ccccooveevvcvierennne H-258
Brasher, Bob ......ccocveeveeieiiicieeeene, H-208 DePalma, Alyssa .........ccccvvevreriennne H-259
Braucht, Michele...........cccccoovvnenee. H-553 DePalma, Gary .....ccccceevevevveiveninne H-260
Bray, Stefanie.........cccocveveviicviinennne H-209 DiMaria, Matt.........cccceevvevieeeiiiieeens H-261
Brinkerhoff, Dana..........ccceevvvervnnnen. H-209 Dixon, Ralph H........cccoveviviienne H-262
Brogan, Pat..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiee H-210 Domenici, Matt.......c.ccccoeevveeeiiiiieeens H-263
Brunson, Scott............ccooeviiiiiiinnnnn H-211 Doyen, Thierry ......cccovvvienenennenn. H-264
Burley, Karen..........cccooovveierienennn. H-212 Drewke, Diane (1) ...cocoovevevvevnennenne. H-265
BUINS, LOM cevveeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e H-214 Drewke, Diane (2) ....cccocevvvvvevveinenne. H-265
Burns, Robert..........ccccoovveiviiinn, H-215 Dsa, Richard (1) ....cccooovviienerienne H-267
Caleca, Erica......cccccoevvvieiiniiiins H-215 Dsa, Richard (2) .....ccccoovvvreneniennne H-268
Campos, Carmel.........cccoovevenvnnnn. H-216 Erdman, R. L. cvvveeieeeeeeeeeeeee H-270
Campos, SoNdra.......ccccevevevveneinenn. H-217 Ernst, James.......ccooeeeeiieiie, H-271
Cao, Brian .....coccceevevveeeeveiee e H-218 Fadness, David .......c.ccccoevveeeiiivineenns H-272
Ca0, RUI vveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee H-219 Fan, AHEN ..o H-273
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Fariss, Marcia (1) ....c.ccoovvervrernennnn. H-274 Jensen, Cheriel (3) ..ccccovvvviviieine H-350
Fariss, Marcia (2) ......cccoceevrvrereennnn. H-275 Jensen, Cheriel (PM comment)........ H-557
Feng, Stacie, San Francisco Water Jorgensen, Ken........cccceveevevieeiinnnns H-351
Department........ccccevvvvvivevennieinens H-60 Kapoor, Uday......c..cccocvevvenvineinennnnn, H-351
Fettchenhauer, Sue .........ccccoevveeeneeene H-279 Karlak, Bob and Susanne................. H-352
Fisher, Anthony R. .........ccooveirnin. H-550 Karsten, Adam ........coooveveveeiineeennn, H-353
Foley, JiM ..o, H-555 Katkere, AruN......ccccoeveeeereeecneee e, H-354
Forouhi, Leila......cccoocvvvveivciireirine, H-280 Kellum, Russell.........coocvvevvevineinne, H-355
Fotedar, Bhushan...........cccccccvvvvnnnen. H-282 Kempe, Thomas.........cccccceevivevennenn, H-356
Freeman, SUSan .......cccccvveeeveeeenn., H-283 Kilcoyne, Diane ........cccccceevivevennene. H-357
Froess, Ray and Betty...................... H-283 King, Virginia.........ccccooevvnvneinennn. H-358
Fuller, Michael A., City Of Mountain Kiss, Frank.......ooooeeeveoeeeeeeieeee, H-359
VIBW oo H-135 KIOS, StEVEN ...ooovveeeeeee e H-360
Gerlach, Joshua .........cccevvvveveieenne, H-284 Kolar, Charles.........ccoevvveiivcrireeinnn, H-362
Ghazi, ANWar......cccccoveeiiee e H-285 Kretschmar, Mary Ann .................... H-363
Gloner, Laura.......cccccoveeeeeeeeeeeneeeenn, H-286 Krishnan, Ram G. ......ccoccvvvevereenn, H-364
Gold, Ellen and Harvey................... H-288 Krug, Paul ..........ccccoeviiiciiiice, H-367
Goldman, Mark ........ccceevveveviieenee, H-289 Kumar, RiShi.....ccoeeevvcviiiiiiiee e, H-370
Goodgold, StU.......cceevveveiiiicienenn, H-290 Kummerer, K. Ru.oovveeieiieeeeie e, H-371
Gopalnarayan, Srikant..................... H-291 Kurth, Lita (1) oo, H-373
Gotch, Robert (Bob) .........c.cccevvneee. H-293 Kurth, Lita (2) ..o H-373
Gott, William and Betty .................. H-295 Kwong, Michele...........ccccceevrnennne. H-374
Gustafson, Roy and Barbara............ H-551 Lacy C Do, H-375
Guzzo, Melanie .......coocevvveevcvereenne, H-296 Lam, Peter (1) .oocvveeeevveeeccen H-376
Hall, Mary Alice.........ccccoovninennnn. H-298 Lam, Peter (2) ....c.coovvvrvreieieennn H-377
Halper, Leah.........cccooevveviiniienene, H-298 Law, Karen.......ocevevevveiieeieerene e H-378
Hani, Sastry .......ccoocevvvvveveiecee e, H-299 Levi, Meir (1), H-379
Harris, Carole .......cccooevevevvivieeine H-300 Levi, Meir (2)..c.cccoovvvveveircievecie H-380
Harry, Pam......c.cccccvviviniiniecee, H-301 Levoy, Deborah ........cccocovviieinnne H-381
Hasan, Jahangir ...........cccccevviienneane. H-302 Linafelter, Gary.......ccccooevvvvierennnne. H-382
Haskell, Angela ........ccccoovvviennnne. H-303 Linder, Patty........cccccovvevevinineenenn, H-382
Hawley, Richard.............ccccoenennnn. H-304 Liu, Johnathan............ccccocvvinennnnnn. H-383
Heggen, Brian...........cccccovvieinnane. H-304 Lo, EMIlY oo, H-384
Hellwege, SUZi..........ccocvvinincncnnn, H-305 Lo, Emily, City Of Saratoga............. H-139
Hernandez, Paul..............ccccooenenn. H-306 Ludwig, Michael (1) .....c..cccovvennee. H-385
Hlava, Joyce (1)....cccovvvvvevciniieinenne, H-307 Ludwig, Michael (2) .....ccccoeevenennene. H-386
Hlava, Joyce (2).....cccocvvveveveciennn, H-308 Ludwig, Michael (3) .....ccccoevvenenene. H-388
Hoffman, Anthony...........cccceeennen. H-310 Ludwig, Michael (4) ........cccoevvnenene. H-389
Hoffman, Jane ..........cccocvevevv e, H-311 Mahnke, Stephen (1).....ccccoeevenennene. H-390
HOopKINS, Jay .....ccovcvveveieeece e, H-312 Mahnke, Stephen (2).......cccceveuvennee. H-391
Huang, Marina..........ccccoovvenenennne H-312 Makepeace, Paul ...........ccccceevenenee. H-393
Hudepohl, Elizabeth........................ H-313 Marlin, Judith.........c..ccooveviiiiene, H-394
HUFE, Reeeeeeeeeeeeeee e H-314 Mastman, Ellen Green .........c........... H-396
Huston, ROb (1) ..coovevvveiiiieciene H-315 McCarney, Dennis (1)......ccccceevennene. H-400
Huston, Rob (2) ....ccccovvvevviiee H-316 McCarney, Dennis (2)......ccccceeevennee. H-401
Huston, ROD (3) ...ccovevvviiiiieiene H-317 McCartney, Margaret (1) ................. H-402
Jai, TiNa ..o H-318 McCartney, Margaret (2) ................. H-402
Jasjewski, Suzanne (?)......ccceerennns H-319 McGinley, TOM.......cccccoeviiiiciee H-403
Jen, LUKE ..o H-325 McGinley, Tom, Peninsula Builders
Jensen, Cheriel (1).....cccovvviviinnnne H-326 EXchange......ccocovveivieiciecienn, H-171
Jensen, Cheriel (2)......cccccvvvevieinnnns H-331 McWalters, Michael...........cccoc...... H-403
H-xvi SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Miller, P. ClarkK ........cccccovevvevvinennene, H-404 Ryken, Mike.........cccoovvvevinnineinne, H-458
Mills, Vivian (1) ..ccccoevvevreierieienen, H-404 Sakhanyuk, Alexander..................... H-459
Mills, Vivian (2) ..c..ccoovvvvvierieennnn. H-405 Salle, Adele Barbara..........cccove...... H-460
Millstein, Henry .........ccccooevvivennnnn. H-406 San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Mitchell, Gary........cccocevvveievninen, H-407 Quality Control Board, Derek
Morgan-Witts, Davina..................... H-408 Beauduy........ccoeeevieiiiiiecceciee H-56
Morley, Matt, Town of Los Gatos ...H-169 San Francisco Water Department, Stacie
MorTiS, ChriS....occovvveivciiee e, H-410 FENG ..oiiieiii e H-60
MUrali, VP ...ooveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee H-411 Sankaralingam, Suresh................... H-461
Nedom, TiM ..o, H-412 Santa Clara Valley Water District, Kathrin
Nelson, Melodie........ccccovvevvciverennne. H-413 AL TUMET e, H-59
Nevle, Richard J........cccooveveeenee, H-414 Schwartz, Jeffrey and Krug, Paul.... H-462
Newman, Neil D. ....ooovvevieeere, H-415 Segnitz, Carmen R........c.cccoeveeennene, H-477
Nunez, Macedonio.........ccccoeevverernnen. H-417 Segnitz, Jan......ccceevvevveeienn e H-478
Orr, Elizabeth.......ccoceovvviveiieiene, H-417 Sehgal, ToNY....ccccevevviieerree H-479
Page, ChucK ..., H-418 SeitZ, ChIIS cuveveeeeeee e H-480
Patel, Dipesh ......cccccovvveviiiiiccene, H-420 Silva, Robert......ccocccveeviiieeiee, H-481
Patterson, Don..........coceeeniiieiennnn. H-421 Simpson, Judy and Dan................... H-481
Peninsula Builders Exchange, Tom Siu, Bobby......ccoooveiiic H-482
MCGINIEY ....ccevveiiiieccciece, H-171 Slocum, Deanna (1) ......ccccceevevennene. H-482
Pinkston, GWenN...........cccovvenenenns H-421 Slocum, Deanna (2).......c.ccceervevennn H-483
Pope, Kermit.......ccooovvvevivviienennns H-422 Small, Carol.......ccoceeveviiiiiee e, H-483
Poppenhagan, Donna (2).................. H-425 Smith, Phil..........ccooeiii H-484
Poppenhagen, Donna (1)........cc....... H-424 Sonnenschein, Jayne (1) ......ccccceeueee. H-485
Prasad, Caroline..........cocveevvvveeennnne, H-427 Srivastava, Rajat........cc.cccceevveeenene. H-486
Prasad, Neil (2) .......ccccoene.ee. H-429, H-430 Stallman, Jim (1) ccccooovvviiireeee H-488
PYle, JIM..iiiceie e H-431 Stallman, Jim (2) ..o H-489
Radov, NicK ........cccoooviiiiiiie, H-432 Stallman, Jim (3) ..o H-490
RaiNYdae ........ccccoevviiiiiiic, H-433 Stallman, Jim (4) ..o H-491
Rao, Shoba.........ccccoveiiiiiiiieen, H-434 Stark, Peggy and Peter..................... H-493
Rayl, BOD ..o H-435 Stauter, SCOtt (1)...ccovvvvrereriiririennn H-494
Reader, Katherine ...........cc.ccoeeenne. H-436 Stauter, SCOtt (2)......ccocevviveririinnns H-495
Reiche, LiSa ......ccccooevvevviiiieieeee H-436 Stenn, Lo ..cccveieeiieee e H-496
Rhoads, Dan.........ccccceceeevveevveecneenns H-437 Stermer, Mitch.....cocooeeviiiiiciece H-497
Roberts, Stephen ........cccccoovvvveiennene. H-438 Stevenson, TOM .....cccceeeveeveeiieninn, H-498
Robertson, Brian.........cc.ccccevveienne H-439 SUB ..ttt H-498
Robertson, Mary (1).......ccccceevvenennne H-441 Swid, Daniel .........ccccoeevveieiieiienn H-499
Robertson, Mary (2).......cccoceveveivennnne H-442 Switzer, Cathy .......cccoovevvrivieierienen, H-500
Robertson, Mary (3).......cccccevvvevenne H-446 Szolusha, Keith (1) ....cccocevveveinnenn, H-501
Robertson, Mary (PM comment 1 Szolusha, Keith (2) ....ccccoevvevnennnnne H-502
OF 2) e H-559 Takahashi, Barbara............c..cccu..... H-504
Robertson, Mary (PM comment 2 Talia, Panette.........cccccevevvvvecenennns H-505
OF 2) e H-563 Tanner, DON......c.cccovvvveveieeecieen H-505
Rodrigues, Fiona.........ccccceoevviiennne H-452 Tar, ChriS....cccoooveeieeeece e H-506
Rodrigues, Gary ........cccoeeveieivnininns H-452 LI W OSRPRRRR H-507
Rood, Paul..........cocceeoviiiiine e, H-453 Tersini, LOUIE ..cccooveevviiiiiee e, H-507
Rosenblum, Steve ..........ccccceveviiennene H-453 Thorn, GEOrge .....covevevveeiveieiens H-508
Rosenzweig, Susan ..........ccccceevvennnne H-454 Thorpe, MarK........cccoovviviiiiniinnnns H-511
Ross Dave and Christie.................... H-456 Town of Los Gatos, Matt Morley.... H-169
R0SS, Carol.......ccoceveeeieiicceniene, H-455 TIACY oeiveeeiiiesieee e H-512
Rubin, AlEXIS .....c.coocvevieiiiiieiiecnen H-457 B 1] R H-513
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Troutman, Gil ..., H-514 Weller, Harry ... H-529
Tsai, Chiping ......ccocevvviiieiiieieens H-515 Wesley, Gary .....c.ccccoevevveveneeiennee H-530
Tseng, Yung-Ching .......cc.ccocvvvniennne H-516 Whitacre, Caron........cccceceveerereenne. H-531
Tucker, Karen........cccovvvvnenenennns H-516 Winningham, Patty ............cc.ccoenee. H-532
Turner, Kathrin A., Santa Clara Valley Wolden, Sybil .......c.ccoovvviiiee H-536
Water District.......cccccevveiiieinenenn, H-59 Woolley, Rosemary...........cccceevenenne. H-537
umminger, Chris........cccoovenenenen. H-518 Wu, Huifen (Vivian) .......cccceevenene. H-539
Vanslow, C....ccoceeeveveeeeeeieie e H-519 Y., WilmMa....ooceeii e H-540
Varnell, Nancy........cccoecvvvviencneenne. H-519 Yang, Steven.....ccccvcvevceeveevee s, H-541
Verma, Rashmi.....occocvveveeiciiviinn H-520 Yeh, Jimand Helena..........cccocveeen. H-541
Vo, Binh (1) H-521 YU, JONN e H-543
VO, Binh (2) ..o H-521 Yuan, Larmy ... H-545
Wallace, JOhN .....oooveeeiieee H-522 Zhang, Sharon..........ccccceeevvvvennenn. H-546
Wang, Bill ........cccooviviiiiiiee H-524 Zhao, TraCy .....ccceevevereeeenieneeneeees H-547
Weisler, MarK........ooceevvvvvieeeiiivinennns H-526 Zimmerman, Elizabeth and
Welch, Jackie.......cccoovveveoiiiiiinin H-528 MIChAEl .....ovveeeeveeee e H-548
Table of Responses
R-1-1. e H-58 L-1-27 e H-130
R-1-2. e, H-58 L-1-28 o H-130
R-1-3. e H-59 L-1-29 i H-131
R-2-1.iie e H-60 L-1-30 e H-131
R-3-1..iiiie e H-60 L-1-31 e H-131
L-1-2 e H-104 L-1-32 e H-131
L-1-2 e H-104 L-1-33 e H-131
L-1-3 e H-105 L-1-34 e H-131
I H-106 L-1-35 e H-132
L-1-5 e H-107 L-1-36 oo H-132
I T H-108 I R H-132
I H-109 L-1-38 e H-132
L-1-8 e H-110 L-1-39 e H-133
L-1-9 e H-110 L-1-40 oo H-133
L-1-10. e H-111 L-1-41, L-1-42 ..o, H-134
L-1-11 e H-111 L-1-43 e H-134
L-1-12 e H-112 L-1-44 oo H-134
L-1-13 e H-113 L-1-45 H-134
L-1-14 i, H-114 L-1-46 e H-134
L-1-15 e H-117 L-1-47 e H-134
L-1-16.. e H-120 L-2-1 oo H-138
I H-122 Lm2-2 e H-138
L-1-18 e H-124 L-2-3 e H-138
L-1-19 e H-124 L-3-1 e H-162
L-1-20 e H-125 L-3m2 i H-162
L-1-21 e H-126 L-3-3 e H-162
L1222 H-126 L-3-4 e H-162
L-1-23 e H-127 L-3-5 e H-162
L-1-24, L-1-25....ccoviiiiieieeeee, H-128 I B T H-162
L-1-26 i H-130 L-3-7 e H-162
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L-3-8 o H-163 1-14-2 e H-189
L-3-9 H-164 1-14-3 H-189
L-3-10 o H-164 1-14-4 H-189
L-3-11 e H-164 1-14-5 H-189
L-3-12 e H-164 1-14-6 oo H-189
L-3-13 e H-164 =147 o H-190
L-3-14 o H-164 1-15-1, 1-15-2 .o H-190
L-3-15 e H-164 1-15-3 e H-190
L-3-16 oo H-164 1-15-4 H-191
L-3-17 oo H-164 1-16-1 e H-191
L-3-18 e H-165 I-17-0 e, H-191
L-3-19 e H-165 1-18-1 H-192
L-3-20 .o H-165 1-18-2 H-193
L-3-21 i H-166 1-18-3 e H-193
L-3-22 i H-167 1-18-4 e H-193
L-3-23 . H-167 1-19-1 H-193
L-3-24 ..o H-167 1-20-1 oo H-194
L-3-25 o H-167 1-20-2 oo H-194
L-3-26 ..o H-167 1-20-3 .o H-194
L-3-27 oo H-167 1-20-4 .o H-194
L-3-28 ..o H-167 1-20-5 o H-194
L-3-29 . H-167 [-20-6 ..o H-195
L-3-30 o H-168 1-21-1 H-195
L-4-1 o H-169 [-21-2 H-195
L-4-2 o H-170 [-22-1 o H-196
O-1-1 e H-171 1-23-1 H-197
I-1-1 H-172 1-23-2 oo H-197
1-2-1 e H-172 [-23-3 e H-197
1-3-1 H-173 1-24-1 H-198
-4-1 H-174 1-24-2 oo H-198
I-5-1 H-175 -25-1 oo H-199
1-6-1 oo H-176 1-25-2 oo H-199
1-6-2 oo H-176 1-26-1 o H-201
1-6-3 oo H-177 1-26-2 ..o H-201
I-7-1 H-179 1-26-3 ..o H-202
-7-2 o H-179 1-26-4 ..o H-202
-7-3 H-179 [-26-5 ..o H-202
I-7-4 o H-179 1-26-6 ..o H-202
1-7-5 H-180 1-26-7 oo H-202
=70 e H-180 1-26-8 ..o H-203
1-8-1 o H-180 1-26-9 ..o H-203
1-9-1 H-181 1-26-10 oo H-203
1-10-1 o H-182 1-26-11 i H-203
I-11-1 H-183 1-27-1 H-203
1-11-2 H-183 1-28-1 oo H-204
I-11-3 H-183 [-28-2 ..o H-204
I-11-4 H-183 [-28-3 . H-204
1-11-5 H-183 [-28-4 ..o H-205
1-12-1 H-185 [-28-5 .. H-205
1-13-1 H-186 [-28-6 ..o H-205
1-14-1 o H-189 1-29-1 o H-206
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1-29-2 oo H-206 [-52-1 oo H-230
1-30-1 H-207 1-53-1 oo H-231
1-30-2..co H-207 1-53-2 o H-231
1-30-3 H-207 1-54-1 H-232
1-30-4 ..o H-208 1-54-2 oo H-232
1-30-5 H-208 1-55-1 oo H-233
1-30-6 ..o H-208 1-56-1 oo H-236
1-31-1 H-208 1-56-2, 1-56-3 ....cooiiiic e H-237
1-32-1 H-209 1-56-4 ..o H-237
1-33-1 H-209 1-56-5 i H-237
1-34-1 o H-210 1-56-6 .o H-237
1-35-1 H-211 1-56-7 oo H-237
1-35-2 .o H-211 1-56-8 .o H-237
1-35-3 i H-211 1-56-9 i H-237
1-37-1 H-213 1-56-10 oo H-237
1-37-2 e H-213 1-57-1 H-238
1-37-3 e H-214 1-57-2 o H-238
1-37-4 o H-214 1-58-1 i H-239
1-38-1 . H-214 1-59-1 H-240
1-38-2..co H-215 1-59-2 . H-240
1-39-1 H-215 1-59-3 H-240
1-40-1 H-215 [-60-1 .o H-241
IF41-1 H-216 [-61-1 oo H-242
1-41-2 o H-216 1-62-1 oo H-243
1-42-1 H-217 1-63-1 oo H-244
1-42-2 ..o H-217 1-64-1 oo H-245
1-43-1 H-218 1-64-2 ..o H-245
1F44-1 oo H-219 1-65-1 oo H-246
1-45-1 o H-219 1-66-1 ..o H-247
1-46-1 .o H-220 1-66-2 ..o H-247
I-47-1 o, H-221 1-66-3 ..o H-248
=472 oo H-221 1-66-4 ..o H-248
-47-3 H-222 1-66-5 ..o H-249
1-48-1 i H-223 1-66-6 ..o H-249
1-48-2 .o H-224 1-67-1 i H-250
1-48-3 .. H-224 1-67-2 oo H-251
1-48-4 ..o H-224 1-67-3 oo H-251
1-48-5 .o H-224 1-67-4 oo H-251
1-48-6 ..o H-224 1-67-5 oo H-251
1-49-1 .o H-224 1-68-1 .o H-251
1-50-1 e H-225 1-69-1 oo H-252
I-51-1 H-228 1-69-2 ..o H-252
1-51-2 H-228 [-70-1 oo H-253
1-51-3 H-228 I-71-1 H-254
I-51-4 o, H-228 1-72-1 o H-255
I-51-5 H-228 [-72-2 oo H-255
1-51-6 H-228 [-72-3 H-256
I-51-7 o, H-229 1-72-4 oo H-256
[-51-8 i H-229 1-72-5 H-256
1-51-9 H-229 1-73-1 H-256
1-51-10 i H-229 I-T4-1 H-258
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1-74-2 o H-258 1-98-1 . H-285
I-75-1 o H-259 1-98-2 .o H-285
1-76-1, 1-76-2 .o H-260 1-98-3 .. H-286
-76-3 oo H-260 1-99-1 .o H-286
I-77-1 H-261 1-99-2 .o H-286
I-77-2 H-261 1-99-3 . H-287
I-78-1 i H-262 1-99-4 .. H-287
1-78-2 e H-263 1-99-5 H-287
1-78-3 H-263 1-100-1 e H-288
I-79-1 H-263 1-100-2 . H-289
1-80-1 oo H-264 1-100-3 . H-289
1-80-2 .o H-264 1-100-4 .. H-289
1-81-1 H-265 1-100-5.. i H-289
1-82-1 i H-265 1-101-1 H-289
1-82-2 i H-266 1-101-2 H-290
1-82-3 H-266 1-102-1 H-290
1-82-4 H-266 1-102-2 . H-291
1-83-1 o H-267 1-102-3 . H-291
1-84-1 o H-268 1-103-1 H-291
1-84-2 e H-268 1-103-2 H-292
1-84-3 ..o H-269 1-103-3 . H-292
1-85-1 o H-269 [-104-1 i H-293
1-85-2 e H-269 1-104-2 .o H-293
1-85-3 i H-270 [-104-3 e H-294
1-86-1 .o H-270 [-104-4 oo, H-294
I-87-1 H-271 1-104-5. H-294
1-88-1 . H-272 1-104-6 ... H-294
1-89-1 .o H-273 1-104-7 oo H-294
1-89-2 . H-273 [-104-8...oo H-294
1-90-1 H-274 [-105-1 i H-295
1-90-2 ..o H-274 1-106-1...oiiieciecece e H-296
1-90-3 e H-274 1-106-2 ..o H-296
IF91-1 H-276 [-106-3 ... H-297
1-91-2 . H-276 1-106-4 ..o H-297
1-91-3 H-277 1-107-1 i H-298
1-91-4 H-277 [-108-1 ..o H-298
1-91-5 H-277 1-109-1 . H-299
1-91-6 .o H-277 1-110-1 i H-300
1-91-7 H-278 IF112-1 H-301
1-91-8 H-278 1-112-1 H-302
1-91-9 L H-278 1-112-2 i H-302
1-91-10 oo H-278 1-113-1 H-303
1-91-12 H-278 IF114-1 H-304
1-92-1 o H-279 I-115-1 H-304
1-93-1 o H-281 -116-1 i H-305
1-93-2 o H-281 [-116-2 i H-305
1-94-1 H-282 -116-3 . H-305
1-95-1 1 H-283 I-117-1 e H-306
1-96-1 oo H-283 [-1218-1 e H-307
1-96-2 .o H-284 I-119-1 H-308
1-97-1 o H-284 1-119-2 i H-308
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1-119-3 s H-309 [-133-8 .o H-345
1-119-4 H-309 1-133-9 H-346
1-119-5 H-309 1-133-20 . H-346
1-120-1 i H-310 1-133-11 H-347
1-120-2, 1-120-3....ccoevveviececieins H-311 1-133-12 H-348
1-121-1 H-312 1-133-13 o H-348
1-121-2 e H-312 1-133-14 H-349
1-122-1 o H-312 1-133-15 . H-349
1-123-1 H-312 1-133-16 .o H-349
1-124-1 H-313 1-134-1 H-350
1-125-1 i H-314 1-135-1 oo H-351
1-125-2 H-314 1-136-1 oo H-351
1-125-3 H-314 1-136-2 ..o H-352
121254 i H-314 1-136-3 ..o H-352
1-126-1 i H-315 1-136-4 .o H-352
1-126-2 ..o H-315 1-137-1 o H-352
1-127-1 e H-316 1-138-1 oo H-353
1-127-2 o H-316 1-139-1 oo H-354
1-127-3 H-316 1-139-2 o H-354
1-128-1 H-317 1-139-3 . H-355
1-128-2 .. H-317 [-140-1 o H-355
1-129-1 o H-318 I-141-1 H-356
1-130-1 H-323 1-141-2 H-357
1-130-2 i H-324 1-141-3 o H-357
1-130-3, 1-130-4 ..o H-324 1-142-1 o H-357
1-130-5, 1-130-6 ....cveevieiiieiieiee H-324 1-143-1 o H-358
1-130-7 oo H-324 1-143-2 o H-358
1-130-8 . H-324 1-143-3 o H-358
1-130-9 H-324 1-144-1 H-359
1-130-20 .o H-324 1-144-2 oo H-359
1-131-1 H-325 1-144-3 o H-359
1-131-2 i H-325 1-144-4 ... H-359
1-131-3 H-325 1-144-5 L H-360
1-132-1 o H-329 1-145-1 e H-361
1-132-2 e H-329 1-145-2 oo H-361
1-132-3 H-329 1-145-3 H-361
1-132-4 o H-329 1-145-4 oo H-361
1-132-5 H-329 1-145-5 H-361
1-132-6 e H-329 1-146-1 oo H-362
1-132-7 o H-330 IF1A7-1 i H-363
1-132-8 H-330 1-148-1 oo H-366
1-132-9 H-330 [-148-2 oo H-366
1-132-10 i H-330 F148-3 .o H-366
1-132-11 H-330 1-148-4 oo H-366
1-133-1 H-343 [-148-5 ..o H-366
1-133-2 H-344 [-148-6 .o H-366
1-133-3 H-344 1-148-7 o H-366
1-133-4 o H-344 1-148-8 ..o H-366
1-133-5 H-345 1-149-1 i H-369
1-133-6 H-345 1-149-2 oo H-369
1-133-7 o H-345 1-149-3 .o H-370
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1-149-4 ..o H-370 1-174-5 H-399
1-150-1 oo H-370 1-174-6 H-399
1-151-1 H-371 1-174-7 e H-399
1-151-2 oo H-372 1-174-8 e H-399
1-151-3, I-151-4 ..o H-372 I-175-1 i, H-400
1-152-1 o H-373 1-175-2 H-401
1-153-1 oo H-374 1-175-3 H-401
1-154-1 H-374 1-175-4 H-401
1-155-1 i H-375 1-175-5 H-401
1-156-1 oo H-376 1-175-6 e H-401
1-156-2 ..o H-377 1-176-1 i H-402
-157-1 o H-377 I-177-1 e H-402
1-158-1 oo H-378 1-178-1 e H-402
1-158-2 oo H-378 1-179-1 e H-403
1-158-3 .o H-379 1-180-1 i H-403
1-159-1 o H-379 1-181-1 H-404
1-160-1 oo H-380 1-182-1 e H-405
1-160-2 oo H-380 1-183-1 H-405
1-160-3 .o H-380 1-183-2 H-405
1-160-4 oo H-380 1-184-1 H-406
1-161-1 H-381 1-185-1 i H-407
1-161-2 oo H-382 [-186-1 . H-409
1-162-1 oo H-382 [-186-2 ... H-409
1-163-1 oo H-383 [-186-3 ... H-409
1-164-1 oo H-383 [-186-4 ..o H-409
1-164-2 oo H-383 [-186-5...eiiiiii H-409
1-164-3 .o H-383 [-186-6 ... H-409
1-165-1 oo H-384 -187-1 i H-410
1-166-1 .o H-386 [-188-1 ... H-411
1-167-1 oo H-387 [-188-2 ... H-411
1-168-1 .o H-388 [-188-3 ... H-412
1-169-1 oo H-389 1-189-1 i H-412
1-170-1 o H-390 1-190-1 .. H-413
I-171-1 H-392 1-191-1 i H-414
1-171-2 e H-392 1-192-1 i H-415
I-171-3 H-392 [-192-2 . H-416
I-171-4 H-392 [-192-3 .. H-416
1-171-5 H-392 1-192-4 ..o H-416
1-172-1 H-393 1-192-5. H-416
1-172-2, 1-172-3 .o H-393 1-192-6 ... H-416
121724 o H-394 1-193-1 i H-417
1-172-5 H-394 1-194-1 i H-417
1-173-1 H-395 1-195-1 i H-418
1-173-2 H-395 1-195-2 e H-419
1-173-3 H-395 1-195-3 . H-419
1-173-4 H-395 1-195-4 i H-419
1-173-5 H-395 [-195-5 H-419
1-174-1 e H-398 1-196-1...oiiiicii e H-420
1-174-2 oo H-398 [-196-2 ... H-420
1-174-3 H-398 [-196-3 ... H-420
1F174-4 o H-399 1-197-1 i H-421
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1-198-1 .. H-421 1-217-1 o H-449
1-199-1 H-422 1-217-2 o H-449
1-199-2 ... H-422 1-217-3 H-449
1-199-3 .. H-423 1-217-4 oo H-449
1-199-4 ..o H-423 1-217-5 1 H-450
1-199-5 . H-423 1-217-6 oo H-450
1-200-1 .o H-424 1-217-7 oo H-450
1-201-1 o H-425 1-217-8 oo H-450
1-201-2 H-426 1-217-9 H-450
1-201-3 . H-426 1-217-20 o H-451
1-201-4 oo H-426 1-217-11 H-451
1-201-5. H-426 1-218-1 oo H-452
1-202-1 H-427 1-219-1 o H-453
1-202-2 ..ot H-428 1-220-1 oo H-453
1-202-3 ..o H-428 1-221-1 i H-453
1-202-4 ... H-428 1-222-1 oo H-454
1-202-5 . H-428 1-222-2 ..o H-455
1-203-1 i H-430 1-222-3 oo H-455
1-203-2 .. H-430 1-222-4 ..o H-455
1-203-3 . H-430 1-222-5 o H-455
1-203-4 oo H-430 1-223-1 oo H-456
1-203-5 s H-430 [-224-1 oo H-456
1-205-1 . H-431 [-225-1 oo H-457
1-205-2 ..o H-432 1-226-1 ..o H-458
1-205-3 .. H-432 1-227-1 i H-459
1-205-4 ..o H-432 1-228-1 oo H-460
1-206-1 ..o H-432 1-228-2 oo H-461
1-206-2 ..o H-433 1-228-3 ..o H-461
1-207-1 o H-433 1-229-1 o H-461
1-208-1 ..o H-434 1-230-1 oo H-470
1-209-1 .o H-435 1-230-2 oo H-470
1-209-2 ..o H-435 1-230-3 oo H-471
1-209-3 ... H-435 1-230-4 ..o H-471
1-210-1 i H-436 1-230-5 oo H-471
1-210-1 i H-436 1-230-6 ..o H-472
1-212-1 H-437 1-230-7 oo H-473
1-212-2 H-437 1-230-8 ..o H-474
1-212-3 e H-438 1-230-9 oo H-474
1-213-1 H-438 1-230-10 ..o H-475
1-214-1 H-439 1-230-11 .o H-476
1-214-2 i H-440 1-230-12 oo H-477
1-214-3 H-440 1-231-1 oo H-477
1-214-4 .o H-440 1-231-2 oo H-477
1-214-5 H-440 1-232-1 oo H-478
1-215-1 o H-441 1-232-2 oo H-478
1-216-1 e H-445 [-233-1 oo H-479
1-216-2 ... H-445 [-233-2 oo H-479
1-216-3 . H-445 1-233-3 o H-479
122164 ..o H-445 1-233-4 oo H-479
1-216-5 i H-445 1-233-5 o H-480
1-216-6, 1-216-7 ....ccovevvevieiieciiecin H-445 1-233-6 oo H-480
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1-233-7 oo H-480 1-260-3 ..o H-503
1-234-1 .o H-480 1-261-1 o H-504
1-234-2 ..o H-481 1-262-1 ..o H-505
1-235-1 i H-481 1-263-1 i H-505
1-236-1 oo H-481 1-264-1 oo H-506
1-237-1 oo H-482 1-265-1 ..o H-507
1-238-1 ..o H-483 1-266-1 ... H-507
1-239-1 o H-483 1-267-1 ..o H-509
1-240-1 oo H-484 1-267-2 ..o H-509
1-241-1 H-484 1-267-3 ..o H-509
1-240-2 oo H-485 1-267-4 oo H-510
1-242-1 oo H-485 1-268-1 ... H-511
1-242-2 oo H-486 1-269-1 ..o H-512
1-242-3 .o H-486 1-270-1 e H-513
1-242-4 ..o H-486 1-271-1 e H-514
1-244-1 (oo H-487 1-271-2 oo H-514
1-244-2 ..o H-487 1-272-1 oo H-515
1-244-3 ..o H-487 1-272-2 i H-515
1-244-4 ... H-487 1-272-3 o H-515
1-244-5 ..o H-487 1-273-1 oo H-516
1-245-1 oo H-489 1-274-1 i H-517
1-245-2 ..o H-489 [-274-2 oo, H-517
1-245-3 ..o H-489 -275-1 oo H-518
1-245-4 ..o H-489 [-275-2 oo, H-518
1-246-1 ..o H-490 [-276-1 .o H-519
1-247-1 oo H-490 22771 o H-520
1-248-1 .o H-492 [-278-1 e H-520
1-248-2 ...t H-492 1-279-1 i H-521
1-248-3 ... H-492 1-280-1 ..o H-522
1-248-4 ..o H-492 1-281-1 H-523
[-248-5 ..o H-492 [-281-2 . H-523
[-248-6 ... H-492 [-281-3 . H-523
1-248-7 ..o H-492 [-281-4 oo H-523
[-248-8 ..o H-492 [-281-5. H-523
[-248-9 ...t H-493 [-281-6...oeieee H-523
1-248-10 ..o H-493 [-281-7 o H-523
1-249-1 .o H-493 [-281-8 ... H-524
1-250-1 oo H-494 1-281-9 ..o H-524
1-251-1 oo H-495 [-282-1 . H-524
1-252-1 oo H-496 [-283-1 . H-526
1-253-1 oo H-497 [-283-2 . H-527
1-254-1 oo H-498 [-283-3 .. H-527
1-255-1 Lo H-498 [-283-4 ..o H-527
1-256-1 .o H-499 [-284-1 ..o H-528
1-257-1 oo H-500 1-285-1.ooiiiiii H-529
1-257-2 oo H-500 [-285-2 ..o H-529
1-257-3 oo H-500 [-285-3 ..o H-530
1-258-1 ..o H-500 [-286-1 ..o H-530
1-259-1 ..o H-501 [-287-1 ..o H-531
1-260-1 ..o H-502 [-287-2 o H-531
1-260-2 ..o H-503 [-287-3 H-532
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1-288-1 ..o H-534 1-293-1 oo H-541
1-288-2 ... H-534 1-294-1 oo H-541
1-288-3 ... H-534 1-294-2 .o H-542
1-288-4 ..o H-534 1-295-1 oo H-543
1-288-5...oiie H-534 1-295-2, 1-295-3 ....oooiiiiiie H-544
1-288-6 ..o H-534 1-295-4 .o H-544
1-288-7 .ot H-535 1-295-5 Lo H-544
1-288-8....ooiiii H-535 1-295-6 ...ocoviiii H-544
1-288-9 ... H-535 1-295-7, 1-295-8 ..o H-545
1-288-10 ....cei i H-535 1-296-1 ..o H-545
1-288-11 ... H-535 1-296-2 ..o H-545
1-289-1 . H-536 1-296-3 ... H-546
1-289-2 ... H-537 1-297-1 o H-546
1-289-3 ... H-537 1-298-1 oo H-547
1-290-1 .o H-538 1-299-1 oo H-548
1-290-2 ... H-538 1-299-2 ..o H-549
1-291-1 H-539 1-300-1 oo H-550
1-291-2 . H-540 1-301-1 oo H-551
1-292-1 . H-540 1-301-2 oo H-551
H-xxvi SR 85 Express Lanes Project
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H.1 Introduction to Comments and Responses

In December 2013, the California Department of Transportation (Department), in
cooperation with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), circulated the
State Route 85 Express Lanes Project Initial Study with Proposed Negative
Declaration/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) for public review. This appendix
presents a description of the public review process; prevalent comment topics that are
addressed by Master Responses; public comments received by postal mail, e-mail,
comment cards, and notes; and the responses to those comments.

The IS/EA text and Appendices A through G are provided in Volume 1, a separate
volume. All IS/EA chapters, sections, appendices, tables, and figures that are
mentioned in this appendix (Volume 2: Appendix H) are included in Volume 1
unless otherwise noted.

H.1.1 Comment Period

The Department and VTA circulated the IS/EA for public review and comment on
December 30, 2013. Each of the agencies and individuals listed in Chapter 5 received
printed or electronic copies of the document or mailers with information about the two
public meetings for the project and a link to the IS/EA on the Caltrans District 4
environmental documents website. In addition, the meetings were advertised through
VTA press release on January 13, 2014, and newspaper ads in the following newspapers
on the following days: local English-language newspapers (Mercury News, December 30,
2013 and Philippines Today, January 1, 2014); and foreign-language newspapers that
serve the project corridor (El Observador, January 3, 2014—Spanish, Sing Tao,
December 30, 2013—Chinese, Korea Times, December 30, 2013—Kaorean, and Viet
Nam, December 30, 2013—Vietnamese).

Two public meetings were held for the proposed project.

e The first public meeting was held on Tuesday, January 14, 2014, from 6 p.m. to 8
p.m. at the Calabazas Branch Library, 1230 South Blaney Avenue, San Jose. Thirty-
four members of the public attended, mostly local residents.

e The second public meeting was held on Thursday, January 16, 2014, from 6 p.m.to 8
p.m. at the Cambrian Branch Library, 1780 Hillsdale Avenue, San Jose. Nineteen
members of the public attended, mostly local residents.

Additional information about the public meetings is provided in IS/EA Section 3.3.2.

Based on requests from the City of Cupertino and two individuals, the end of the public
comment period was extended from January 31, 2014, to February 28, 2014. Additional
information about the comment period extension and notifications regarding the
extension is provided in IS/EA Section 3.3.3.

Approximately 300 public comments on the IS/EA were submitted during the comment
period.

In addition, an announcement to request public comment on the project’s conformity
determination for particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM,5) was

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-1



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

published in the Mercury News on February 18, 2015. The public comment period was
from February 18 to March 5, 2015. Five comments on the conformity determination
were submitted during the comment period.

H.1.2 Responses to Comments

Regional and local agencies, organizations, and members of the public submitted
comments. Each comment letter, e-mail, comment card, or note that was received was
reviewed and substantive comments were identified. Responses to each comment are
organized and presented in the following sections of Appendix H:

H.2, Master Responses to Comments
H.3, Comments from Regional Agencies
H.4, Comments from Local Agencies
H.5, Comments from Organizations
H.6, Comments from Individuals

e H.7, Comments on PM,s Conformity

To locate a Master Response, comment, comment response, or commenter, see the Table
of Contents. Reference materials cited in this appendix are included in Chapter 6.

Text changes to the IS/EA resulting from the public comments are summarized in the
responses. Revisions to the IS/EA made after the public review period are indicated by a
vertical line in the margin of the IS/EA text, similar to the one shown to the left of this
paragraph.

H-2 SR 85 Express Lanes Project
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H.2 Master Responses to Comments

This section provides an overview of the most prevalent topics and issues that emerged
from the body of comments received on the IS/EA. These issues (Comment Summaries)
were identified by a number of commenters and are summarized and shown in italics
below by resource area (General, Environmental Justice, Traffic, Air Quality, and Noise)
and topic. Following each issue summary is a response.

The order of the following Master Responses does not reflect the importance of any
single issue in relation to all of the others.

H.1.3 General Comments (GEN)

GEN-1 Express Lanes and HOVs

Summary of comments: Express lanes will take travel benefits away from
carpoolers/HOVs.

Response: Caltrans and VTA are committed to maintaining travel benefits for carpools
and other HOVs. Express lanes are HOV lanes, with priority use for HOVs as explained
further below.

First, carpools and other HOVs would continue to use the express lanes for free.
Second, the proposed project would maintain travel time benefits for HOVs.

e Electronic sensors in the roadway will continually monitor traffic in the express
lanes, and as described in IS/EA Section 1.3.1.3, tolls will be adjusted on a real-
time basis to keep traffic flowing smoothly (45 mph or higher). If the lanes
become congested, tolls will be increased to deter solo drivers from entering the
lanes, or the toll signs will be changed to read “HOVs only” and only HOVs will
be allowed in the lanes. This is to ensure that the lanes meet the minimum 45 mph
average operating speed and levels of service for HOVs* discussed in Section
1.2.2.1, which also applies to express lanes. Regardless of the level of congestion,
HOV drivers will always be able to use the express lanes for free.

e Between 2010 and 2035, population and job growth of 14.1 and 43.3 percent,
respectively, are predicted for Santa Clara County. Regional and local planning
includes a number of transportation and transit projects to accommodate this

'Title 23, Section 166(d)(2) of the United States Code (USC) set a minimum average operating speed of 45
miles per hour (mph) for HOV lanes, which generally corresponds to level of service (LOS) C or D and a
target threshold of approximately 1,650 vph (vehicles per hour) per HOV lane. Under 23 USC 166(d)(2),
an HOV lane is considered a “degraded facility” if vehicles fail to maintain a minimum average operating
speed 90 percent of the time over a consecutive 180-day period during morning or evening weekday peak
hour periods (or both). Until January 1, 2015, LOS D operating conditions in the HOV lane are only
allowed with written approval of the Department (California Streets and Highways Code Section 149.6[b]).
After the public circulation of this document, the California Legislature amended California Streets and
Highways Code Section 149.6(b). The reference to LOS D was removed and replaced with a statement that
“With the consent of the [D]epartment, VTA shall establish appropriate performance measures, such as
speed or travel times, for the purpose of ensuring optimal use of the HOT lanes by high-occupancy vehicles
without adversely affecting other traffic on the state highway system.” (2014 Assembly Bill 2090, Chapter
528, approved September 21, 2014, effective January 1, 2015.) The 1,650 vph threshold is intended to
provide HOVs with reliable travel times.

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-3



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

growth. There is existing congestion in the SR 85 HOV lanes, as described in
IS/EA Sections 1.2.2.1 (under “SR 85 HOV Lanes”) and 2.1.3.1 (under “Existing
Conditions”). Many people who commented on the IS/EA and who commute on
SR 85 have stated that there is already congestion in the HOV lanes. The project
would improve operations between SR 87 and 1-280 by adding a second express
lane in the median, where the HOV lanes are approaching capacity (Section
1.2.2.1).

Third, express lanes have been in use in California and throughout the U.S. for more than
10 years, and the data show that express lanes do not discourage carpooling, transit
ridership, or other forms of HOV use. For example:

e On SR 237 in Santa Clara County, four-fifths of the vehicles in the express lanes
are HOVs (VTA 2014a).

e On 1-680 in Alameda and Santa Clara counties, two-thirds of the vehicles in
express lane are HOVs (FHWA 2013a).

e In Southern California, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority’s April 2014 report on the 1-10 and 1-110 express lanes shows that
transit ridership on the bus routes using the express lanes increased by an average
of 15 percent after the lanes were converted from HOV-only, and additional bus
service has been added, resulting in an additional 27 percent increase in monthly
boardings. One hundred and seventeen new vanpools have also been formed to
use both corridors (LA Metro 2014).

¢ In San Diego, Minneapolis and Denver, carpool usage went up after the
implementation of express lanes. Data from the I-15 corridor in San Diego shows
that HOVs represent 80 percent of demand in the express lanes (FHWA 2013b).

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project is part of a region wide effort to develop 550 miles of
express lanes in the Bay Area (Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2015). Express
lanes will benefit bus riders and carpoolers through faster, more reliable travel, and
ultimately create an incentive for more bus service. Toll revenue from the SR 85 express
lanes will be used for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements in the SR 85
corridor. Moreover, the number of paid vehicles will be limited so they do not congest
the express lanes.

GEN-2 Light Rail in the SR 85 Median

Summary of comments: The SR 85 median was supposed to be reserved for light rail,
and/or the median should be used for light rail instead of express lanes.

Response: Light rail in the median was previously evaluated in the 1987 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of SR 85 between US 101 in
southern San Jose and 1-280 in Cupertino. Ultimately, the Preferred Alternative described
in the Final EIS consisted of a total of six lanes (two general purpose lanes and one HOV
lane in each direction), with the space in the median reserved for future mass
transportation, but not light rail in particular. The purpose of the additional space in the
median was for “future mass transportation options only when funding is available”
(Caltrans and FHWA 1987, VV-17). The three existing light rail stations (Cottle, Snell, and
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Blossom Hill stations) and light rail tracks in the median of SR 85 in the southern
segment of the corridor were included as part of existing conditions in the 1987 Final
EIS. The intent of reserving the additional space in the median for “mass transportation”
was to allow for the option of transit bus service in the median rather than committing to
the extension of light rail, in case public transportation needs and availability of funding
should change over the lifespan of SR 85.

Moreover, light rail in the median of SR 85 is not a reasonable or feasible project
alternative for the SR 85 Express Lanes Project. Light rail in the median of SR 85 would
not achieve the project’s purpose and need, would be prohibitively expensive, and would
not reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts.

Purpose and Need. There is no empirical data to support that a light rail extension would
“manage traffic in the congested HOV segments of the freeway between SR 87 and I-
280,” which is the first project purpose (IS/EA Section 1.2.1). The concept of light rail in
the SR 85 corridor and several other potential rail/transit improvements underwent
technical evaluation and extensive public input in 1984-86 as part of Transportation
2000, a multi-year planning effort for roads, transit, and rail in Santa Clara County. As
part of the public input, 400 county residents and 70 elected officials, business and
government leaders, and community advocates recommended which rail improvements
should be prioritized, and the northward extension of the SR 85 light rail corridor was not
identified as a priority project (SCCTA 1997). The Transportation 2010 plan (SCCTA
1992) projected high costs and a low transit-dependent population for an SR 85 light rail
extension. Subsequent Santa Clara County transportation plans did not include the light
rail extension on SR 85.

A ridership survey for an extension of light rail in the median of SR 85 is not warranted
as part of this project because the extension has never been advanced through the regional
planning process. Transportation and transit project planning in the Bay Area is tracked
in two primary documents that are maintained and updated by the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC), based on input from local and regional
transportation planning agencies and the public: the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
and the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Projects must be included in these
plans in order to obtain viable funding. The process to add projects to the RTP and TIP
can take up to four years and requires demonstration of local support and need, ridership,
and funding. After that, projects must undergo environmental review, preliminary
engineering, and state and federal transportation/transit agency approval before they can
be constructed. In the meantime, congestion in the SR 85 HOV lanes would continue.
Therefore, a light rail extension would not fulfill the project purpose of managing traffic
in the congested HOV segments of the freeway between SR 87 and 1-280.

Cost. A light rail extension would also cost substantially more than the proposed project.
Extending light rail in the median of SR 85 northward from the existing rail facilities in
southern San Jose could cost well over $280 million,? not including operation and

2 The 1987 Final EIS identified the transit component cost estimate for light rail in the median of SR 85 as
$130 million in 1985 dollars (page V-25)—$110 million for construction and $20 million for light rail
vehicles. The U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index inflation
calculator shows that $10 million in 1985 dollars has the same buying power as $21,819,795 in 2014
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maintenance costs and acquisition of additional right-of-way. Stations could conceivably
be constructed in the existing median, but additional right-of-way would have to be
acquired for parking and bus transfer facilities adjacent to SR 85. Moreover, programmed
TIP funding for express lanes on SR 85 (described in IS/EA Section 1.3.3) cannot be
transferred to a future light rail project on SR 85. Identifying funding for a light rail
extension would likely be a multiyear process. Even if the pursuit of funding proceeded
at the same time as preliminary design and environmental analysis, operation of the light
rail extension would not begin until several years after the proposed express lanes are
scheduled to open, during which congestion and delays on SR 85 would continue.

Environmental Impacts. The construction and operation of light rail facilities would still
have environmental impacts specific to this corridor. Potential impacts from extending
light rail in the median of SR 85 would include the following:

e Right-of-way acquisition could affect residents and businesses. Depending on
location, property impacts to businesses could also affect local tax revenues.

e Light rail trains would produce lower carbon monoxide and other emissions than
conventional fuel-powered automobiles. They especially have the potential to
reduce emissions where automobile trips can be eliminated or shortened, but
automobiles and buses that serve light rail stations would continue to produce
emissions, especially in the area of the parking lots and access roads.

e Light rail would introduce changes in the noise setting, including periodic “pass-
by” noise from the trains on steel tracks, as well as possible vibration to
surrounding residential and other land uses. The SR 85 corridor already has
existing sound walls that substantially reduce, but do not entirely eliminate, traffic
noise. Noise attenuation measures can be included on a new light rail system, but
they too would reduce, but not eliminate, rail noise.

e Stations and new parking and bus transfer facilities would have potential visual
impacts, including from light and glare. These effects can be reduced through
vegetative screening or design measures, but cannot be entirely avoided. These
facilities would also have potential traffic impacts on local streets.

For these reasons, light rail in the median of SR 85 is not a reasonable or feasible project
alternative for the SR 85 Express Lanes Project.

GEN-3 EIR/EIS
Summary of comments: An EIR and/or EIS should be prepared for the project.

Response: The type of environmental document to be prepared is determined by, among
other factors, the findings of the technical studies conducted.

Determination of Project-Related Effects. CEQA requires a lead agency to prepare an
EIR if there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that the project may have
a significant effect on the environment (California Public Resources Code Sections
21080(d), 21082.2(d); CEQA Guidelines Section 15064). NEPA requires an EIS to be

dollars (http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm). Multiplying this by 13 ($10 million x 13 = $130
million) produces a total of $283,657,342.
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prepared when the proposed federal action (project) as a whole has the potential to
“significantly affect the quality of the human environment.” Under NEPA, significance is
a function of both context and intensity (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1508.27).

The determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental
effects was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area.
Environmental studies for the proposed project began in 2010-2011 and included
preparation of the 27 technical reports listed in Appendix G of the Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA). The technical reports addressed noise, traffic,
air quality, cultural resources, paleontological resources, biological resources, community
impacts, hydraulics and water quality, hazardous waste, geology, and visual impacts.
These studies were prepared by technical specialists in each subject area and were
reviewed by Caltrans environmental and/or engineering staff before the studies could be
approved for reference and inclusion in the IS/EA. It is important to note that the same
technical studies must be prepared whether the ultimate environmental document is an
IS/EA or an EIS/EIR. Thus, preparing an EIS/EIR would not change the content or nature
of any of the technical studies, or the determination of the project’s impacts on the
environment.

The decision to complete an IS/EA was based on the technical studies’ findings that no
significant impacts would result, or that impacts would be avoided or minimized. The
supporting evidence that project impacts would be avoided or minimized is summarized
in the IS/EA.

Details to Support Determination of No Significant Impact. The IS/EA was circulated for
public review and comment on December 30, 2013, and the end of the public comment
period was extended from January 31, 2014, to February 28, 2014, to ensure that all
interested individuals had the opportunity to submit their comments. The Department
considered all written and verbal comments received at the public hearing and by postal
mail and e-mail. The following information has been included in the Final IS/EA to
address comments requesting additional detail:

o Clarification of the project description, including the addition of the second
express lane in the median, preliminary locations of express lane access zones,
and anticipated construction staging (Chapter 1);

o Clarification that there are no pedestrian and bicycle facilities on SR 85 or US 101
in the project limits, and that the proposed project would not affect any pedestrian
and bicycle facilities that cross over SR 85 or US 101 (Section 2.1.3.1);

e Additional information about, and photographs of, the existing visual
environment, project-related changes, and visibility of changes to different viewer
groups (Section 2.1.4);

o Clarification of roadway work in the vicinity of Rodeo, Ross, and VVasona Creeks,
and the amount of reworked impervious area for storm water treatment (Section
2.2.1.3);

e Additional potential hazardous material sites in the City of Mountain View
(Section 2.2.5.3);
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e Additional existing data for mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions from the
MSAT technical report (URS 2013m; Section 2.2.6.3);

e Additional existing data about noise measurement locations, existing and
predicted future noise levels, Category D land uses, noise abatement evaluation,
and construction noise measures from the Noise Study Report (lllingworth and
Rodkin 2012; Section 2.2.7); and

e Additional existing data for existing and predicted future GHG levels from the Air
Quality Impact Assessment (URS 2013l; Section 2.5.1.1).

The additional study or evaluation of these issues did not change the conclusion that no
significant effects would result from project implementation.

GEN-4 Access Zones

Summary of comments: Express lane access points do not serve my area (particularly
Saratoga) and/or do not make sense.

Response: Work on the development of the SR 85 express lanes has been ongoing since
2007 and project information, including the proposed express lane access points, was
presented during public outreach efforts described in Master Response GEN-6. The
design that was advanced for evaluation in the IS/EA includes a 2-foot-wide double-line
striped buffer zone for the express lanes. The striped buffer zone would have gaps in
multiple locations where vehicles can enter and exit the express lanes (called access
points). This access type is consistent with other projects in the Silicon Valley Express
Lanes Program, a network that includes the SR 237, SR 85 and US 101 corridors.

The location of the access points met geometric, safety, environmental, operational and
policy requirements. In general, the criteria for locating access points were:

e Design access points to serve, in order of priority, freeway-to-freeway
interchanges, expressways, major arterials and local streets.

e Maintain a proper distance between access points and ramp exit/entrance points to
avoid any undesirable movements between ramps and access points.

e Provide access points between off- and on-ramps where there would be less
congestion.

e Provide access points before or after a general purpose lane bottleneck location to
avoid weaving conflicts between express lanes and general purpose lanes traffic
(Caltrans 2010D).

The proposed express lane access restrictions (double-line striped buffer zone) will be
further refined during detailed project design, possibly even after construction, to obtain
the optimum design.

Design modifications to revise the proposed express lane access to continuous or open
access—Ilike the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will be considered
during detailed project design. Other Bay Area express lane projects being evaluated by
the Bay Area Infrastructure Financing Authority (BAIFA; a joint powers authority of
MTC and the Bay Area Toll Authority) and other agencies such as the Alameda County
Transportation Commission include continuous access. As described in Section 1.3.1.1,
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the Bay Area Express Lane network is an open access system (via continuous access
striping) except where access is limited via buffer striping or double white solid striping,
as necessary, to enhance or preserve operational efficiency and traffic safety. The SR 85
project currently reflects a restrictive access scenario which will be reduced by
maintaining as much of the existing continuous access striping scheme during the design
phase of the project. An open access system would include more adequate gaps in traffic
stream and easier merging and weaving between the express lane and the general purpose
lanes for vehicles and transit vehicles, specifically in segments where only one express
lane is proposed, or when freeway interchanges are closely spaced. Controlled access will
be provided to manage congestion where excessive weaving or conflict is expected with
general purpose lanes.

GEN-5 Express Lane Tolls

Summary of comments: My tax dollars paid for the freeway so we shouldn’t have to pay
to use express lanes.

Response: Some commenters have stated that charging tolls for express lane use is
“double taxation.” Use of the express lanes is optional, and no driver is forced to use the
express lanes and pay the toll. Unlike taxes, which are paid by everyone, the tolls are user
fees for solo drivers only. Tolling solo drivers for express lane use is a way to improve
roadway congestion without imposing additional gas taxes, sales taxes, or motor vehicle
registration fees. Such additional taxes and fees place the burden of congestion relief on
taxpayers who do not necessarily use the project corridor, or in the case of sales tax, do
not necessarily drive.

Express lanes give solo drivers the choice to pay to use the lane if they are late for a
meeting, in a hurry to pick up the kids, or in a rush to catch a flight. Carpools and other
HOVs will continue to use the lanes for free. Toll revenues from the SR 85 express lanes
will be reinvested for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements within the
SR 85 corridor (California Streets and Highways Code Section 149.6[e][3])..

Funding for transportation improvements has historically lagged behind growth in travel
and traffic. Express lanes provide a means to fund HOV, transportation, and transit
service improvements within the SR 85 corridor for more HOVs and solo drivers to use
the freeway during the peak period and provide an option to reduce travel time, without
widening the existing right-of-way.

GEN-6 Project Notices

Summary of comments: The planning process has lacked transparency. VTA has not been
forthcoming about the project.

Response: Many commenters stated that they did not know about the proposed project or
its details until after mid-January 2014, after the two public meetings were held for the
project and IS/EA. Some commenters indicated that the public outreach for the project
was inadequate in timing and quantity, and notices about the project improperly omitted
information about the second express lane in the median in each direction of SR 85
between SR 87 and 1-280. These issues are addressed in more detail below.
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Public Outreach. As described in detail in Chapter 3 of the IS/EA, VTA began seeking
public input on express lanes for SR 85 and US 101 in Santa Clara County in 2004. Some
of these outreach efforts include:

e A 2008 program to poll and interview approximately 750 Santa Clara County
citizens (including 681 SR 85 and US 101 users) about express lanes. This effort
included 4 focus groups of HOV users and solo drivers who use SR 85, 13 one-
on-one interviews with community stakeholders, and 10 one-on-one interviews
with VTA managers and staff.

e Presentations about the express lanes projects to more than 15 business,
environmental, and community groups in 2008-2010.

e An October 19, 2011, community meeting at the Saratoga Senior Center (19655
Allendale Avenue, Saratoga) about the SR 85 and US 101 express lanes projects.
The meeting was advertised through VTA press releases (October 12 and 18,
2011); local English-language newspapers (Mercury News, Mountain View Voice,
Sunnyvale Sun, Cupertino Carrier, Saratoga News, and Philippines Today); and
foreign-language newspapers that serve the project corridor (El Observador—
Spanish, Sing Tao—Chinese, Korea Times—Korean, and Thoi Bao—
Vietnamese).

e Presentations about the express lanes project to 13 community groups, including
local government members, in 2011-2013.

In addition, representatives from Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Gatos, Mountain
View, San Jose, Saratoga, Sunnyvale, and the County of Santa Clara were invited to
monthly project meetings beginning in October 2012.

The project also has been included in several public regional transportation planning
documents, including the MTC’s Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) since
2011. The TIP lists Bay Area transportation projects that are to receive federal funding or
are subject to a federally required action, or are considered regionally significant.

Caltrans and VTA circulated the IS/EA for public review and comment on December 30,
2013. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Clearinghouse on December 30,
2013 (State Clearinghouse No. 2013122065). Each of the agencies and individuals listed
in Chapter 5 received printed or electronic copies of the document or mailers with
information about the two public meetings for the project and a link to the IS/EA on the
Caltrans District 4 environmental documents website. In addition, the meetings were
advertised through VTA press release on January 13, 2014 and newspaper ads containing
this information were run in the following newspapers on the following days: local
English-language newspapers (Mercury News, December 30, 2013 and Philippines
Today, January 1, 2014); and foreign-language newspapers that serve the project corridor
(El Observador, January 3, 2014—Spanish, Sing Tao, December 30, 2013—Chinese,
Korea Times, December 30, 2013—Kaorean, and Viet Nam, December 30, 2013—
Vietnamese).

A detailed description of the public meetings has been added in Section 3. 3 of the IS/EA.
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On January 30, 2014, the end of the public comment period was extended from January
31, 2014 to February 28, 2014, in response to public requests for additional time to
review and comment on the IS/EA. Additional newspaper advertisements were run in the
following newspapers on the following days to notify the public of the comment period
extension: local English-language newspapers (Mercury News, January 30, 2014 and
Philippines Today, January 29, 2014); and foreign-language newspapers that serve the
project corridor (EI Observador, January 31, 2014—Spanish, Sing Tao, January 31,
2014—Chinese, Korea Times, January 31, 2014—Kaorean, and Viet Nam, January 31,
2014—Vietnamese).

Disclosure of Second Express Lane in the Median Between SR 87 and 1-280. The IS/EA
included and described the proposed addition of a second express lane. Additional
newspaper advertisements in the following newspapers were run on the following days to
clarify that the project would include this second express lane in each direction of SR 85
between SR 87 and 1-280: local English-language newspapers (Mercury News, February
14, 2014 and Philippines Today, February 12, 2014); and foreign-language newspapers
(El Observador, February 14, 2014—Spanish, Sing Tao, February 14, 2014—Chinese,
Korea Times, February 14, 2014—Korean, and Viet Nam, February 14, 2014—
Vietnamese).

The second express lane was fully disclosed in the IS/EA, and is shown in Figures 1.1-2
andl1.3-1 of the IS/EA and discussed in Sections 1.2.2.3,1.3.1, 1.3.1.9, 1.3.1.10, 1.3.5.1,
1.35.2,2.1.1.3,21.2.2,2132,214.3,2.2.6.3,2.2.7.3,2.2.7.4,25.1.1,and 2.5.1.2, as
well as in Appendix C. The second express lane was also fully analyzed in all of the
technical studies for the project.

In addition, the IS/EA has been revised to identify the second express lane on the title
page, Negative Declaration, Summary, and beginning of Chapter 1.

GEN-7 Mass Transit Alternatives

Summary of comments: Mass transportation or transit options should be implemented
instead of this project.

Response: The proposed project is the result of California Assembly Bills 2032 (2004)
and 574 (2007), which authorized VTA to implement express lanes in two freeway
corridors in Santa Clara County, as discussed in Section 1.1.2. The intent of the
legislation was to require that net toll revenue generated after payment of direct expenses
(meaning operating and maintenance expenses for the express lanes) be allocated to the
construction of high-occupancy vehicle facilities and improvement of transit services in
the same corridor as the express lane. After the public circulation of the Draft IS/EA, the
California Legislature revised the implementing legislation to also allow toll revenue to
be used for transportation corridor improvements on SR 85 (California Streets and
Highways Code Section 149.6[e][3] as amended by 2014 Assembly Bill 2090, Chapter
528, approved September 21, 2014, effective January 1, 2015).

The SR 85 express lanes would not restrict consideration of other mass transportation
and/or transit options. The express lanes can be implemented in the near term fairly
quickly and use existing right-of-way. Express lanes would offer immediate congestion
relief during a time when funding to advance major projects is limited. As noted
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previously, the express lane project is intended to provide additional revenue for HOV,
transportation, and transit service improvements within the SR 85 corridor.

GEN-8 Other Alternatives

Summary of comments: Other alternatives should have been considered, such as
alternatives that do not involve additional lanes, or extending the second express lane
north of 1-280.

Response: Preliminary engineering studies for the SR 85 Express Lanes Project began in
September 2005. As part of that effort, available traffic and other data were collected; the
VTA Travel Demand Model was refined; the geometric constraints along SR 85 were
assessed; and logical access points were determined based on freeway-to-freeway,
expressway, and major arterial interchanges as well as current congestion patterns. An
initial set of alternatives was developed, modeled for performance using the Travel
Demand Model, and alternatives were revised or added to address identified problems.
Concurrently, toll operations were defined for preliminary estimating and forecasting
purposes, and initial revenue analysis was conducted.

The preliminary studies for the project (VTA 2005; VTA 2008) focused on a single
express lane in each direction of SR 85, that is, a conversion of the existing HOV lanes to
express lanes. By 2010, approximately 15 express lane configurations had been evaluated
(Caltrans 2010Db). The 2010 Project Study Report (Caltrans 2010b) recommended three
feasible alternatives: the current proposed Build Alternative that was evaluated in detail
in the IS/EA, and two single express lane alternatives—one with shared ingress/egress
zones and one with separate ingress/egress zones (discussed in IS/EA Section 1.3.6). The
other options that had been evaluated were variations on the three feasible alternatives
that differed in their placement of access zones and access configuration.

The Project Study Report reported that all three feasible alternatives would improve
congestion compared to the No Build Alternative. However, the alternative with a second
express lane in the median between SR 87 and 1-280 was identified to provide additional
congestion relief. As stated in IS/EA Section 1.3.6.1, some of the existing HOV lane
segments between SR 87 and 1-280 are currently operating at peak-hour demand volumes
that range from 1,000 vehicles per hour (vph) to 1,500 vph. Those volumes are near the
1,650 vph threshold, which is the threshold of operation needed to provide HOVs with
reliable travel time savings. The Traffic Operations Analysis Report (URS and DKS
2013) shows that with the No Build Alternative, demand volumes in the HOV lanes
between SR 87 and 1-280 would approach or exceed 1,650 vph by 2015 and reach a
maximum of 1,800 vph by 2035. Hence, the second express lane is needed to meet the
future demands on the corridor between SR 87 and 1-280. At the same time, the second
express lane provides an opportunity for toll-paying SOVs to have another mobility
option if the lanes are not fully utilized.

As noted in the Project Study Report (Caltrans 2010b), the project team also evaluated a
configuration that included two express lanes in each direction for the entire length of SR
85. The two-express-lane configuration was determined infeasible because it would
require additional right-of-way; reconfiguration of interchanges, overcrossings, and other
structures; major utility work; and substantially higher costs than the other alternatives.
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The extension of the second express lane north of 1-280 was not determined feasible for
the same reason.

GEN-9 Effect of Federal Funding on Truck Ban

Summary of comments: Use of federal funds will lift the existing truck ban on SR 85 and
create a significant environmental effect on noise, air quality, and safety.

Response: Trucks are prohibited on SR 85 between US 101 (PM 0.0) in San Jose and I-
280 (PM 18.45) in Cupertino. The current truck restriction on SR 85 is included in
California Vehicle Code Section 35722 and Santa Clara County Ordinance Section B17-
5.3. The restriction applies to trucks with gross weight in excess of 9,000 pounds except
for the following: Police and Fire Department vehicles, passenger buses, recreational
vehicles, and utility vehicles which need to enter the area for the purpose of providing
services, making pickups or deliveries of goods, wares and merchandise, or delivering
construction materials to sites within the restricted highway segment and have no other
means of access, while actually involved in and transacting such activities.

The project would not change the existing truck restriction on SR 85 or the requirements
to enforce the restriction.

The technical analyses for the project, including for noise, accounted for the existing
truck restriction. As the restriction would not change, the technical findings remain
applicable. Parts of the IS/EA refer to trucks because the project limits include SR 85
north of 1-280 as well as segments of US 101 to the north and south of its interchanges
with SR 85. Trucks are not restricted in these areas.

Neither Caltrans nor VTA are aware of any current provision that would require changes
to the truck restriction as a result of the use of federal transportation funding for projects
on SR 85.

GEN-10 Project Funding, Cost, and Revenue

a. Funding and Cost

Summary of comments: Provide a detailed list of the sources and the amount of funding
from each source, including any funding restrictions and if federal funds will be used to
build the project. What is the total project cost, including the breakdown of costs?

Response: The project approval and environmental phase of the project is funded with
federal Earmarks, American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, and VTA local funds.

In November 2013, $19 million in local funds was programmed for the Silicon Valley
Express Lanes (SVEL) Program. The SVEL program proposes express lanes on the SR
237 corridor and the SR 85/US 101 corridors and includes the SR 85 Express Lanes
Project as well as the SR 237 Express Lanes and US 101 Express Lanes projects. VTA
followed through with the authority granted by Assembly Bill (AB) 2032 to develop the
SVEL program. AB 2032, signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2004, provided
legislative authority to VTA to implement and operate two corridors of high occupancy
toll lanes (now referred to as express lanes) within Santa Clara County. Of the $19
million in available funding, $8.8 million would be spent on design development for SR
85 Express Lanes (VTA 2014b). Full funding for the design development and
construction has yet to be determined but could be from a combination of toll bonds, third
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party loans, local contributions, or federal grants (VTA 2014b). AB 574, signed by
Governor Schwarzenegger in 2007, allowed VTA to operate express lanes on a
permanent basis by removing the demonstration status and also allowed issuance of
bonds, backed by future SVEL Program revenues, to finance express lanes construction.

The total project cost, based on the preliminary engineering and environmental
documentation process, is about $176 million. This includes about $145 million in capital
construction cost.

b. Revenue
Summary of comments: What are your revenue projections for tolls? Will tolls generated
be enough to cover maintenance and operations costs?

Response: The terms of toll collection and reinvestment are dictated by California Streets
and Highways Code Section 149.6. The planning level estimate for gross toll revenue
projections ranges from $2 million in the beginning year to $10 million in year five of
express lane operation. The planning level estimate for annual toll system maintenance
and operating cost is about $2 million a year. The planning level estimates show that
tolls generated will be enough to cover the cost of operating the express lanes within two
years of operation. The planning level estimate for the range of net revenues varies
between $1 million to $8 million in the first five years.

An investment grade traffic and revenue analysis is necessary and will be performed
before the project can be constructed. This study is not available at this planning level
stage. The project will only be constructed if the revenue analysis indicates that the
project can be successfully financed based on the traffic and revenue projections. The
VTA-led SR 237 Express Lanes have been operating with net revenues since opening to
tolling operations two years ago. The direction on how the net revenues will be spent
will be based on a future expenditure plan that will have to be approved by the VTA
Board of Directors.

It should be noted that the purpose of the net toll revenue from the SR 85 express lanes,
after payment of direct expenses (meaning operating and maintenance expenses for the
express lanes), is to fund HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements within
the SR 85 corridor (California Streets and Highways Code Section 149.6[e][3]).

The Bay Area Toll Authority, which is the toll collection entity for all Bay Area bridges
and express lanes, would collect the tolls.

H.1.4 Environment Justice Comments (EJ)
EJ-1 Express Lane Tolls and Income Equity

Summary of comments: Express lanes will give an unfair advantage to high-income
drivers.

Response: Several commenters raised concerns about the express lane becoming a
dedicated lane for high-income drivers with the financial means to pay the tolls, at the
expense of lower-income drivers who will be forced to sit in traffic.

The issue of equity or fairness in charging tolls is one that Caltrans and VTA take very
seriously. Section 2.1.1 of the IS/EA describes low-income populations in the project
area and addresses whether charging express lane tolls places an unfair burden on these

H-14 SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

populations. Data from existing express lanes in California and other parts of the U.S.
show that low-income drivers are using express lanes, appreciate the opportunity to use
express lanes when needed, and appear to place particular value on reliable travel times
compared with middle-income or high-income drivers who may have more schedule
flexibility. Although express lane tolls represent a different economic choice to low-
income drivers versus middle- and high-income drivers, the choice does not represent a
disproportionate burden because express lane use is voluntary.

Moreover, as discussed in Master Response GEN-1, express lanes are first and foremost
HOV lanes, with priority use for HOVs. The second express lane in the median between
SR 87 and 1-280 will also function as a new, second HOV lane. Carpools and other
HOVs would continue to use the express lanes for free. If the lanes become congested,
tolls will be increased to deter solo drivers from entering the lanes, or the toll signs will
be changed to read “HOVs only” and only HOVs will be allowed in the lanes. Solo
drivers using the express lanes under HOV-only conditions will be ticketed, regardless of
willingness or ability to pay to use the lanes.

H.1.5 Traffic Comments (TR)
TR-1 Traffic from Express Lanes
Summary of comments: Express lanes will make traffic worse.

Response: Project-related effects on traffic were fully evaluated in the Traffic Operations
Analysis Report (URS and DKS 2013) and described in IS/EA Section 2.1.3. The analysis
showed that in 2015 and 2035 without the proposed project, the general purpose lanes in
many segments of SR 85 would have high traffic density and congestion during the AM
and PM peaks, and some HOV lane segments would also have impaired flow.

The proposed project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85 compared
to the No Build condition in 2015 and 2035. Most notably, in the AM northbound peak
period, the project would increase average speed by 16 mph compared to No Build in
2015, and by 15 mph in 2035. Most express lane segments would operate at or close to
free-flow conditions.

TR-2 Existing Congestion Issues

Summary of comments: The proposed project does nothing to address existing congestion
at the SR 85/1-280 interchange or at US 101, SR 237, and SR 17/1-880. Addressing those
bottlenecks should take priority over this project.

Response: While the proposed project does not modify the interchange locations cited in
the comment, the conversion of the current HOV lane into a HOV/express lane will help
to alleviate congestion by shifting some of the current Single Occupancy Vehicles into
the express lane thus better utilizing the available roadway capacity. This, in turn,
reduces the traffic volume in the general purpose lanes and can increase the maximum
volume able to pass through a bottleneck location thereby reducing the level of
congestion. A detailed traffic operational analysis was conducted that accounted for
existing bottlenecks and the specific design elements of the proposed project. A summary
of this detailed traffic analysis is documented in IS/EA Section 2.1.3.2.
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Beyond this project, other improvements have been identified and designed which could
improve the traffic operations along the SR 85 corridor as follows once funding is
available:

e Adding a second exit lane to access Foothill Expressway on northbound 1-280;
this will improve merging and weaving operations to reduce backup on the
northbound SR 85 to northbound 1-280 direct connector.

e Modification of the SR 85/El Camino Real interchange from a full clover leaf
interchange to a two-quadrant clover leaf interchange.

e Modification of the SR 85/SR 237 interchange to provide additional lanes on the
northbound to eastbound and westbound to southbound movements to better serve
the traffic demand on these movements.

e Caltrans is constructing ramp improvements for the stretch of SR 85 north of I-
280 including additional space on certain ramps that will allow for the activation
of meters along the stretch between US 101 and 1-280 from Cupertino to
Mountain View that will benefit SR 85 traffic.

e Asstudy is scheduled to be conducted this Fall for the 1-280 corridor from US 101
to the San Mateo County line to identify improvement projects that could improve
operations and safety along the corridor, including the 1-280/SR 85 interchange.

Freeway interchange reconstruction projects must go through the same multi-year
planning and programming process as part of the MTC’s RTP and TIP as the SR 85
Express Lanes Project. The current RTP and TIP do not include reconstruction of the SR
85 interchanges at 1-280, US 101, and SR 17/1-880. Therefore, funding for the SR 85
Express Lanes Project cannot be reallocated to an interchange reconstruction project. The
SR 85 Express Lanes Project, together with the other projects on the SR 85 corridor,
would provide incremental improvements to bottlenecks at major system interchanges.

TR-3 Traffic Outside of the Project Corridor

Summary of comments: The effects of the proposed project on local arterials and
roadways along SR 85 should have been evaluated as part of the traffic analysis.

Response: The Traffic Operations Analysis Report (URS and DKS 2013) for the SR 85
Express Lanes Project did not include an analysis of local arterials and roadways. The
reason is that the project focuses on a corridor perspective and seeks to manage traffic
congestion in the carpool lanes/express lanes to maintain operations at an acceptable
condition as mandated state statutory requirements that govern the operations of
carpool/express lanes.

In response to comments from the Cities of Saratoga and Cupertino, a supplemental
assessment of project-related traffic impacts on the local roadways was conducted for 19
intersections in the Cities of Saratoga and Cupertino, including the intersections of local
roadways with SR 85 ramps (DKS 2014a, 2014b, 2015). Saratoga and Cupertino staff
reviewed and provided comments on the assessment materials, and their comments were
incorporated into the final versions. The assessment showed that none of the studied
intersections would be significantly impacted by the proposed project (DKS 2015).
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The project provides benefits throughout the corridor as a whole. These benefits
include an increase in average speed, along with reductions in total travel time, total
delay, and average delay. Summaries of these benefits are shown in IS/EA Tables
2.1.3-7 and 2.1.3-8.

H.1.6 Air Quality Comments (AQ)
AQ-1 Air Quality from Express Lanes
Summary of comments: Express lanes will make air quality worse.

Response: Project-related changes to air quality were fully evaluated in the Air Quality
Impact Assessment and Mobile Source Air Toxics technical reports (URS 2013l, m), in
accordance with state and federal requirements. The air quality analyses accounted for
existing background emissions as well as for changes in future traffic patterns with and
without the project. As described in IS/EA Section 2.1.3.2, the project would generally
decrease delays and increase speeds during peak periods, as some drivers shift from the
general purpose lanes to the express lanes. The reduction in delays would also reduce
vehicle idling, which tends to be associated with high vehicle emissions.

As described in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.3, the project would not increase emissions or
concentrations of criteria pollutants that would result in air quality standard violations.
The project would not violate standards for carbon monoxide or particulate matter less
than 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM_s) or interfere with regional planning to achieve
compliance with federal and state ozone standards. Mobile source air toxics (MSATS) in
the project opening year (2015) and horizon year (2035) would be lower than in the
existing condition.

Emissions of the primary pollutants related to project construction were modeled and
compared with Bay Area Air Quality Management District criteria (IS/EA Table 2.2.6-5).
The criteria are used to determine when control measures should be implemented during
construction. The worst-case construction emissions did not exceed any of these criteria.
The measures listed in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.4 were therefore included in the project and
will be required of the construction contractor during all construction operations.

H.1.7 Noise Comments (N)
N-1 Noise from Express Lanes
Summary of comments: Express lanes will make noise worse.

Response: As described in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.3, the project would increase existing
noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA (A-weighted decibel [dBA]?), depending on the location.

Under controlled conditions in an acoustics laboratory, the trained, healthy human ear is
able to discern 1 decibel (dB) changes in sound levels. Outside of controlled conditions,
noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are generally not noticeable, and increases of 3 dB are
just barely detectable. Increases of 5 dB are generally considered to be distinctly

*An A-weighted decibel is a unit of sound pressure level in decibels on the “A-weighted scale.” The A-
weighted scale approximates the frequency response of the average young ear when listening to most
everyday sounds.
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noticeable, while a 10 dB increase is perceived as twice as loud as the original sound
(IMingworth and Rodkin 2012).

Though the project will incrementally increase noise levels, the increase will be at a level
that would range from unnoticeable to barely detectable (0 to 3 dBA). This predicted
change in noise level accounts for long-term growth in future traffic through the year
2035.

Aside from the perceptibility of noise level changes, noise increases in the range of 0 to 3
dBA would not be a substantial noise impact under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

For CEQA, the determination of noise impacts is based on the project-related increase in
noise and other project-specific conditions. In the past, Caltrans defined a substantial
increase in noise as a 12 decibel increase between existing conditions and design year (in
this case, 2035) with-project conditions. No single numerical threshold is currently used
on all projects. Instead, the Project Development Team considers the level of the
project’s noise increase and the absolute future noise level in making the determination of
significance. As discussed in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.5, the difference in noise between
existing conditions and 2035 with-project conditions would range from 0 to 3 dBA,
depending on location. An increase of 3 dBA is considered barely detectable to the
human ear, as described above. For this project, the Project Development Team
determined that a 3 dBA increase is not substantial and would be less than significant
under CEQA.

For NEPA, the determination of noise impacts is based on a comparison of design year
(in this case, 2035) conditions with and without the project. There are no specific
thresholds for assessing this incremental project-related noise increase under NEPA. For
highway transportation projects with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and the associated implementing
regulations (Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations [23 CFR 772]) govern
the analysis and abatement of traffic noise impacts. This project has federal funds;
therefore, these regulations apply. As stated in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.1 (under “National
Environmental Policy Act and 23 CFR 772”), the threshold for a noise impact is when the
future noise level with the project is predicted to:

e Substantially exceed the existing noise level (defined as a 12 dBA or more
increase); or

e Approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), which are shown in
IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1. Approaching the NAC is defined as coming within 1 dBA of
the NAC.

As stated in IS/EA Section 2.2.7, the project would result in noise level increases of 0 to
3 dBA over both existing and No Project conditions, depending on location. Under
CEQA, this change in noise level would not result in significant impacts, and no
mitigation would be required.

Some locations within the project limits would experience noise levels that approach
(within 1 dBA) or exceed the NAC. Therefore, in accordance with 23 CFR 772, potential
noise abatement was evaluated where frequent human use occurs and where a lowered
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noise level would be of benefit. The noise abatement evaluation is discussed in IS/EA
Section 2.2.7.4.

The NAC values are for impact determination only and are not design standards for noise
abatement measures (IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1, footnote 2). In other words, the NAC values
are used to determine whether noise abatement must be considered, but do not represent
levels to which noise must be abated.

N-2 Noise Abatement

Summary of comments: Noise abatement should be provided for the neighborhoods along
SR 85 that are already exposed to high levels of traffic noise. The project should use
“quieter pavement” types such as rubberized asphalt concrete, or SR 85 should be
resurfaced using quieter pavement materials.

Response: Existing and future No Build/Build noise levels were evaluated in the Noise
Study Report (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012) for the proposed project, and the findings are
summarized in IS/EA Section 2.2.7. As part of the evaluation, potential noise abatement
measures were considered for locations where future noise levels with the project would
approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), described further in Section
2.2.7.1.

Several new or replacement sound walls were evaluated in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.4 (under
“Traffic Noise Abatement Evaluation”). None of the evaluated sound wall locations met
the Caltrans “feasibility” and “reasonableness” criteria. That does not mean noise levels
cannot be reduced or that no other noise abatement can be considered or included in the
project; rather, the feasibility and reasonableness criteria are used to determine whether

project-related noise abatement is eligible for federal funding. Potential noise abatement
can be considered if non-federal funds are available.

Other types of potential noise abatement measures listed in Section 2.2.7.4 (under
“Traffic Noise Abatement Evaluation”) were not considered practicable or feasible for
the reasons described below:

e Avoiding the project impact by using design alternatives, such as altering the
horizontal and vertical alignment of the project, is not considered practicable
because the project is on an already-constructed roadway, and parts of SR 85 are
already below the grade of surrounding development.

e Using traffic management measures to regulate types of vehicles and speeds is not
considered practicable because the greatest generator of highway noise is trucks,
and trucks are already restricted on much of SR 85. Unless restrictions were
imposed on the part of SR 85 where trucks are allowed, there would be no
noticeable change in truck traffic noise.

e Acquiring property to serve as a buffer zone would greatly increase the
environmental impacts and implementation costs for the project, as most of the
project corridor is bordered on both sides by residential and other development.

e Acoustically insulating Activity Category D land uses (such as auditoriums, day
care centers, hospitals, and libraries) has been considered. Category D land uses
along the project corridor were evaluated in accordance with Caltrans and FHWA
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standards. At each of the Category D land uses, interior noise levels were either
measured, or, if permission to enter to take measurements was denied, estimated
based on construction methods, ventilation system type, and window type. No
Category D land uses were identified that would have future noise levels with the
project that would approach or exceed the interior NAC of 52 dBA Legpn),
Therefore, providing additional acoustical insulation for Category D land uses is
not warranted.

The use of “quieter pavement” for roadway noise abatement has received attention in
recent years, and the effectiveness and application of quieter pavement has been studied
by Caltrans and others.

There are two major types of pavement: flexible asphalt concrete (AC), which is black in
color, and rigid Portland cement concrete (PCC), which is white in color. Historically,
new AC generally tends to be quieter than new PCC, but aggregate size, surface texture,
and age/condition can cause wide variations in tire pavement noise levels. The
differences in noise reducing characteristics between AC and PCC are narrowing as new
quieter pavement designs are being implemented. Open-graded AC, particularly when it
IS porous, has been shown to produce less tire noise than dense-graded AC. Longitudinal
(parallel to direction of travel) texturing, tining, or grooving in PCC has been shown to be
much less noisy than transverse (perpendicular to direction of travel) texturing, tining, or
grooving. Grinding of existing surfaces has also been found to be effective in reducing
noise for all types of PCC textures.

The longevity of the lower noise benefits associated with quieter pavement is not as well
understood. There are many regional variables that can affect pavement performance,
such as road base condition, environment, traffic loads, mix design, and quality of
construction material and methods. In general, as any pavement ages and wears, the
acoustic characteristics change and tire/pavement noise becomes louder (Caltrans 2013).

At this time, FHWA policy does not allow quieter pavement to be considered as a noise
abatement measure (Caltrans 2013). Quieter pavement is not currently listed in 23 CFR
772 as a noise abatement measure for which federal funding may be used (Caltrans
2011d, p. 20).

N-3 Noise in Saratoga

Summary of comments: Noise from SR 85 in the City of Saratoga already far exceeds that
expected at the time the construction of SR 85 was approved. Widening SR 85 will
increase noise levels. Please ensure that the project does not result in any increase beyond
existing noise levels.

Response: The 1987 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of
SR 85 between US 101 in southern San Jose and 1-280 in Cupertino, which includes SR
85 in Saratoga, stated that noise attenuation would be provided at schools and in
residential areas whenever forecasted noise levels exceed 67 dBA (p. XI-59). As shown
in the maps in IS/EA Appendix A (Sheets 8 through 11), sound walls have been
constructed along SR 85 within the entire city limits of Saratoga (from Prospect Road to
Quito Road). The Final EIS also notes that while it would be desirable to meet local noise
goals, it is not always practical to do so (p. XI-55).
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The 1987 Final EIS included an analysis of then-existing noise levels and predicted
future noise levels with and without noise abatement. This noise level information was
compared to noise data for existing and future Build and No Build conditions that was
collected for the 2012 Noise Study Report (NSR) for the SR 85 Express Lanes Project
(IMingworth and Rodkin 2012). The results of this comparison are presented below. The
existing and future with-project noise levels range from 5 dBA lower than to 1 dBA
higher than the predicted future levels from the 1987 Final EIS.

Results of the 2012 Noise Study Report. The SR 85 Express Lanes Project noise analysis
divided the project corridor into study segments, as described in the 2012 NSR. The City
of Saratoga is within Segments 6 and 7. Traffic noise modeling results and predicted
traffic noise impacts for evaluated locations in the City of Saratoga are shown in Table
N-3-1. This table is based on NSR Tables 6-1, 6-2, 7-7, and 7-8. The evaluated locations
are shown in IS/EA Appendix A (Sheets 8 through 11).

Table N-3-1: Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Saratoga

Worst Hour Noise Levels, Activity
Leqgrn] dBA? Noise Category
Increase (Noise
Receptor Future Future | Over Abatement
ID* Receptor Location Existing | No Build | Build Existing | Impact® | Criteria [NAC])*

Segment 6 — SR 85 — South De Anza Boulevard to Saratoga Avenue

Congress Springs Park,

LT-5 Saratoga 65 65 66 1 A/E C(67)
Rear yard of 20167 Pampas

ST-46 Court 62 62 63 1 None B(67)
Rear yard of 19782 Solana

ST-50 Drive 64 64 65 1 None B(67)
Rear yard of 20159 Marilla

ST-51 Court 61 61 62 1 None B(67)
South corner of Kevin Moran

ST-52 Park 63 63 64 1 None C(67)
Rear yard of 19899 Seagull

ST-53 Way 65 65 66 1 AE B(67)

ST-54 13149 Anza Court 61 61 62 1 None B(67)

ST-55 Rear yard of 19729 Yuba Court 67 67 68 1 AE B(67)

Front yard of 19201 Vineyard
Lane — Vineyards of Saratoga
ST-56 condos 62 62 63 1 None B(67)

Segment 7 — SR 85 — Saratoga Avenue to Winchester Boulevard

19110 Bonnet Way. Represents

ST-57 both rear yards and front yards 55 55 56 1 None B(67)
Park across from 18906

ST-58 Bellgrove Circle 62 62 62 0 None C(67)

ST-59 Alvarado Place 58 58 59 1 None B(67)

ST-60 14035 Abdulla Way 59 59 60 1 None B(67)

ST-61 Rear yard of 18581 Lyons Court 51 51 52 1 None B(67)
Rear yard of 18669 Casa

ST-63 Blanca Lane 59 59 60 1 None B(67)

! Shown IS/EA Appendix A (Sheets 8 through 11).

% Noise levels are expressed in terms of the A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level (Legrny)-
Leqi is the equivalent steady-state sound level over a one-hour period that contains the same acoustic energy as the
time-varying sound level during the same period.

3 Impact Type: S = Substantial Increase (12 dBA or more), A/E = Approach or Exceed Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

“ For an explanation of activity categories and Noise Abatement Criteria, see Table 4-1 of the 2012 Noise Study Report or
Table 2.2.7-1 of the IS/EA.
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Note: Only receptor locations in Segments 6 and 7 that are in city limits are included here.

Comparison With 1987 Predicted Noise Levels. The 1987 Final EIS for the construction
of SR 85 south of 1-280 evaluated 12 receptor locations, two of which are in the City of
Saratoga. Table 2 provides the ambient and predicted future noise levels for the receptors
analyzed in the 1987 Final EIS (N-9, 18902 Afton Avenue, and N-10, 19732 Solana
Drive), along with the existing and predicted future noise levels from the closest
receptors analyzed in the 2012 NSR (ST-58, park across from 18906 Bellgrove Circle,
and ST-52, south corner of Kevin Moran Park, near 12491 Scully Avenue).

N-9 (1987) and ST-58 (2012) are about 3.5 blocks apart. ST-58 is in the park across from
the location shown in Exhibit A, below (which shows the nearest residential address), and
is about the same distance from SR 85 as N-9.

N-10 (1987) and ST-52 (2012) are about 3.5 blocks apart. ST-52 is slightly farther from
SR 85 than N-10, as shown in Exhibit B, below.
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Table N-3-2: Comparison of 1987 and 2012 Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in

Saratoga
2012 NSR levels
compared to
Most comparable location from 2012 Noise | 1987 Future
From 1987 Final EIS Table Study Report (NSR) peak hr
dBA Leg dBA Legny Existing
and
24-hr Future Future Future Future
Rec avg. peak hr, peak hr, Rec | Location No Future | No Future
ID Location | ambient | unmitigated | mitigated | ID (Segment) | Existing | Build Build Build Build
N-9 | 18902 59 67 N/A ST- | Park 62 62 62 5 5
Afton 58 across
Ave, from 18906
Saratoga Bellgrove
Circle
(Segment
7)
N- 19732 52 68 63 ST- | South 63 63 64 Same @ +1@
10 Solana 52 corner of
Dr., Kevin
Saratoga Moran Park
(near
12491
Scully Ave)
(Segment
6)

! Noise levels are expressed in terms of the A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level (Legrny)-
Leqi is the equivalent steady-state sound level over a one-hour period that contains the same acoustic energy as the
time-varying sound level during the same period. The Leqry analyzed in the 2012 NSR represents the worst hour for traffic
noise, as required by 23 Code of Federal Regulations 772. The unit of measure used in the 2012 NSR is functionally
equivalent to the unit of measure used in the 1987 Final EIS (future peak hour dBA Leg).

2 N/A = Not Applicable. Mitigation was not required by the 1987 Final EIS for this location because the unmitigated level
did not exceed the Category B Noise Abatement Criteria (67 dBA) in effect at the time. However, a sound wall was
constructed at this location.

% A 1987 predicted “future peak hour mitigated” noise level was not provided. Therefore, the 2012 noise data are
compared to the 1987 predicted “future peak hour unmitigated” level.

“ The residences on Solana Drive and the south corner of Kevin Moran Park near 12491 Scully Avenue (represented by
N-10 [1987] and ST-52 [2012]) are shielded by a sound wall. Therefore, the 2012 noise data are compared to the 1987
predicted “future peak hour mitigated” level.

Notes: Approximate receptor locations are shown in Exhibits A and B. ST-58 is also shown on IS/EA Appendix A Sheet
10, and ST-52 is shown on IS/EA Appendix A Sheet 9.

The residences on Afton Avenue and the part of Bellgrove Circle along SR 85
(represented by N-9 [1987] and ST-58 [2012]) are shielded by a sound wall. At the time
of the 1987 Final EIS, the predicted future noise level for N-9 did not exceed the
Category B Noise Abatement Criteria (67 dBA) in effect at the time, so a predicted
“future peak hour mitigated” noise level was not provided. Therefore, the 2012 noise data
are compared to the 1987 predicted “future peak hour unmitigated” level. The 2012
existing, future No Build, and future Build noise levels (with the existing sound wall in
place) are 5 decibels below the 1987 future peak hour unmitigated level (without the
sound wall). These levels are consistent with the expectation of an effective noise
reduction of at least 5 dBA from a sound wall.

The residences on Solana Drive and the south corner of Kevin Moran Park near 12491
Scully Avenue (represented by N-10 [1987] and ST-52 [2012]) are shielded by a sound
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wall. Therefore, the 2012 noise data are compared to the 1987 predicted “future peak
hour mitigated” level. The 2012 existing and future No Build noise levels are the same as
the 1987 future peak hour mitigated level, and the 2012 future Build noise level is 1
decibel above the 1987 predicted level. These results indicate that the 1987 modeling is
consistent with current measurements and predicted levels at this location.

N-4 Noise Measurements from 2013 Saratoga Noise Element Update

Summary of comments: The City of Saratoga General Plan 2013 Noise Element update
shows much higher noise levels along SR 85 than those shown in the IS/EA. The IS/EA
noise levels must therefore be inaccurate.

Response: For the City of Saratoga Draft Noise Element update, one noise measurement
was collected along SR 85 (Charles M. Salter Associates 2013). The measurement used
in the Noise Element update was in a different metric (measurement unit) than that used
in the SR 85 Express Lanes Project IS/EA and the NSR for the project (lllingworth and
Rodkin 2012). When converted to the same metric and adjusted to correlate with the
measurement distance from SR 85 used in the Noise Element update, the SR 85 Express
Lanes Project measurements are in the same range, or below the range, shown in the
Noise Element update. The following explains the noise measurements, metrics, and
conversion process.

Noise Measurement and Metrics. Based on a review of the draft noise technical report
prepared for the Noise Element update, a single long-term noise measurement (LT-11)
was made along the SR 85 corridor between Prospect Road and Cox Avenue. The report
did not provide specifics about the measurement location and measured noise data. The
noise level was stated to range from 67 to 71 decibels (dB) in the metric of Day-Night
Average Sound Level (DNL), at a nominal distance of 100 feet from the roadway
centerline assuming barrier shielding (that is, assuming that sound walls or other noise
barriers are between SR 85 and the measurement location).

Noise studies prepared for local agency projects, including General Plans, often are
evaluated in the metric of DNL. DNL is a 24-hour sound level with a 10 dB “penalty” for
noise occurring at night (from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m., to represent when people typically
sleep). In contrast, all Caltrans highway noise analyses are required by 23 Code of
Federal Regulations 772 to be conducted in terms of the worst or highest noise hour
(Legpny) for traffic. Traffic noise from a freeway, particularly during the worst traffic hour,
IS rather constant with occasional maximum instantaneous noise levels from trucks or
motorcycles. There can also be brief lulls in traffic yielding reduced traffic noise levels.
The acoustical descriptor used to characterize freeway noise is the equivalent noise level
(Leg). Leq is the equivalent steady-state noise level in a stated period of time that would
contain the same acoustic energy as the time-varying noise level during the same period.
Leqg(n) represents the worst hour for traffic noise.

In addition, Caltrans highway noise analyses must present noise measurement data in A-
weighted decibels (dBA). An A-weighted decibel is a unit of sound pressure level in
decibels on the A-weighted scale, which approximates the frequency response of the
average young ear when listening to most everyday sounds. Relative loudness, or
annoyance, of a sound as determined by listeners correlates fairly well with A-weighted
sound levels.
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For the SR 85 Express Lanes Project, lllingworth and Rodkin made a total of 15 noise
measurements in October 2011 to document existing noise levels at representative
receptor locations in the City of Saratoga. Specific details of the measurement sites,
photos, and measured noise data are presented in the NSR. The purpose of these
measurements was to determine the worst-hour noise level, consistent with the
requirements of Caltrans and FHWA. Measurement locations were chosen that represent
each type of land use activity category within each study segment. Measurements were
taken at locations expected to be most affected by freeway noise based on proximity,
geometry, elevation, and sensitivity. Measurements were also taken at locations beyond
first-row receptors (meaning the first row of structures from the freeway) to document the
decrease in noise levels with distance from the noise source.

Conversion Process. One long-term noise measurement, LT-5, documented the daily
trend in traffic noise levels at Congress Springs Park. The measurement began at
approximately 1 p.m. on Monday, October 24, 2011, and ended at approximately 1 p.m.
on Thursday, October 27, 2011 (Appendix E of the NSR). Data collected at this site were
used to determine the worst hour for traffic noise. Fourteen short-term noise
measurements (each consisting of two consecutive 10-minute measurements) were also
made at residential and other locations along the SR 85 corridor in concurrent time
intervals with the data for the long-term reference measurement site. The difference in
measured noise levels between the long-term reference site and each short-term noise
measurement site was applied to the worst-hour noise level from the long-term site in
order to estimate the worst-hour noise level at the short-term sites. This method enables a
direct comparison between the short-term and long-term noise measurements and allows
for the identification of the worst-hour noise levels at land uses in the project vicinity
where long-term noise measurements were not made.

Because the long-term noise measurement was taken over a three-day period, it can be
used to identify the DNL (again, the 24-hour sound level with a 10 dB penalty for noise
occurring at night). The difference in measured noise levels between the long-term
reference site and each short-term noise measurement site can also be applied to the DNL
from the long-term site in order to estimate the DNL at the short-term sites. This method
enables a direct comparison between the short-term and long-term noise measurements
and the identification of the DNL at land uses in the project vicinity where long-term
noise measurements were not made.

For example, if the measured L at the long-term site is 65 dBA, with a DNL of 70 dBA,
and the measured L¢q at the short-term site is 55 dBA during the same time period, then
the estimated DNL at the short-term site would be 60 dBA. Table N-4-1 provides a brief
summary of the pertinent information used to estimate the DNL at the 14 short-term noise
monitoring locations using this methodology.

After calculating the DNL at each short-term measurement site, a second adjustment
must be made to account for the receptor distance from the centerline of SR 85 in order to
compare directly with the data from the Noise Element update, which was estimated at a
distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline assuming barrier shielding. This
adjustment is made to reflect that noise levels decrease by 4.5 dBA per doubling of
distance from the noise source, consistent with the predictive methods used by Salter to
calculate the noise contours in the Saratoga Noise Element update’s draft noise technical
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report. For example, a day-night average noise level of 71 dB DNL at 100 feet from the

roadway centerline would be 66.5 dBA DNL at 200 feet and 62 dBA DNL at 400 feet.

Table N-4-1: Conversion of SR 85 Express Lanes Noise Levels for Comparison
with Saratoga Noise Element Update Noise Levels

Distance (ft) Leq (10- Estimated

from SR 85 Leq (10- min) @ Estimated | DNL at 100
Receptor ID centerline Date Time min) REF LT-5 | Change (dB) DNL feet
ST-46 240 10/26/2011 1240 56.8 62 -5.2 60 65
ST-50 120 10/26/2011 | 1340 62.8 61.5 1.3 66 67
ST-51 170 10/26/2011 1230 584 61 -2.6 62 66
ST-52 170 10/26/2011 | 1240 60.1 62 -1.9 63 66
ST-53 125 10/26/2011 1230 60.6 61 -0.4 65 66
ST-54 240 10/26/2011 | 1340 56.2 61.5 -5.3 60 65
ST-55 115 10/26/2011 | 1320 63.3 61.1 2.2 67 68
ST-56 285 10/27/2011 1030 57.5 62.8 -5.3 60 66
ST-57 290 10/27/2011 1020 55 62.5 -7.5 57 64
ST-58 215 10/27/2011 1110 59.1 63 -3.9 61 66
ST-59 260 10/27/2011 | 1020 55 62.5 -7.5 57 64
ST-60 190 10/27/2011 1150 55.9 61.8 -5.9 59 63
ST-61 390 10/27/2011 1100 49.9 62.6 -12.7 52 61
ST-63 200 10/27/2011 | 1100 56.5 62.6 -6.1 59 63
LT-5 215 10/26/2011 24-hr NA NA NA 65 70

Conclusions. As shown in Table N-4-1, the estimated DNL noise levels at the NSR
measurement locations, when adjusted for distance from the noise source, range from 61

to 70 dBA DNL at 100 feet from SR 85. The Saratoga Noise Element update provided

the range of 67 to 71 dB DNL at 100 feet from SR 85.

Eight of the 15 NSR measurements, located primarily in areas closer to SR 85, were
within 1 dB of (and below) the Noise Element update 67 to 71 dB DNL range when
adjusted for a distance of 100 feet from SR 85. The other seven NSR noise measurement

locations were below the Noise Element update 67 to 71 dB DNL range when adjusted

for distance.

This comparison shows that there is not a substantial difference between the noise data in

the NSR and the Saratoga Noise Element update. Therefore, the noise data presented in

the NSR and summarized in the IS/EA remain applicable.

N-5

In early 2014, VTA offered to meet with the cities within the project limits to discuss

Noise in Campbell, Los Gatos, Cupertino, and Mountain View

noise concerns related to the proposed project. SR 85 passes through the cities of

Mountain View, Los Altos, Sunnyvale, Cupertino, Saratoga, Los Gatos, Campbell, and
San Jose. The meeting was attended by the cities of Campbell, Los Gatos, Saratoga,

Cupertino, and Mountain View. It was agreed upon at the meeting that VTA would

H-28
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provide a comparison between the noise analysis for the proposed SR 85 Express Lanes
Project and the 1987 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of
SR 85 or appropriate other noise study. Following are the noise study comparisons for
the cities of Campbell, Los Gatos, Cupertino, and Mountain View. The noise study
comparison for the City of Saratoga is discussed in Master Response N-3.
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Campbell

URS

April 14,2014

Roy Molseed

Senior Environmental Planner

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
3331 North First Street

San Jose, CA 95134-1906

Re: SR 85 Express Lanes Project: Noise Analysis Results for the City of Campbell
Dear Roy:

As discussed at our February 26 meeting about project-related noise, we are providing figures
with noise measurement locations and tables of noise measurements and predictions for SR 85 in
the City of Campbell based on the 2012 Neise Study Report (NSR) for the SR 85 Express Lanes
Project. In addition, as requested by the City of Campbell, we are providing a comparison of
existing noise levels with predicted future noise levels from the 1987 Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of SR 85.

1.0 RESULTS OF THE 2012 NOISE STUDY REPORT

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project noise analysis divided the project corridor into study segments,
as described in the 2012 NSR. The City of Campbell is within Segments 7 and 8. Traffic noise
maodeling results and predicted traffic noise impacts for evaluated locations in the City of
Campbell are shown in Table 1. This table is based on NSR Tables 6-2, 7-8, and 7-9. The
evaluated locations are shown on attached Sheets 1 through 3.
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Master R

esponse N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Campbell

URS Roy Molseed
April 14, 2014

Page2 of 2
Table 1: Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Campbell
Worst Hour Noise Levels, Legn) Activity
dBA? Noise Category
Increase (Noise
Receptor Future Future | Over Abatement
I’ Receptor Location Existing | NoBuild | Build | Existing | Impact® | Criteria [NACD®
Segment 7 — SR 85 — Saratoga Aventie to Winchester Botifevard
Rear yard of 1380 Elwood
ST-64 Drive 59 59 60 1 None B{(67)
Los Gatos Estates on Pollard
ST-66 Road 60 60 62 2 None B(67)
ST-71 End of Del Loma Drive 60 60 61 1 None B(67)
Segment 8 — SR 85 — Winchester Boulevard to Union Avenue
ST-77 | 16160 East Mozart Avenue | 56 [ 8 | 57 ] 1 | None ] B(67)
! Shown on Sheets 1 through 3, attached
2 Noise levels are expressed in terms of the A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level (Leq[h]). Leglh]is
the equivalent steady-state sound level over a one-hour period that contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound
level dunng the same perod.
s Impact Type: 5 = Substantial Increase (12 dBA or more), A/E = Approach or Exceed Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)
4 Far an explanation of activity categones and Noise Abatement Criteria, see Table 4-1 of the 2012 Noise Study Report or Table
2.2 .71 of the Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment for the SR 85 Express Lanes Project
Mote: Only receptor lacations in Segments 7 and 8 that are in city limits are included here
2.0 COMPARISON WITH 1987 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS
The 1987 Final EIS for the construction of SR 85 south of I-280 evaluated 12 residential receptor
locations, one of which is in the City of Campbell. Table 2 provides the ambient and predicted
future noise levels for the receptor analyzed in the 1987 Final EIS (N-8, 4767 Roundtree Drive),
along with the existing and predicted future noise levels from the closest receptor analyzed in the
2012 NSR (ST-71, at the end of Del Loma Drive). The two locations are approximately two
blocks apart, as shown in Exhibit A, below.
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Campbell
URS

Roy Molseed
April 14, 2014
Page3 of 3
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Campbell

URS

Roy Molseed
April 14, 2014
Page 4 of 4

Table 2: Comparison of 1987 and 2012 Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Campbell

Most comparable location from 2012 Noise Study

2012 NSR levels
compared to 1987
Future peak hr,

From 1987 Final EIS Table Report (NSR) mitigated
dBA Ly dBA Legin)' Existing
24-hr Future peak | Future Future and
Rec avg. hr, peak hr, Rec Location No Future | Future No | Future
ID Location ambient | unmitigated | mitigated | ID (Segment) Existing | Build Build | Build Build
N-8 | 4767 48 79 66 sT- End of Del Loma 60 60 61 -6 -5
Roundtree 71 Drive (Segment
Drive, 7)
Campbell

" Noise levels are expressed in terms ofthe A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour eguivalent sound level (Legry)- Legry 15 the equivalent steady-state
sound level over a one-hour penod that contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound level during the same period. The Ly analyzed in the
2012 NSR represents the worst hour for traffic noise, as required by 23 Code of Federal Regulations 772. The unit of measure used inthe 2012 NSR is
functionally equivalent to the unit of measure used in the 1987 Final EIS (future peak hour dBA L)

MNotes: Approximate receptor locations are shown in Exhibit A ST-71 is also shown on Sheet 1 of 3

SR 85 Express Lanes Project
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Campbell

URS

Roy Molseed
April 14, 2014
Page 5 of 5

Both receptor locations currently receive acoustic shielding from 10- to 12-foot noise barmers.
Therefore, the 2012 noise data are compared to the 1987 predicted “future peak hour mitigated”
level. The 2012 existing and future No Build noise levels are 6 decibels below the 1987 future
peak hour mitigated level, and the future Build noise level is 5 decibels below the 1987 predicted
level. These levels are consistent with the expectation of an effective noise reduction of at least 5

decibels from a sound wall.

Flease feel free to contact me at any time if you have questions or need further assistance.

Sincerely,

URS CORPORATION

J. >

Lynn McIntyre
Project Manager, Environmental

Enclosures
cc: Ngoc Bui, California Department of Transportation, District 4
File
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for Town of Los Gatos

URS

April 14, 2014

Roy Molseed

Senior Environmental Planner

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
3331 North First Street

San Jose, CA 95134-1906

Re: SR 85 Express Lanes Project: Noise Analysis Results for the Town of Los Gatos
Dear Roy:

As discussed at our February 26 meeting about project-related noise, we are providing figures
with noise measurement locations and tables of noise measurements and predictions for SR 85 in
the Town of Los Gatos based on the 2012 Noise Study Report (NSR) for the SR 85 Express
Lanes Project. In addition, as requested by the Town of Los Gatos, we are providing a
comparison of existing noise levels with predicted future neise levels from the 1987 Final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of SR 85.

1.0 RESULTS OF THE 2012 NOISE STUDY REPORT

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project noise analysis divided the project corridor into study segments,
as described in the 2012 NSR. The Town of Los Gatos straddles Segments 7 and 8. Traffic noise
modeling results and predicted traffic noise impacts for evaluated locations in the Town of Los
Gatos are shown in Table 1. This table is based on NSR Tables 6-2, 7-8, and 7-9. The evaluated
locations are shown on attached Sheets 1 through 3.
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for Town of Los Gatos

URS Roy Molseed
April 14, 2014

Page 2 of 2
Table 1: Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Los Gatos
Worst Hour Noise Levels, Loy Activity
dBA’ Noise Category
Increase {Noise
Receptor Future Future | Over Abatement
D' Receptor Location Existing | NoBuild | Build | Existing | Impact’ | Criteria [NAC)'
Segment 7 — SR 85 — Saratoga Aventie to Winchester Boulevard
Palmer Drive apartments,
ST-67 swimming pool. 56 56 57 1 None B(67)
Equivalent to residential yards
ST-68 at end of Mulberry Avenue. 58 58 59 1 None B(67)
Equivalent to rear yard of 748
ST-69 Pollard Road. 58 58 59 1 None B(67)
ST-70 Elmwood Court apartments. 60 60 61 1 None B(67)
Segmient 8 — SR 85 — Winchester Boulevard to Union Aveniie
Aventino Apartments,
ST-72 pool/playground. 57 57 58 2 MNone B(67)
Bonnie View mobile home
ST-73 park, #58. 56 56 57 1 None B(67)
Los Gatos Swim and Racquet
ST-74 Club, tennis courts. 65 65 66 1 A/E C{67)
Los Gatos Swim and Racquet
ST-74a° Club, tennis courts. 64 64 65 1 None C{67)
Front yard of 106 Pso Laura
ST-75 Court. 54 54 54 0 None B(67)
Across from 16260 Burton
ST-786 Road. 57 57 57 0 None B(87)

! Shown on Sheets 1 through 3, attached.

2 Noise levels are exprassed in terms of the A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level (Leqg[h]) Leglh]is
the equivalent steady-state sound level over a one-hour period that contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound
level durng the same period

? Impact Type: S = Substantial Increass (12 dBA or more), A/E = Approach or Excesd MNoise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

“For an explanation of activity categones and Moise Abatement Criteria, see Table 4-1 of the 2012 Noise Study Report or Table
2.2.7-1 of the Initial Study with Proposed MNegative Declaration/Environmental Assessment forthe SR 85 Express Lanes Project

5 ST-T4a was modeled using data from ST-74
Mote: Only receptor locations in Segments 7 and 8§ that are in town limits are included here.

20 COMPARISON WITH 1987 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS

The 1987 Final EIS for the construction of SR 85 south of I-280 evaluated 12 residential receptor
locations, one of which is in the Town of L.os Gatos. Table 2 provides the ambient and predicted
future noise levels for the receptor analyzed in the 1987 Final EIS (N-7, 628 Vasona Avenue),
along with the existing and predicted future noise levels from the closest receptor analyzed in the
2012 NSR (ST-69, equivalent to rear vard of 748 Pollard Road). The two locations are
approximately three blocks apart, as shown in Exhibit A, below.
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for Town of Los Gatos

Roy Molseed
April 14,2014

Page 3 of 3
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for Town of Los Gatos

URS Roy Molseed

April 14, 2014

Page 4 of 4
Table 2: Comparison of 1987 and 2012 Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Los Gatos
2012 NSR levels
compared to 1987
Most comparable location from 2012 Noise Study Future peak hr,
From 1987 Final EIS Table Report (NSR) mitigated
UBA Loy dBA Ly’ Existing
24-hr Future Future Future and
Rec avg. peak hr, peak hr, | Rec Location No Future | Future No | Future
D Location ambient | unmitigated | mitigated | ID {Segment) Existing | Build Build | Build Build
N-7 | 628 Vasona 53 63 59 ST- Equivalent to rear | 58 58 59 -1 Same
Ave, Los 69 yard of 748
Gatos Pollard Rd
(Segment 7)

" Noise levels are expressed in terms of the A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level (Leah]). Leq[h] is the equivalent steady-state
sound level over a ane-hour period that contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound level during the same period. The Ly analyzed in the
2012 MSR represents the warst hour for traffic noise, as required by 23 Code of Federal Regulations 772. The unit of measure used in the 2012 NSR is
functionally equivalent to the unit of measure used in the 1987 Final EIS (future peak hour dBA Leg).

Motes: Approximate receptor locations are shown in Exhibit &, ST-69 is also shown on Sheet 2 of 3
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for Town of Los Gatos

URS Roy Molsead
April 14, 2014

Page 5 of 5

Both receptor locations currently receive acoustic shielding from noise barriers. Therefore, the
2012 noise data are compared to the 1987 predicted “future peak hour mitigated™ level. The 2012
existing and future No Build noise levels are 1 decibel below the 1987 future peak hour
mitigated level, and the 2012 future Build noise level is the same as the 1987 predicted level.
These results indicate that the 1987 modeling is consistent with current measurements and
predicted levels at this location.

Please feel free to contact me at any time if you have questions or need further assistance.

Sincerely,
URS CORPORATION

ij.%%%b

Lynn McIntyre
Project Manager, Environmental

Enclosures
cC: Ngoc Bui, California Department of Transportation, District 4
File
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Cupertino

URS

April 14,2014

Roy Molseed

Senior Environmental Planner

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
3331 North First Street

San Jose, CA 95134-1906

Re: SR 85 Express Lanes Project: Noise Analysis Results for the City of Cupertino
Dear Roy:

As discussed at our February 26 meeting about project-related noise, we are providing figures
with noise measurement locations and tables of noise measurements and predictions for SR 85 in
the City of Cupertino based on the 2012 Noise Study Report (NSR) for the SR 85 Express Lanes
Project. In addition, as requested by the City of Cupertino, we are providing a comparison of
existing noise levels with predicted fitture noise levels from the 1987 Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of SR 85.

1.0 RESULTS OF THE 2012 NOISE STUDY REPORT

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project noise analysis divided the project corridor into study segments,
as described in the 2012 NSR. The City of Cupertino is within Segments 4 and 5. Traffic noise
modeling results and predicted traffic noise impacts for evaluated locations in the City of
Cupertino are shown in Table 1. This table is based on NSR Tables 6-1, 6-2, 7-5, and 7-6. The
evaluated locations are shown on attached Sheets 1 through 4.
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Cupertino

URS Roy Molseed
Aprl 14, 2014
Page 2 of 2
Table 1: Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Cupertino
Waorst Hour Noise Levels, Activity
Leqp) dBA? Noise Category
Increase (Noise
Receptor Future Future | Over Abatement
D’ Receptor Location Existing | NoBuild | Build | Existing | Impact® | criteria [NAC))*
Segmemnt 4 — SR 85 — West Fremont Avenue to Interstate 280
ST-27 10901 Maxine Avenue 64 64 64 0 None B(B7)
Front yard of 10760 Maxine
ST-28 Avenue B9 59 59 0 None B(67)
Segment 5 — SR 85 — Interstate 280 to South De Anza Boulevard
LT-4 Rear yard of 1 0{-80 Stokes
Avenue, Cupertino 62 62 63 1 None B(67)
Small park next to Casa de
Anza Apartments on Mary
ST-31 Avenue 85 65 66 1 AJE C(67)
ST-32 End of Fitzgerald Avenue 63 63 63 0 None B(B7)
ST-33 Glenbrook Apartments 57 57 58 1 None B(67)
De Anza College, Campus
ST-34 Drive 69 69 70 1 AJE C(67), D(52)
Home of Christ Church, Bubb
Road. No sensitive outdoor
ST-35 uses 74 74 76 2 -- D(52)
South end of Campus Drive -
ST-36 Child Development Center 74 74 75 1 A/E C(67), D(52)
Non-measurement receptor
ST-36a | location added to the model 60 60 60 0 None C(67), D{52)
Rear yard of 826 September
ST-37 Drive 84 64 65 1 None B(67)
Equivalent to rear yard of 7855
ST-38 Festival Drive 87 67 68 1 AE B{67)
Park across from 7704
ST-38 Orogrande Place 68 68 68 0 AE C(67)
ST-40 Rear yard of 7726 Tonki Court 67 67 68 1 AJE B(67)
Rear yard of 1101 Kentwood
ST-41 Avenue 63 63 64 1 None B{67)
Rear yard of 1148 Scotland
ST-42 Drive 68 68 69 1 AE B(67)
Gardenside Lane at Kingsbury
Place. Equivalent to ocutdoor
ST-44 use areas of residences 66 66 67 1 AE B{67)
ST-45 Water Lily Way - townhomes 64 64 65 1 Mone B{(67)

! Shown on Sheets 1 through 4, attached

2 Noise levels are expressed in terms of the A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level {Leglh]i. Leglh]is
the equivalent steady-state sound level over a one-hour period that contains the same acoustic energy as the fime-varying sound

level during the same perod

2 Impact Type: S = Substantial Increase (12 dBA ormore), A/E = Approach or Exceed MNoise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

4 For an explanation of activity categories and MNoise Abatement Criteria, see Table 4-1 of the 2012 MNoise Study Report or Table
2.2.7-1 of the Initial Study with Proposed Negative Dedaration/Environmental Assessment forthe SR 85 Express Lanes Project

® The NSR ariginally listed this address as 114 Scotland Drive. The comect address is 1148 Scotland Drive
Mote: Only receptor locations in Segments 4 and S that are in city limits are included here

SR 85 Express Lanes Project
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Cupertino

URS Roy Molseed
April 14, 2014

Page 3 of 3

2.0 COMPARISON WITH 1987 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS

The 1987 Final EIS for the construction of SR 85 south of [-280 evaluated 12 residential receptor
locations, two of which are in the City of Cupertino. Table 2 provides the ambient and predicted
future noise levels for the receptors analyzed in the 1987 Final EIS (N-11, 1130 Scotland Drive,
and N-12, 10130 Bubb Road), along with the existing and predicted fihure noise levels from the
closest receptors analyzed in the 2012 NSR (ST-42, rear yard of 1148 Scotland Drive, and ST-
35, Home of Christ Church on Bubb Road).

N-11 {(1987) and ST-42 (2012) appear to be within a block of each other, in the first row of
houses south of SR 85 (see Exhibit A, below).

N-12 (1987) is listed as a residence in the 1987 Final EIS, but the current land use is commercial.
ST-35(2012) appears to be approximately the same distance from SR 85 as the address shown
for N-12 (1987) (sec Exhibit B, below).

H-42
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Cupertino

Roy Molseed
April 14, 2014
Page 4 of 4
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Table 2: Comparison of 1987 and 2012 Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Cupertinc

2012 NSR levels
Most comparable location from 2012 Noise Study compared to 1987
From 1987 Final EIS Table Report (NSR) Future peak hr
dBA Loy dBA Loy Existing
24-hr Future peak | Future Future and
Rec avg. hr, peak hr, | Rec Location No Future | Future No | Future
1D Location ambient | unmitigated | mitigated | ID {Seqiment) Existing | Build Build Build Build
-1 1130 Scofland 57 79 [ 5T42 | Rear yard of 1148 65 ] 69 2 e
Dr, Cupertino Scotland Dr,
Cuperting (Segrrent
el
M-12 10130 Bubb Rd, 54 68 63 5T-35 | Home of Christ 74 74 76 TR T
Cupertino Church on Bubb
Road. Mo outdoor
use (Segmentd)

" Noise levels are exprassed in terms of the A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level (Leqglh]). Leq[h] is the equivalent steady-state
sound level over a one-hour period that contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound level during the same period. The Loy analyzed in the
2012 NSR represents the worst hour fortraffic noise, as required by 23 Code of Federal Regulations 772. The unit of measure used inthe 2012 NSR is
functicnally equivalent to the unit of measure used in the 1987 Final EIS (future peak hour dBA L.g)

* The residences on Scotland Drive (represented by N-11 [1987] and ST-42 [2012]) are currently shielded by a 12-foot noise barmier. Therefore, the 2012 noise
data are compared to the 1987 predicted "future peak hour mitigated” level

® The commercial land uses on Bubb Road (represented by N-12 [1987] and ST-35 [2012]) are not shielded by noise bamiers. Therefore, the 2012 noise data
are compared to the 1987 predicted "future peak hour unmitigated” level

MNotes: Approximate receptar locations are shown in Exhibits A and B. 5T-35 and 5T-42 are also shown on Sheets 2 and 3 of 4, respectively
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The residences on Scotland Drive (represented by N-11 [1987] and ST-42 [2012]) are currently
shielded by a 12-foot noise barrier. Therefore, the 2012 noise data are compared to the 1987
predicted “future peak hour mitigated™ level. The 2012 existing and future No Build noise levels
are 2 decibels above the 1987 future peak hour mitigated level, and the 2012 fiuture Build noise
level is 3 decibels above the 1987 predicted level. The 1987 modeling, which assumed a future
year of 2010, is generally consistent with current measurements and predicted levels at this
location.

The commercial land uses on Bubb Road (represented by N-12 [1987] and ST-35 [2012]) are not
shielded by noise barriers. Therefore, the 2012 noise data are compared to the 1987 predicted
“flture peak hour unmmtigated™ level. The 2012 existing and future No Build noise levels are 6
decibels above the 1987 future peak hour unmitigated level, and the future Build noise level is 8
decibels above the 1987 predicted level. Location N-12 was identified as a residential land use in
the 1987 Final EIS. It is currently a commercial land use, and the setting has changed.

As described in Section 7.2.6 of the NSR, interior noise measurements were also collected at ST-
35 (Home of Christ Church on Bubb Road). There are no active outdoor use areas at this
location, and therefore Category D noise abatement criteria are considered. Under these
circumnstances, indoor measurements and criteria apply. The measurements indicated that worst-
hour noise levels in the sanctuary are 40 dBA Leqy or less. Interior noise levels at this Category
D land use do not approach or exceed the noise abatemnent criteria of 52 dBA Legp. No
residences or other sensitive land uses were identified on Bubb Road.

Please feel free to contact me at any time if you have questions or need further assistance.

Sincerely,

URS CORPORATION

S.%%Q%b

Lynn McIntyre
Project Manager, Environmental

Enclosures
ce Ngoc Bui, California Department of Transportation, District 4
File
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Master Response N-5, continued — Additional noise information for City of Mountain View

URS

April 14, 2014

Roy Molseed

Senior Environmental Planner

Santa Clara Valley Transpertation Authority
3331 North First Street

San Jose, CA 95134-1906

Re: SR 85 Express Lanes Project: Noise Analysis Results for the City of Mountain View
Dear Roy:

As discussed at our February 26 meeting about project-related noise, we are providing figures
with noise measurement locations and tables of noise measurements and predictions for SR 85 in
the City of Mountain View based on the 2012 Noise Study Report (NSR) for the SR 85 Express
Lanes Project. In addition, the City of Mountain View requested a comparison of existing noise
levels with predicted future noise levels from the 1987 Final Environmental Impact Statement
(EILS) for the construction of SR 85. The Mountain View portion of SR 85 was constructed
before 1987 and therefore was not addressed in the EIS. Instead, we have included predicted
future noise level data from the 1996 environmental document for the SR 85 HOV Lane
Widening Project between Dana Street and north of Moffett Boulevard.'

1.0 RESULTS OF THE 2012 NOISE STUDY REPORT

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project noise analysis divided the project corridor into study segments,
as described in the 2012 NSR. The City of Mountain View straddles Segments 1, 2, and 3.
Traffic noise modeling results and predicted traffic noise impacts for evaluated locations in the
City of Mountain View are shown in Table 1. This table is based on NSR Tables 6-1, 6-2, 7-2, 7-
3, and 7-4. The evaluated locations are shown on attached Sheets 1 through 4.

! Proposed Negative Declaration and Draft Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for the Route 85 HOV Lane
Widening Project Between Dana Street and North of Moffett Boulevard (KP R36.1 to R38.3; PM 22.4 to R23.8).
1996. U.8. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and Califormia Department of
Transportation, District 4. On file at the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Oakland, CA.
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Table 1: Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Mountain View
Waorst Hour Noise Levels, Loy Activity
dBA’ Noise Category
Increase (Noise
Receptor Future Future | Over Abatement
D’ Receptor Location Existing | NoBuild | Build | Existing | Impact’® | Criteria [NAC])'
Segment 1 — SR 85 — US 101 to Central Expressway
LT-1 Central Avenue trail entrance | 64 65 65 1 None C(67)
to Stevens Creek Trail,
Mountain View
ST-1 Front yard of 751 San Carlos | 54 55 55 1 None B(67)
Avenue
ST-2 Rear Yard of 861 San Luppe 57 B8 o8 1 None B(67)
Drive
ST-3 500 W. Middlefield Road - 59 59 59 0 None B(67)
Willow Creek Apartments
ST-4 Equivalent to pool/common 55 56 56 1 None B(67)
area of 500 W. Middlefield
Road
ST-5 Alamo Court Park 63 63 63 0 None C(67)
ST-6 West end of Creekside Park. 61 62 62 1 None B(67), C(67)
Representative of park and
adjacent residential
apartments
ST-7 179 B Central Avenue condos | 59 B0 60 1 MNone B{67)
ST-8 117 Easy Street — Church of 64 65 65 1 None C(67), D(52)
Scientology
Segment 2 — SR 85 — Central Expressway to El Camino Real
LT-2 Rear yard of 579 McCarty 57 58 57 0 None B(67)
Avenue, Mountain View
ST-9° 120 Pioneer Way — Jehovah's | 71 72 71 0 MNone D(52)
Witness Church (no sensitive
outdoor uses)
ST-10 Avalon Apartments 61 62 62 1 None B(67)
ST-11 Equivalent to apartments 68 68 68 0 AJE B({67)
adjoining SR 85 along Alice
Avenue
Segment 3 — SR 85 — Ef Camino Real to West Fremont Aventie
LT-3 Rear yard of 1105 Remington | 64 64 64 0 None B(67)
Court
ST-12 150 Kings Row in Sahara 64 64 64 0 None B(67)
Mobile Home Park
ST-12a Stevens Creek Trail 71 71 71 0 AE C(67)
ST-12b 271 Kings Row in Sahara 59 59 59 0 None B(67)
Mobile Home Park
ST-13 Pool area of Americana 57 57 57 0 MNone B({67)
Apartments
ST-14 Park along Franklin Avenue 62 B2 62 0 Mone C(87)
ST-156 1240 Dale - Delmonico 64 64 64 0 None B(67)
Apartments
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URS Roy Molsead
April 14, 2014

Page 3 of 3
Table 1: Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Mountain View
Worst Hour Noise Levels, Loy Activity
dBA’ Noise Category
Increase {Noise
Receptor Future Future | Over Abatement
1} Receptor Location Existing | NoBuild | Build | Existing | Impact’ | Criteria [NAC])®
ST-16 Rear yard of 1317 Brook 63 63 63 0 None B(67)
Place
ST-17 Rear yard of 877 63 63 63 0 None B(67)
Heatherstone - Heatherstone
Apartments
ST-19 Alta Vista High School at 69 69 69 0 AJE B(67), C(67),
setback of nearest D{52)
classrooms to SR 85;
equivalent to Lubich Drive
residential rear yards
ST-20 Rear yard of 1429 Brookmill 66 66 66 0 AJE B(87)
Road

! Shown on Sheets 1 through 4, attached

2 Moise levels are expressed in terms of the A-weighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level (Leg[hl) Leqh]is
the equivalent steady-state sound level aver a one-hour period that contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound
level during the same perod.

3 Impact Type: S = Substantial Increase {12 dBA or more), A/E = Approach or Exceed Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

4 For an explanation of activity categories and Noise Abatement Criteria, see Table 4-1 ofthe 2012 MNaise Study Report or Table
2 2 7-1 of the Initial Study with Proposed Negative Dedaration/Environmental Assessment forthe SR 85 Express Lanes Project

5Represents exterior fagade of Category D land use
Mote: Only receptor locations in Segments 1 through 3 that are in city limits are included here.

2.0 COMPARISON WITH 1996 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS

Table 2 provides existing and predicted future noise levels from the 2012 NSR along with 1996
“existing” and predicted future noise levels for comparable nearby locations evaluated for the SR
85 HOV Lane Widening Project. The 1996 envirommental document provided ranges of future
noise levels with and without noise barmers. Based on mapping from the 1996 and 2012 reports,
it appears that the barriers identified for the 1996 evaluation locations in Table 2 have been built.
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'URS Roy Molseed
Apnl 14, 2014

Page 4 of 4

Table 2: Comparison of 1996 and 2012 Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Mountain View

2012 NSR levels
From 1996 IS/EA for SR 85 HOV Lane Widening Most comparable location from 2012 Noise Study compared to 1996
Project Report (NSR) Future with barrier
GBA Loy dBA Loy Future
Future | Future Receptor Future Build

Receptor | Receptor Existing | without | with Receptor | Location No Future and No

D Location (1996) barrier | barrier | ID? (Segment) Existing | Build | Build | Existing | Build Notes

Mountain View

R1 Edith 59.9 65-69 60-64 | ST-10 Avalon &1 62 62 Within Within Measurement locations appear
Landels Apartments, predicted | predicted | to be within about 500 feet of
School, play 151 6064 60-64 each other and are separated
area Calderon by West Dana Street. Both are

Ave (2) approximately equidistant from
SR 85, as shown in Exhibit A,
below.

R4 Creekside 62.9 65-69 B60-64 | ST-10 Avalon &1 62 62 Within Within A search for Creekside
Apartments, Apartments, predicted | predicted | Apartments for Mountain View
tennis court 151 G064 G064 did not produce any results.

Calderon The official name of the

Aye (2) development at 151 Calderon
Avenue (ST-10) is Creekside
at Avalon, so it appears that
the name has been changed
and the measurements were
taken at the same apartment
complex.

R15 Residence: | 68.9 63-78 62-70 | 5T-8 117 Easy B4 65 65 Within Within There is no Gladys Street (as
26 Gladys Street — predicted | predicted | listed for R15), only Gladys
&t., rear Church of 62-70 62-70 Court and Gladys Avenue. 26
vard Scientology Gladys Court is closer to SR

(n 85 than residences on Gladys
Avenue. 117 Easy Street (ST-
8) is about a quarter mile south
of 26 Gladys Court, but both
are approximately equidistant
from SR 85, as shown in
Exhibit B, below.

R20 Willow Park | 68.1 68-74 63-65 | ST-3 500 W, 59 59 58 Below Below A search for Willow Park
Apartments, Middlefield predicted | predicted | Apartments in Mountain View
Unit #144 Road- 63-65 63-65 did not produce any results.
rear yard Willow Creek The mapped locations of R20

Apartments and ST-3 appear to be the
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Table 2: Comparison of 1996 and 2012 Existing and Future Noise Levels Along SR 85 in Mountain View

2012 NSR levels
From 1996 IS/EA for SR 85 HOV Lane Widening Most comparable location from 2012 Noise Study compared to 1996
Project Report (NSR) Future with barrier
dBA Leqn dBA Logmy Future
Future | Future Receptor Future Build
Receptor | Receptor Existing | without | with Receptor | Location No Future and No
ID L it (1996) barrier | barrier | ID° g | Build | Build | Existing | Build Notes
{location same, s0 it is believed that the
equivalent to name of the complex was
2“3(;‘['::‘(:“1 changed to Willow Creek
8‘>Ju'orld Alice Apartments,
Ay, between
Rainbow Ave
and
Moorepark
Ave.) (1)
R23A Residence: | 68.8 &8 61-65 | ST-5 Alamo Court | 63 63 63 Within Within Measurement locations are
650 Alamo Park {south predicted | predicted | within about a block of each
Ct#3, of 603 Alamo 61-65 61-65 other, as shown in Exhibit C,
balcony Cty (1) below.
R26 Residence: | 62.5 68-70 | 61-63 | ST-2 Rear yard of | 57 58 58 Below Below Same measurement location.
861 San 861 San predicted | predicted
Luppe, rear Luppe Dr. (1) 61-63 61-63
yard
" Moise levels are expressed in terms of the Aaweighted decibel (dBA) and the one-hour equivalent sound level {Leglh]). Leglh] is the equivalent steady-state
sound leved over a one-hour perod that contains the same acoustic energy as the time-vandng sound level durng the same penod
 Shown on Sheats 1 through 4, attached
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In each case, the existing and future No Build and Build noise levels from the 2012 NSR are
within the predicted firture *“with barrier” range identified in the 1996 environmental document.
For all measurement locations in the 2012 NSR, the project would resultina 0 to 1 dBA increase
over existing conditions. These results indicate that the 1996 modeling is consistent with current
measurements and predicted levels at these locations.

Please feel free to contact me at any time if you have questions or need further assistance.

Sineerely,
URS CORPORATION

J. L

Lynn McIntyre
Project Manager, Environmental

Enclosures
g Ngoc Bui, California Department of Transportation, District 4
File
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H.3

Comments from Regional Agencies

Comment R-1 Derek Beauduy, San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board

s

af GOVERNOR

by
caLiFoRMIA q MaTTHEW RODRIOUEZ
‘ & CRI RY FOI

Water Boards

i
Envi

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

R-1-1

January 28, 2014
CIWQS Place No.: 803245

Sent via electronic mail — a hard copy will not follow

California Department of Transportation
Attn: Ms. Cristin Hallissy
cristin.hallissy@dot.ca.gov

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Subject: Comments on the State Route 85 Express Lanes Project - Initial Study with
Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment (SCH No.
2013122065)

Dear Ms. Hallissy:

[ Thank you for giving San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff
the opportunity to review the Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental
Assessment (IS/EA) for the State Route 85 Express Lanes Project (Project). The Project
proposed by the California Department of Transportation (Department), in cooperation with the
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, involves the conversion of existing High-
Occupancy Vehicle lanes on State Route 85 to express lanes, between the cities of San Jose
and Palo Alto in Santa Clara County.

The following comments are to advise the Department of our concerns so they may be
incorporated into the planning and design process at an early date.

Potential Impacts to Aquatic Resources

The IS/EA suggests there may be a potential for impacts to aquatic resources including wetland
habitat, streams or tributaries, or other waters of the State. The IS/EA notes that work will occur
along the banks and riparian corridors of Saratoga Creek and San Tomas Aquino Creek for
bridge widening. Also noted is minimal grading which may occur at Rodeo, Vasona, and Ross
creek culverts. Please be aware that bridge widening may result in shading impacts to aquatic
resources. Both a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 water quality certification and a CWA
Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers may be necessary for projects
involving impacts to waters of the U.S. Additionally, the Department may need to file a Report of
Waste Discharge if the project may result in a discharge of pollutants to waters of the State.

ETARY FOR
RONMENTAL PROTEGTY

22\ Epmunp G, Brown JA.

=
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R-1-1,
cont.

R-1-2

R-1-3

Ms. Cristin Hallissy SR 85 Express Lanes EA/Neg. Dec.
SCH No. 2013122065 -2- CIWQS No.: 803245

The Water Board adopted U.S. EPA’s Section 404(b)(1), “Guidelines for Specification of
Disposal Sites for Dredge or Fill Material,” dated December 24, 1980, in its Basin Plan for
determining the circumstance under which filling of wetlands, streams or other waters of the

State may be permitted. Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines prohibit all discharges of fill material into
regulated waters of the United States, unless a discharge, as proposed, constitutes the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative that will achieve the basic project purpose.

The Guidelines sequence the order in which proposals shall be approached: 1) Avoid - avoid
impacts to waters; 2) Minimize - modify project to minimize impacts to waters; and, 3) Mitigate -
once impacts have been fully minimized, compensate for unavoidable impacts to waters. When
it is not possible to avoid impacts to water bodies, disturbance should be minimized. Mitigation
for lost water body acreage and functions through restoration or creation should only be
considered after disturbance has been minimized. Where impacts cannot be avoided, the
creation of adequate mitigation habitat to compensate for the loss of water body acreage and
linear feet, and functions and values must be provided. Mitigation should be preferably in-kind
and on-site, with no net destruction of habitat value. A proportionately greater amount of
mitigation is required for projects that are out-of-kind and/or off-site. Mitigation should be
completed prior to, or at least simultaneous to, the filling or other loss of existing wetlands.

Post Construction Stormwater Runoff Impacts
Project implementation will result in a net increase of impervious area.

Added impervious areas may result in alterations to existing hydrologic regimes, resulting in
erosion and/or changes of sediment transport in receiving waters (hydromodification). As noted
in the IS/EA, there are receiving waters in the project area that are susceptible to
hydromodification. It is also noted that the project would incorporate BMPs to maintain or
restore pre-project hydrology to the levels that would satisfy Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program hydromodification requirements. We appreciate the Department’s
commitment to meet hydromodification impact requirements.

In order to obtain 401 water quality certification (certification) or waste discharge requirements
from the Water Board, the Department will be required to treat stormwater runoff from a Project
area equivalent to all added and reworked impervious surfaces. The IS/EA notes that 40.1 acres
of impervious surface would be added as a result of project implementation, but does not
specify how many acres of impervious surface would be reworked. The Water Board will not
issue Clean Water Act section 401 water quality certification (certification) for this Project unless
post-construction stormwater is treated from a Project area equivalent to all added and
reworked impervious surfaces.

Planning for Provision of Mitigation Areas

As noted in this letter, the Department may be subject to hydromodification and post-
construction stormwater treatment mitigation which require the provision of Department right-of-
way. The Department must plan for provision of these mitigation lands as soon as possible;
should provision and/or acquisition of these on-site lands prove infeasible, the Department must
provide the accompanying rationale of infeasibility in its 401 certification application and provide
an off-site mitigation proposal to compensate for the foregone on-site mitigation.
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Ms. Cristin Hallissy SR 85 Express Lanes EA/Neg. Dec.
SCH No. 2013122065 -3- CIWQS No.: 803245

R-1-3,| If you have any questions, comments, or concerns, please contact me at (510) 622-2348, or via
cont. | email to derek.beauduy@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Derek Beauduy
Environmental Specialist

cc: State Clearinghouse
Mr. Hardeep Takhar, Caltrans
Mr. Dale Bowyer, Water Board

Responses to Comment R-1
R-1-1
Bridge widening at Saratoga Creek and San Tomas Aquino Creek would take place

above the ordinary high water mark, as determined in the wetland delineation that was
done in 2012. Therefore, a Section 404 permit will not be needed.

Rodeo, Ross, and VVasona Creeks cross under SR 85 in box culverts. SR 85 at these
culvert crossings is a single structure, rather than separate northbound and southbound
bridges as it is at Saratoga Creek and San Tomas Aquino Creek. The work on SR 85 over
Rodeo, Ross, and VVasona Creeks consists of paving the existing dirt median, placing
concrete median barriers, and replacing the existing inside shoulder with a new structural
section. These activities would not affect the box culverts or creeks. No overhead signs,
toll structures, or light poles, would be installed at the culvert crossings. The IS/EA has
been revised to clarify this information.

Because the project would result in more than 1 acre of ground disturbance, a General
Construction Permit will be required. A 401 Certification is not expected to be required
but a RWQCB joint application for 401 Water Quality Certification and/or Report of
Waste Discharge will be submitted because the project is subject to waste discharge
requirements under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

R-1-2

As noted in the comment, the IS/EA states that 40.1 acres of impervious surface would be
added as part of the project. The reworked impervious area would be 27.4 acres. The
project would provide permanent storm water treatment for 100 percent of the net added
and reworked impervious area, equal to 67.5 acres. The detailed evaluation of best
management practices (BMPs), selection of BMP types, and BMP locations and
treatment areas will be further refined during detailed project design. This information
has been added to IS/EA Section 2.2.1.3.
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R-1-3

Preliminary treatment areas have been identified within the existing right-of-way to
provide permanent storm water treatment for 100 percent of the net added and reworked
impervious area. The proposed treatment areas are along SR 85 within the Cottle Road,
Blossom Hill Road, Santa Teresa Boulevard, Almaden Expressway, Camden Avenue,
Union Avenue, SR 17, South De Anza Boulevard, and 1-280 interchanges. The need for
additional right-of-way is not anticipated.

Comment R-2 Kathrin A. Turner, Santa Clara Valley Water District
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Responses to Comment R-2

R-2-1

The proposed project does not include activities that would affect Guadalupe River. See
IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 (under “SR 85 Bridge Widening”) in regard to proposed work at
San Tomas Aquino Creek. The response to Comment R-1-1 describes project work in the
vicinity of Vasona Creek, Rodeo Creek, and Ross Creek. Final IS/EA Section 1.3.7 has
been revised to include a reference to a Santa Clara Valley Water District permit.

Project plans will be provided to the District during the project design phase.

Comment R-3 Stacie Feng, San Francisco Water Department

Responses to Comment R-3

R-3-1

Detailed mapping of the SFPUC transmission mains has been requested and the
information will be incorporated into the project design. Utility coordination will be

conducted during the project design phase. Caltrans and VTA will confirm during the
next design phase that major utilities will be avoided.
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H.4 Comments from Local Agencies

Comment L-1 David Brandt, City Of Cupertino
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meeting travel demand yet Caltrans fails to consider a single transit-based alternative.
The Project, as currently designed is socially inequitable and fails to achieve its own
goals. Third, the IS/EA fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s environmental impacts
or to propose effective mitigation measures, rendering the document inadequate under
both the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code
section 21000 et seq. and the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C.
section 4321 et seq. Finally, the City is concerned that federal funding for the Project will
require the existing truck weight limit on SR 85 to be removed, which would create a
significant environmental effect that must be analyzed.

L-1-1,
cont.

This letter, along with the transportation report prepared by MRO Engineers
(“MRO Report™), attached as Exhibit A, constitute the City’s comments on the IS/EA.
The City respectfully refers Caltrans to the MRO Report both here and throughout these
comments, for further detail and discussion of the IS/EA’s inadequacies.

A. The Project Would Preclude the Development of Light Rail Within the
SR 85 Median.

The median of SR 85 has long been considered a possible route for mass transit
throughout southern Santa Clara County. To this end, in 1989, the predecessor to the
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (“VTA”)entered into a Performance
Agreement with several cities, including the City of Cupertino, to ensure that no
improvements would be undertaken to SR 85 that would preclude future mass transit
development within the highway’s median. See Performance Agreement between City of
Cupertino and the Santa Clara County Traffic Authority (January 24, 1989), attached as
Exhibit B, (paragraph 4 stating that Route 85 through the City will be a 6 through-lane
facility with a median width of 46'... *, and paragraph 8 stating that “... Bridges will be
designed and constructed in a manner not to preclude future mass transit development in
L-1-2 | the freeway median.”

As recently as 2000, VTA still contemplated the development of a light rail system
in Cupertino/Sunnyvale. Measure A, a retail transaction and use tax ordinance sponsored
by VTA, was approved by the electorate on November 7, 2000. See, Official Ballot,
County of Santa Clara, General Election, November 7, 2000, attached as Exhibit C. The
tax receipts from this measure were specifically earmarked for various mass transit
projects. Sunnyvale/Cupertino is one of the locations that Measure A contemplated
providing capital funds for the development of a light rail system.

In addition to being inconsistent with the 1989 Performance Agreement and
Measure A, the Project would not comply with Federal Highway Administration

I All exhibits are provided in the enclosed CD.

% The Santa Clara County Traffic Authority was the predecessor agency to the
VTA.
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L-1-2,
cont.

(“FHWA”) regulations, which mandate that transportation projects may “not restrict
consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation
improvements.” IS/EA, p. [-7. Although the IS/EA states that the Project “will not
prevent consideration of alternatives for other foreseeable transportation improvements
on SR 857 (id.), a 22-foot median may preclude the development of light rail transit in
certain locations within the median of the highway and will certainly make any future
light rail project much more difficult and expensive. That is because the proposed Project
would substantially reduce the size of the median. In many locations, including the
segments of the highway within Cupertino, the existing 46-foot median would be reduced
to approximately 22 feet. MRO Report, p. 8. Indeed, VTA staff member John Ristow
publicly confirmed that the proposed Project would require light rail within the SR 85
median to be elevated.

As discussed below, Caltrans must evaluate other alternatives that would meet
future travel demand while not precluding or making infeasible light rail transit within
the SR 85 median. One obvious alternative is the development of light rail transit along
the SR 85 corridor.

B. Caltrans Must Consider Alternatives That Do Not Require Widening
the Highway.

The IS/EA acknowledges only one real alternative to the proposed Project. This
alternative, which would convert the existing northbound and southbound HOV lanes
into an express lane, was rejected during the early stage of Project development because
it would preclude the future construction of a second express lane in the SR 85 corridor.
IS/EA, p. I-14, 15. The IS/EA therefore fails to include any alternative that would not,
ultimately, result in the widening of the highway.

While highway widening might be appropriate for some transportation purposes,
Caltrans and VTA should also analyze project alternatives that do not rely exclusively on
increasing highway capacity. Increases in highway capacity facilitate increased travel.
The reduction in traffic congestion results in increases in vehicle speeds, which in turn
results in “induced” travel. Induced travel occurs when the cost of travel is reduced (i.e.,
travel time reduction due to additional capacity), causing an increase in demand (i.e.,
more travelers using the improved facility). The reduction in travel time causes various
responses by travelers, including diversion from other routes, changes in destinations,
changes in mode, departure time shifts, and possibly the creation of new trips all together.
Increasing highway capacity also results in increased air pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions and discourages alternative forms of transportation.

The IS/EA confirms that the additional highway capacity will draw traffic toward
the SR 85 corridor. IS/EA Traffic Appendix OA, p. 28 (#8). This Appendix also shows
that the Project will result in additional traffic in Cupertino in 2035, Id. Consistent with
these findings, the IS/EA states that the Project will result in a sizeable increase in vehicle
miles traveled -- 14 percent in the northbound AM peak and 7 percent in the southbound
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L-1-5,
cont.

L-1-6

4th 144, 150-51 (1995). Further, where the agency fails to study an entire area of
environmental impacts, deficiencies in the record “enlarge the scope of fair argument by
lending a logical plausibility to a wider range of inferences.” Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 311 (1988).

As discussed below, the IS/EA fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s
environmental impacts or to propose effective mitigation measures. Because the Project
as described in the IS/EA will have potentially significant environmental impacts,
Caltrans must analyze these impacts in an environmental impact report/statement
(“EIR/EIS™) and adopt enforceable mitigation.

B. The IS/EA’s Description of the Project Is Inadequate and Does Not
Permit Meaningful Public Review of the Project.

In order for an environmental document to adequately evaluate the adverse
impacts of a project, it must first provide a comprehensive description of the proposed
project. “An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an
informative and legally sufficient EIR.” San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v.
County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 732 (1994), quoting County of Inyo v. City of
Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193 (1977). Courts have found that, even if an EIR is
adequate in all other respects, the use of a “truncated project concept” mandates the
conclusion that the lead agency did not proceed in a manner required by law. San
Joaquin Raptor, 27 Cal.App.4th at 730. NEPA similarly requires an accurate and
consistent project description in order to fulfill its purpose of facilitating informed
decision-making. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C).

Accordingly, “[a]n accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent
evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a proposed activity.” MeQueen v. Bd.
of Directors of the Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space Dist. (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d
1136, 1143 (citation omitted). While extensive detail is not necessary, the law requires
that environmental documents describe proposed projects with sufficient detail and
accuracy to permit informed decision making. See CEQA Guidelines, §15124. The IS/EA
here fails to meet this basic threshold.

The IS/EA’s description of the Project fails to describe numerous, essential aspects
of the Project that have the potential to result in significant environmental impacts. This
omitted information includes, but is not limited to:

. Project Specifications. The IS/EA provides no map that accurately portrays
the precise locations where the widening to provide the second express lane
would begin and end. All of the Project’s graphics are conceptual and/or
schematic. The document does not include detailed (preliminary) design
drawings that would show median widths, etc. For example, MRO
Engineers was forced to rely on Google Earth to determine existing median
widths.
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lenient LOS threshold. Consequently, Caltrans’ reliance on the LOS D threshold allows it
to conclude that the Project would result in relatively few impacts on SR 85’s express
lanes. As the MRO report explains, there would be a “substantial number of additional
locations that would have high vehicle densities and impaired traffic flow if LOS C is the
correct level of service standard, rather than LOS D.” MRO Report, p. 4, 5. In other
words, if LOS C is, in fact, the appropriate threshold for express lanes, the IS/EA
substantially underestimates the Project’s impact on these lanes.

With regard to general purpose lanes, the IS/EA also relies on the LOS D
standard. As the MRO Report explains, the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies (December 2002) identifies LOS C as the appropriate standard for general
purpose/mixed-flow lanes. MRO Report, p. 5. In 2015 and 2035; however, the IS/EA
identifies numerous locations where general purpose lanes would operate at LOS D. See
IS/EA, p. 2-16 through 2-24, Tables 2.1.3-5, 2.1.3-6, 2.1.3-9, and 2.1.3-10. Had Caltrans
used the correct LOS standard, it would have identified myriad additional locations
where the general purpose lanes would operate at deficient levels of service.

L-1-7,
cont.

Regardless of which LOS standard Caltrans relies on, there is clear evidence that
numerous segments of SR 85 — both express and general purpose lanes -- would operate
at deficient levels of service, i.e., LOS E or LOS F upon completion of the proposed
Project. See IS/EA Table 2.1.3-10, p. 2-24. These are significant effects caused by the
Project for which the IS/EA identifies no mitigation. Consequently, Caltrans must
prepare an EIR/EIS.

(b)  The Analysis of Traffic Impacts on SR 85 is Deficient
Because Caltrans® Consultants Artificially Limits the
Travel Demand Forecasts to Ensure a Successful
Outcome.

Rather than model the actual travel demand on the express lanes in 2015 and 2035,
Caltrans’ traffic consultants structured the travel demand forecasts so as to preclude the
express lanes from carrying more than 1,650 vehicles per hour. The consultants
L-1-8 | artificially constrained the express lanes to 1,650 vehicles per hour per lane to ensure
compliance with the statutory requirements established in AB 2032. The DKS/URS
traffic operations report prepared for VTA? states:

It is important to note mandated performance requirements
that must be taken into consideration when designing an
express lane project. At the state level, AB 2032 mandated
that express lanes operate at a Level of Service (LOS) of “C”
or better (LOS “D” may be used if Caltrans and the operator

* DKS and URS, SR 85 Express Lanes EA #04-4A47900 Traffic Operations
Analysis Report Final (November 6, 2013) (“DKS/URS report™).
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L-1-8,
cont.

L-1-9

agree). This corresponds to a target threshold of
approximately 1,650 vph [vehicles per hour] per HOV lane.
DKS/URS Report , p. 1.

Later, the DKS/URS report states:

The volumes presented in the following tables [Tables 5-1
through 5-4] assume that the maximum volume will be
limited to 1,650 vehicles per hour per lane on the express
lanes. /d. p. 28.

This report confirms that Caltrans’ consultants artificially limited the travel
demand forecasts to ensure a successful outcome. The actual volumes that can be
realistically expected in the express lanes are unknown, due to the lack of an
unconstrained traffic projection. The actual traffic volumes in the express lanes could be
substantially higher than the IS/EA indicates, which would lead to levels of service in
those lanes that are much worse than disclosed in the IS/EA.

(c) The IS/EA’s Level of Service Analysis Results Are
Illogical and, Therefore, Are Likely Inaccurate

As the MRO Report explains, the IS/EA’s conclusions as to how SR 85 would
operate upon completion of the Project are questionable. For example, under 2015
Southbound conditions, the IS/EA indicates that the HOV/express lanes on three
segments of southbound SR 85 would have substantially improved levels of service
under Build conditions in the PM peak hour, even though they are in the portion of SR 85
that currently has one HOV lane and will continue to have only one express lane. This is
illogical, because implementation of the SR 85 express lanes project will allow additional
motorists (i.e., toll-paying SOVs) to use this single lane, which should result in higher
lane density and, therefore, equal or lower level of service. This illogical result raises
questions as to the credibility of all of the level of service analysis results. The
inaccuracies could stem from the flawed travel demand forecasts (as addressed below) or
from the LOS calculation process. In either event, the results must be reviewed and
corrected.

(d) The IS/EA Overstates the Project’s Benefit With Regard
To Travel Speeds on SR 85.

The IS/EA identifies SR 85 travel time and speed through the study area under No
Build and Build conditions for the express lanes and general purpose lanes. As MRO
Engineers determined, when the travel time results are compared to the travel speed
results, inconsistencies are apparent that call into question the accuracy and validity of
the IS/EA’s analysis.
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L-1-10
cont.

L-1-11

L-1-12

hundreds of vehicles to various freeway ramps and street segments in and near Cupertino
in 2015 and 2035. /d. The IS/EA completely ignores both this substantial increase in
traffic and the potential for significantly increased congestion and delay at these
locations.

Many of these ramps and intersections likely carry very high traffic volumes and
are integral components of the local and regional circulation system. Therefore, to
evaluate the Project’s traffic impacts, the IS/EA should have studied the “before” and
“after” travel patterns on local street intersections, street segments, freeway ramp
terminal intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway mainline segments throughout the
region. “An EIR may not ignore the regional impacts of a project approval, including
those impacts that occur outside of its borders; on the contrary, a regional perspective is
required.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990)52 Cal.3d 553, 575 .
Indeed, an EIR must analyze environmental impacts over the entire area where one might
reasonably expect these impacts to occur. See Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 721-724. This principle stems directly from the
requirement that an EIR analyze all significant or potentially significant environmental
impacts. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21061, 21068.

Certainly the potential exists for some of these ramps to operate at deficient levels
of service as a result of the Project. Caltrans should prepare an EIR/EIS that fully
analyzes these potential impacts and identifies feasible mitigation if these impacts are
determined to be significant.

(3] The IS/EA Inaccurately Characterizes Existing Traffic
Operations at the SR 85/I-280 Interchange.

The IS/EA incorrectly characterizes SR 85 traffic operations in the vicinity of I-
280 as being at an acceptable level of service. This finding differs significantly from the
experience of motorists who drive through this area on a daily basis. SR 85 near Stevens
Creek Boulevard and the I-280/SR 85 interchange is already a major bottleneck. The
typical delay traveling north on SR 85 to northbound 1-280 is about 15 minutes,
Widening SR 85 south of this interchange will encourage additional traffic on SR 85 and,
therefore, intensify congestion at the I-280/SR 85 interchange. The IS/EA does not
acknowledge the potential for this adverse impact, let alone evaluate methods for
alleviating this congestion.

(g) The IS/EA Fails to Analyze the Project’s Impact on Public
Transit, Bicycles or Pedestrians.

According to CEQA, a project would have a significant effect on the environment
if it would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. CEQA Appendix G, § XVL{). The IS/EA contains no
analysis whatsoever of impacts to public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, however.
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The proposed Project would impact public transit both directly and indirectly.
First, as discussed above, the City has long anticipated the development of a light rail
transit system within the SR 85 median. By substantially reducing the width of the
highway’s median, the proposed Project would likely preclude the development of light
rail within the highway’s median. Moreover, according to the City’s General Plan,
VTA’s Transportation Plan 2020 includes a study of light rail transit in the
Sunnyvale/Cupertino Corridor. See City of Cupertino General Plan Circulation Element,
p. 4-3. Caltrans must disclose whether the Project would preclude development of a light
rail system within the SR 85 median and analyze the Project’s consistency with the
Sunnyvale/Cupertino Corridor light rail transit study.

Second, the Project would use funding to widen the highway that could otherwise
be invested in public transportation. This is especially important because a substantial
amount of funding is necessary to compensate for the region’s long-term dependence on
the automobile. Consequently, the region has an extensive highway system but an
incomplete transit system. Without a comprehensive, well-integrated transit system,
public transportation will never be able to become a truly viable alternative to the
automobile in meeting the region’s transportation mobility needs. The IS/EA fails to
acknowledge, let alone analyze, this impact.

Third, increasing highway capacity at the same time as the region is trying to
increase transit ridership is an inherently flawed approach to regional transportation
mobility. As discussed above, increases in highway infrastructure undercut transit
ridership. Traffic congestion provides a significant incentive to seek alternative modes of
transportation. High-quality public transportation tends to attract travelers who might
otherwise drive. Once highways are widened, however, traffic congestion eases, travel
speeds increase (at least for some period of time), and travelers again begin to drive.
Moreover, if transit ridership continues to decline because travelers are taking advantage
of freed-up capacity on freeway lanes, regional transportation agencies will invest even
less funding in transit systems and transit service. With less funding, transit agencies cut,
or eliminate altogether, routes and transit headways, which in turn reduces transit
ridership further. Once again, the IS/EA fails to acknowledge or analyze this effect on
public transit.

L-1-12
cont.

Fourth, investing in highways perpetuates development patterns that are inherently
unsuited to alternative modes of transportation. Typical suburban development —
characterized by low-density cul-de-sacs, wide, high-speed arterials, and massive
intersections — makes it less cost-effective for transit to serve scattered destinations.
Investing in transit capital and operational improvements, on the other hand, creates
transit certainty which in turn is a critical factor for supporting the growth of compact
communities. This will result in a virfuous cycle whereby transit investments encourage
transit-oriented development, boosting transit ridership, and encouraging more transit
investments. Here too, the IS/EA fails to account for this phenomenon or to analyze the
effect that continuing highway expansion has on this cycle.
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L-1-12,
cont.

L-1-13

L-1-14

The Project also has the potential to adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle use
and to be inconsistent with the City of Cupertino’s Pedestrian Transportation Guidelines
and the Cupertino Bicycle Transportation Plan. See Cupertino General Plan, Circulation
Element, p. 4-7. Caltrans must evaluate these adverse environmental impacts in an
EIR/EIS.

(h)  The IS/EA Fails to Analyze or Mitigate the Project’s
Construction-Related Transportation Impacts.

According to the IS/EA, construction of the proposed Project would span two
years. IS/EA, p. 1-14. One would expect that, given the massive scale and prolonged
duration of such a construction project, the IS/EA would have comprehensively analyzed
what are certain to be extensive local and regional traffic impacts. Traffic patterns will be
impacted from lane closures, rerouting of traffic, delivery of materials, hauling of
excavated material, and construction employees commuting to/from the job site.

Unfortunately, the IS/EA provides no analysis of the Project’s construction-related
impacts. Instead, the IS/EA looks to a future “Traffic Management Plan” to minimize the
expected traffic delays and closures — a Plan that will be developed after Project
approval. IS/EA, p. 2-28. But this deferral of mitigation violates CEQA. See CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B) (“Formulation of mitigation measures should not be
deferred until some future time.”); Communities for a Better Environment v. City of
Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App.4th 70, 93,

Caltrans should prepare an EIR/EIS that (1) provides a complete analysis of the
Project’s construction-related impacts, and (2) includes the agency’s actual mitigation
plan. The public and decision-makers must be apprised of the magnitude of these
impacts, and the actions that will be necessary to mitigate them, prior to the Project’s
approval.

2+ The IS/EA Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Noise
Impacts, Which Are Expected to Be Significant.

Widening SR 85 will, without question, increase noise levels throughout the
Project area, yet the IS/EA fails to adequately analyze or mitigate these significant
impacts. The most serious deficiencies are discussed below.

(a)  The IS/EA Fails to Mitigate For the Project’s Significant
Noise Impacts.

The threshold of significance for noise impacts used by the IS/EA appears to be
“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 the future noise level with the
project approaches or exceeds the Noise Abatement Criteria (“NAC”).” IS/EA, p. 2-88.
Approaching the NAC is defined as “coming within 1 dBA of the NAC.” Id. Applying
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this threshold of significance, the IS/EA identifies segments all along the stretch of SR 85
to be widened where the long-term noise impacts associated with the Project will be
significant. Id. p. 2-93 through 2-96. Two of these segments -- (Segment 4: Fremont to I-
280 and Segment 5: 1-280 to South De Anza Boulevard) -- are located within Cupertino.

Despite the significant increase in noise levels at these locations, the IS/EA fails to
mitigate these impacts. The IS/EA selects only one noise abatement type for the Project
(sound walls) and then rejects each and every one of the sound walls, stating that none of
the walls meet Caltrans’ feasibility and reasonableness criteria. /d. p. 2-97.

L-1-14 The City can find no logical explanation as to why Caltrans does not consider

| other feasible mitigation measures. Indeed, the IS/EA acknowledges that Caltrans has
several potential noise abatement measures available to mitigate noise impacts. These
include: avoiding the impact by using design alternatives, using traffic management
measures to regulate types of vehicles and speeds, and acoustically insulating land uses
such as auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals and libraries. /d. p. 2-97. Yet the IS/EA
fails to evaluate the feasibility of such measures.

cont.

Moreover, other feasible approaches exist for reducing traffic noise impacts. The
IS/EA fails to evaluate, for example, the use of pavement options such as open graded
asphaltic concrete or rubberized asphalt materials. These alternative pavement options
have been proven to be quite effective to attenuation noise. Rubberized asphalt, for
example, can result in an average of a four dBA reduction in traffic noise levels as
compared to conventional asphalt. See “Report on the Status of Rubberized Asphalt
Traffic Noise Reduction in Sacramento County, Bollard & Brennan, Inc., November
1999, attached as Exhibit D. The fact that other feasible mitigation exists to reduce or
eliminate potentially significant impacts demands review and analysis in an EIR/EIS.

(b)  The IS/EA’s Analysis of the Project’s Operational Noise
Impacts is Deficient.

The flaws in the IS/EA’s noise analysis extend beyond its failure to mitigate the
Project’s significant noise impacts. Indeed, the document fails to adequately analyze the
Project’s noise impacts altogether. One of the first steps required to analyze
environmental impacts is to describe the existing environmental setting. An EIR’s
L-1-15| description of a project’s environmental setting plays a critical part in all of the
subsequent parts of the EIR because it provides “the baseline physical conditions by
which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.” CEQA Guidelines §
15125(a). Similarly, under NEPA, an EIS must “describe the environment of the area(s)
to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.15.
Here, the IS/EA omits essential information about the existing sensitive receptors in the
vicinity of SR 85.

For purposes of noise analyses, Caltrans categorizes land uses based on the type
and level of human use. See Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (“Noise Protocol”)
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L-1-16,
cont.

L-1-17

related vibration also can cause substantial property damage. Caltrans’ EIR/EIS must
undertake a comprehensive assessment of construction-related vibration impacts.

Notwithstanding the IS/EA’s failure to analyze the Project’s construction-related
noise impacts, the document identifies a few measures to minimize construction noise.
The IS/EA calls for the preparation of a construction plan to identify the schedule for
major noise-generating construction activities. IS/EA, p. 2-103. However, the IS/EA
provides no performance criteria that will ensure that construction-related noise does not
adversely impact nearby sensitive receptors. Courts have allowed deferral of mitigation
only in very limited circumstances. “[F]or kinds of impacts for which mitigation is
known to be feasible, but where practical considerations prohibit devising such measures
early in the planning process . . . , the agency can commit itself to eventually devising
measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of project
approval.” Sacramento Old City Ass'n v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal. App. 3d 1011,
1028-29 (emphases added).

Another measure calls for avoiding the staging of construction equipment within
200 feet of residences and as far as practical from noise sensitive receptors. /d. This
measure is unlikely to be effective inasmuch as Caltrans has not even identified the
specific affected sensitive receptors. Moreover, the use of language “as far as practical” is
vague and unenforceable. The CEQA Guidelines state that "mitigation measures must be
fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding
instruments." CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a)(2).

In sum, the Project’s operational noise impacts would be significant. The IS/EA
concludes that there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. In
addition, the IS/EA lacks the evidentiary support that the construction-related measures
will reduce construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Inasmuch as the
IS/EA offers no effective mitigation for these significant noise impacts, Caltrans must
analyze these traffic impacts in an EIR/EIS.

3. The IS/EA Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Air
Quality, Which Are Expected to Be Significant.

The Project area does not attain federal standards for ozone and fine particulate
matter (PM, 5). For the state standards, which are more stringent than the federal, the
region does not attain the ozone, PM, 5, or inhalable particulate matter (PMo) standards.
Id. p. 2-77. Given the region’s serious air pollution problem, one would expect that
Caltrans would have extensively studied the Project’s contribution to this problem.
Unfortunately, this is not the case. Although the Project has the potential to result in a
significant increase in air pollution, the IS/EA’s analysis of air quality impacts is grossly
inadequate, The most serious flaws in the air quality analysis are described below.
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L-1-21,
cont.

L-1-22

L-1-23

greater levels of congestion. In any event, Caltrans cannot rely on the travel speed data
identified in the IS/EA since, as the MRO Report explains, this data is inaccurate.

(b)  The IS/EA Fails to Properly Quantify the Project’s
Emissions Contributing to Climate Change.

The IS/EA’s estimate of the Project’s carbon emissions only tells a small part of
the story of the Project’s contribution to climate change. The document includes
calculations of the amount of emissions attributable to peak hour speeds and VMT, and
then apparently uses these figures to develop only a rough estimate of total emissions. As
discussed below, the IS/EA errs in its failure to identify all of the Project-related
emissions.

The IS/EA’s explains that it did not include in its emission calculation life-cycle
emissions associated with manufacturing and lifecycle of its building materials, the
production and distribution of the fuel, and fuel additives like ethanol prior to combustion
in the vehicle. IS/EA, p. 2-138. Nor does the IS/EA’s emission calculation include gases
other than carbon dioxide in its calculation of GHG emissions. Greenhouse gases that
were not considered include, but are not limited to, methane, nitrous oxide,
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. 7d. , p. 2-134, The
document also does not include black carbon emissions, which are produced by burning
fossil fuels such as diesel fuel. Black carbon has significant global and regional effects
and its contribution to climate change is second only to carbon dioxide.” Caltrans must
inventory all of the Project’s emissions, including life-cycle emissions, other gases, and
black carbon.

An agency’s first duty under CEQA is to disclose accurately a project’s impacts.
The IS/EA does not do so. Because it skips over several potentially significant sources of
GHG emissions, it fails to accurately quantify the Project’s increase in GHG emissions.
Until GHG emissions are properly quantified, the IS/EA will remain inadequate.

(¢) The IS/EA Fails to Arrive at a Conclusion as to Whether
the Project’s Contributions to Climate Change Would Be
Significant.

Although the IS/EA acknowledges that the “Build” emissions would be higher
than the “No Build” emissions in 2015 (p. 2-137), the document stops short of identifying
the Project’s impact on climate change as significant. Caltrans has a clear statutory
obligation under CEQA to determine whether or not this Project’s impacts are significant.
The first step in any discussion of an environmental impact is to select a threshold of

7 See, U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform Hearing, October 18, 2007; Science and Development Network “Black Carbon
Climate Danger Underestimated” April 3, 2008.
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L-1-23
cont.

significance. The IS/EA does not choose such a threshold. Under CEQA, a determination
of the significance of an environment impact calls for “carcful judgment ... based to the
extent possible on scientific and factual data.” CEQA Guideline § 15064(b).
Accordingly, a significance threshold for GHG emissions must reflect the grave threats
posed by the cumulative impact of additional new sources of emissions into an
environment where deep reductions from existing emission levels are necessary to avert
the worst consequences of global warming. See Communities for Better Env’t v.
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120 (“[T]he greater the
existing environmental problems are, the lower the threshold for treating a project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts as significant. See, e.g., Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App.
4th at 1370. The lack of published standards and thresholds of significance alone cannot
justify Caltrans’ failure to analyze the potentially significant climate change impacts of
the Project.

The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (“CAPCOA”)®
“CEQA & Climate Change” white paper assists lead agencies in analyzing greenhouse
gas impacts under CEQA. See Exhibit J. Noting that “the absence of an adopted
threshold does not relieve the agency from the obligation to determine significance” of a
project’s impacts on climate change, CAPCOA explored various approaches to
determining significance and then evaluated the effectivencss of each approach. In doing
so, CAPCOA determined that only thresholds of zero emissions or of 900 tons of CO2
equivalent (“CO2¢”)° emissions had “high” effectiveness in reducing GHG emissions
and “high” consistency with the emission reduction targets set forth in AB 32 and
Executive Order S-3-05. Id.

NEPA also requires Caltrans to analyze the Project’s GHG emissions. Ctr. for
Biological Diversity, 538 F.3d 1172, 1217 (9th Cir. 2008) (NEPA requires agencies to
assess impacts of project on GHG emissions); Earth Island Institute v. U.S. Forest
Service, 351 F.3d 1291, 1300 (9th Cir. 2003) (NEPA requires that federal agencies
“consider every significant aspect of the environmental impact of a proposed action . . . ")
(emphasis added) (citations omitted). The President’s Council on Environmental Quality
issued draft guidance on analyzing this issue under NEPA. See February 18, 2010, Draft
NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, attached as Exhibit K. This document recognizes that “the NEPA process
should incorporate consideration of both the impact of an agency action on the

¥ CAPCOA is an association of air pollution control officers representing all local
air quality agencies and air districts in California.

? Carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) provide a universal standard of measurement
against which the impacts of releasing different greenhouse gases can be cvaluated. As
the base unit, carbon dioxide’s numeric value is 1.0 while other more potent greenhouse
gases have a higher numeric value.

H-84

SR 85 Express Lanes Project




Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

L-1-23,
cont.

L-1-24

environment through the mechanism of GHG emissions and the impact of changing
climate on that agency action.” Id. atp. 11.

In any event, the Project, with its yearly emissions of more than 2,500 tons per
year of CO2e (p. 2-138), is well above either of the two potential thresholds of
significance.' Its contribution to global warming must therefore be considered
significant. With this significance determination comes CEQA’s mandate to identify and
adopt feasible mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid the impact. CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1); see also Woodward Park Homeowners Ass’'n, Inc. v. City of
Fresno (2007) 150 Cal. App. 4th 683, 724 (“The EIR also must describe feasible
measures that could minimize significant impacts.”).

While the IS/EA points to a handful of measures to reduce impacts, these
measures are vague, undefined and unenforceable. In many instances, the IS/EA simply
lists strategies such as “Portland Cement,” “non-vehicular conservation measures,”
“education & information program,” and “Goods Movement,” but never defines these
strategies, explains how they would be employed or how the CO, cost savings were
calculated. Dozens of potential mitigation measures, at least, are available to reduce the
Project’s greenhouse gas emissions. A small sampling includes:

e Require all aspects of the Project to be “carbon neutral” through a combination of
on-site and off-site measures. An important aspect of this mitigation could be the
adoption of an off-set requirement for any reductions that could not be achieved
directly. Emissions could be offset either through contributing to the financing of
sustainable energy projects or through the purchase of carbon credits. The
programs are increasingly common and thus raise no issue of infeasibility.

e Require that off-road diesel-powered vehicles used for construction be new low-
emission vehicles, or use retrofit emission control devices such as diesel oxidation
catalysts and diesel particulate filters verified by the California Air Resources
Board.

In addition to the mitigation measures identified above, Caltrans should also
consider the mitigation measures proposed in CAPCOA’s publication.

In short, the IS/EA clearly states the Project would result in an increase in GHG
emissions yet fails to identify feasible mitigation measures capable of offsetting these
impacts. Caltrans must prepare an EIR/EIS to examine these impacts.

5. The IS/EA Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Impact on
Visual Resources, Which Are Expected to Be Significant.

' This amount was calculated by comparing 2015 “Build” and “No Build”
emissions.
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Appendix G,§ I.d). Here too, the IS/EA simply concludes that light and glare on the
surrounding uses would be “minimal.” /d. p. 2-44. Such non-specific statements provide
little meaningful information to the public or local decision-makers. What the label
“minimal” means, as a practical matter, is not explained. Minimal compared to what
benchmark? Because the highway is below grade in Cupertino, the 40-foot-tall light
structures could flood surrounding properties with light and glare.

L-1-24

—_— Because the IS/EA contains insufficient analysis to support its sweeping
conclusions that the Project’s visual impacts will be less than significant, and because
there is a fair argument that impacts would be significant, an EIR/EIS must be prepared.
III.  Conclusion

L-1-25 As set forth above, the IS/EA does not adequately identify the Project’s potentially

significant impacts and thus does not satisfy the requirements of CEQA or NEPA. To
correct these inadequacies, Caltrans must prepare an EIR/EIS for the Project and adopt
enforceable mitigation and or/alternatives to address the Project’s significant impacts.

Very t yours,
ﬂ/ ¥ —

David Brandt
City Manager
City of Cupertino

Exhibits:

Exhibit A: MRO Engineers Report

Exhibit B: Performance Agreement between City of Cupertino and the Santa Clara
County Traffic Authority, January 24, 1989.

Exhibit C: Measure A Official Ballot, County of Santa Clara, General Election,
November 7, 2000.

Exhibit D: Report on the Status of Rubberized Asphalt Traffic Noise Reduction in
Sacramento County, Bollard & Brennan, Inc.

Exhibit E: Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.

H-88 SR 85 Express Lanes Project




Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Exhibit F:

Exhibit G:

Exhibit H:

Exhibit I:

Exhibit J:

Exhibit K:

568032.1

Sound Walls: Absorptive Versus Reflective Design and Effectiveness,
Sound Fighter Systems.

California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook:
A Community Health Perspective Excerpts.

AASHTO, Analyzing, Documenting, and Communicating the Impacts
of Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions in the NEPA Process (March
2007).

Growing Cooler: Evidence on Urban Development and Climate
Change,” Urban Land Institute.

CEQA & Climate Change, CAPCOA (Introduction and Appendix G).

February 18, 2010, Draft NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the
Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Note: Exhibit A of the City of Cupertino letter contains comments on the proposed
project and is presented below. The remaining exhibits are not comments on the project
and are therefore not included in this appendix; however, they are part of the
administrative record and are available upon request.
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Responses to Comment L-1

L-1-1

This comment summarizes more detailed comments that follow. Responses are provided
for the detailed comments below. Specifically, refer to:

e Response to Comment L-1-2 and Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in
the median of SR 85;

e Response to Comment L-1-3 and Master Response GEN-7 regarding alternatives
that do not involve widening the highway and transit-based alternatives;

e Response to Comment L-1-4 and Master Response EJ-1 regarding social equity
and project goals; and

e Response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 regarding project
impacts and mitigation.

The response to the concern regarding federal funds and existing truck weight limit,
which is only noted here, is as follows: The project would not change the existing truck
restrictions on SR 85. The use of federal funds would not have any effect on the truck
restrictions, as discussed in Master Response GEN-9.

L-1-2
The potential development of light rail in the median was considered in planning for the
extension of SR 85 from 1-280 to US 101 in the 1980s. The light rail component was not

carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or practicable, as
described in Master Response GEN-2.

The 1989 Performance Agreement that the City of Cupertino entered into with VTA’s
predecessor, the Santa Clara County Traffic Authority, did not commit to the construction
of light rail in the median (SCCTA and City of Cupertino 1989). As shown in Exhibit B,
Item 4, the freeway was described as “a 6 through-lane facility with a median width of
46'.” Item 4 does not identify a specific use for the median. Exhibit B, Item 8 states:
“Bridges will be designed and constructed in a manner not to preclude future mass transit
development in the freeway median.” The reference to future mass transit development in
Item 8 is not specific to light rail and does not distinguish between bus and rail service.
SR 85 in the City of Cupertino was constructed as described in Items 4 and 8.

The comment on Measure A, attached as Exhibit C, does not provide evidence that the
proposed project would be inconsistent with the intent of the measure, as Measure A did
not include extending light rail in the median of SR 85.

FHWA guidance states: “[i]f an alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for the
action, it should not be included in the analysis as an apparent and reasonable alternative.
There are times when an alternative that is not reasonable is included, such as when
another agency requests inclusion due to public expectation. In such cases, it should be
clearly explained why the alternative is not reasonable (or prudent or practicable), why it
is being analyzed in detail, and why it will not be selected.”
(http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/tdmalts.asp.) The extension of light rail
in the median of SR 85 does not satisfy the purpose and need of the project as it does not
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represent a reasonable or practicable project alternative, as described in Master Response
GEN-2.

L-1-3

The comment states the IS/EA does not include any alternative that would not result in
widening of SR 85. Additional information about the project development history,
including the analysis of other express lane configurations and why the proposed project

includes a second express lane between SR 87 and 1-280, is included in Master Response
GEN-8.

The comment states that increasing highway capacity facilitates increased travel, induces
additional travel, increases air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, and discourages
alternative forms of transportation. The proposed project would increase capacity by
adding a second express lane in each direction between SR 87 and 1-280, and would
better use available capacity by allowing SOVs to pay a toll to use the express lanes if the
lanes are not fully utilized by HOVS. Restricting express lane use to HOVs if the express
lanes become congested inherently prioritizes travel by carpools, transit buses, and other
HOVs. HOVs would continue to use the lanes for free. Rather than discouraging
alternative forms of transportation, data show that express lanes tend to increase HOV
use (see Master Response GEN-1).

As discussed in IS/EA Section 1.2.2.1, SR 85 already has congestion in both the general
purpose lanes and some HOV lane segments. The project would improve travel times and
speeds (see Master Response TR-1), which would allow a greater number of vehicles to
complete trips on SR 85 during the peak period, as opposed to using alternative routes
that would shift air and GHG emissions elsewhere in the transportation system, or
deferring trips outside of the nonpeak periods. The project would increase the efficiency
of SR 85 without forfeiting the congestion mitigation and air quality benefits provided by
HOV lanes. Rather than inducing travel, the express lanes will be most attractive to
drivers who already use SR 85 and need an additional option to travel to their destination
in a predictable time frame. Buses, carpools, and other HOVs will still be cost-effective
and viable modes of travel.

Although VMT on SR 85 would increase, traffic modeling for the project shows that the
total VMT increase on a systemwide basis would be 0.1 percent or less. This indicates
that any increase in VMT on SR 85 would be offset by decreases elsewhere, either on
arterial roadways or other freeways. Furthermore, the project would improve average
travel times and speeds on SR 85 compared to the No Build condition in 2015 and 2035.

It should be noted that only three express lane segments would operate at LOS E or F.
Those conditions would occur in 2035 in the southbound PM peak hour (5 to 6 PM) at
the express lane access zones between the SR 82 on-ramp and Fremont off-ramp, the
Saratoga on-ramp and Winchester off-ramp, and the Blossom Hill eastbound on-ramp
and Cottle off-ramp (Table 2.1.3-10). The three access zones range from approximately 1
mile to 1.25 miles in length. The reason for these decreases in level of service is heavy
congestion in the adjacent general purpose lanes (LOS E or F) that would occur under
both the No Build and Build conditions (Table 2.1.3-10). Overall, the express lanes
would meet the statutory requirements of LOS C/D and 45 mph, and provide an
improvement over HOV lane operations with the No Build Alternative. In 2015, three
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segments of the single HOV lane would operate at LOS E or F in the northbound AM and
southbound PM peaks (Tables 2.1.3-5 and 2.1.3-6), and in 2035, seven segments in the
northbound AM peak and two segments in the southbound PM peak would operate at
LOSE or F (Tables 2.1.3-10 and 2.1.3-11).

See Master Response GEN-7 in regard to the comment that the IS/EA does not consider a
transit-based alternative. In addition, Section 1.3.1.10 describes how traffic systems
management and traffic demand management measures would benefit transit. Reversible
lanes have been used on freeways where physical constraints prevent the consideration of
any practicable alternative. In the Bay Area, they are used on the Golden Gate Bridge,
and were previously used at the Caldecott Tunnel. Reversible lanes require a movable
median, or a means to allow traffic to safely cross a median that is normally protected by
a safety barrier. It requires maintenance staff to move the barrier at least twice per day
and introduces significant safety concerns to the maintenance crews and highway drivers.
For safety issues alone, a reversible lane alternative is not considered practicable or
reasonable, and this approach is typically only used on California freeways in exceptional
circumstances, such as at the Golden Gate Bridge.

L-1-4

As described in detail in Section 2.1.1 and discussed further in Master Response EJ-1, the
social equity aspect of express lanes has been the subject of study by VTA and other
agencies for the past decade, and information from other express lanes in California and
elsewhere in the U.S. demonstrates that low-income drivers use express lanes and may

particularly benefit from the travel time savings that express lanes offer. Also see Master
Response GEN-5 in regard to the issue of taxation and express lane tolls.

Research about managed lane use also shows that express lanes do not discourage
carpooling, as described in detail in Master Response GEN-1. No evidence is presented
that a voluntary choice to pay for a travel mode results in disproportional use. For
example, tolls are charged for all major Bay Area bridge crossings and fares are charged
for public transit, and a wide range of commuters continue to pay to drive across bridges
and ride transit. On SR 85, drivers will continue to be able to use the existing general
purpose lanes for no charge, and carpoolers will continue to be able to use the
HOV/express lanes for no charge.

It is expected that other factors in addition to the ability to use HOV lanes for free will
influence decisions about purchasing alternative fuel vehicles, including vehicle cost,
capacity, and range between charges. Furthermore, vehicles with California Department
of Motor Vehicles-issued green or white stickers only will be able to use HOV lanes for
free until January 1, 2019, unless the sticker expiration date is extended
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/carpool/carpool.htm). The SR 85 express lanes are
expected to begin operation no earlier than 2017, so the benefit of free express lane use
for alternative fuel vehicles would be for two years or less.

See the response to Comment L-1-3 in regard to the project’s consistency with
requirements for HOV lane operating speeds. Note that the statutory authority for HOV
lane speeds is 23 USC 166(d)(2), not AB 2032.

Available project funding is discussed in IS/EA Section 1.3.3. VTA is working with
local, state, and federal agencies to identify funding sources for design, right-of-way and
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construction. VTA studied the financial value and cost implications of the proposed
project in detail during the preliminary project analysis and most recently in June 2013
(VTA 2013). The most current benefit-cost analysis was conducted using the corridor
version of the California Lifecycle Benefit/Cost Analysis Model (Cal-B/C v5.1 Corridor).

The analysis excluded the following benefits because they are difficult to measure or
value:

e Improving safety on the corridor;

e Providing travel time reliability for automobiles, transit vehicles, and emergency
services;

e Funding additional transit service;
e Bringing the pavement to a state of good repair; and
e Offering transportation options for travelers.

The project would have a benefit-cost ratio of 4.2 at a 3 percent discount rate* and 3.1 at
a 7 percent discount rate. In general, projects with a benefit-cost ratio greater than 1.0,
when costs and benefits are discounted at the opportunity cost of capital, are considered
to have greater benefits than costs. VTA expects the SR 85 Express Lanes Project to
produce benefits beyond those captured by simple benefit-cost ratios and calculations of
net present value since not all of the benefits of the project can be modeled or quantified
(VTA 2013).

L-1-5

CEQA requires a lead agency to prepare an EIR if there is substantial evidence, in light
of the whole record, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment
(California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d), 21082.2(d); CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064). The existence of public controversy over the environmental effects of a
project does not require the preparation of an EIR if there is no substantial evidence
before the agency that the project may have a significant effect on the environment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[f][4]). Substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064[f][4]). A significant effect under CEQA is “a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change” in physical conditions (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15382).

The IS/EA studied a number of environmental topical areas. The determination that the
proposed project would not have significant environmental effects was based on a
detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. Environmental studies

* A discount rate in a benefit-cost analysis is used to place a value on future costs and benefits compared to
current costs and benefits. The term discounting refers to the fact that a dollar in the future is worth less
than a dollar now. The Cal-B/C Corridor typically uses a rate of 4 percent to discount future benefits and
costs to present value. This rate was increased to 7 percent in accordance with Federal guidance from the
Office of Management and Budget in Circulars A—4 Regulatory Analysis (09/17/2003) and A-94
Guidelines and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs. An alternative analysis was
conducted using a 3 percent discount rate, which places a higher value on long-term benefits than short-
term benefits.
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for the project included preparation of the 27 technical reports listed in IS/EA Appendix
G. The technical reports addressed noise, traffic, air quality, cultural resources,
paleontological resources, biological resources, community impacts, hydraulics and water
quality, hazardous waste, geology, and visual impacts.

These studies were prepared by qualified professionals in each subject and were reviewed
by experienced Caltrans environmental or engineering staff before the studies could be
approved for inclusion in the IS/EA. The decision to complete an IS/EA was based on the
technical studies’ findings that no significant impacts would result, or that impacts would
be avoided or minimized. The reasons that effects of the project would be avoided or
minimized are summarized in IS/EA Chapter 2.

It is important to note that the same technical studies must be prepared whether the
ultimate environmental document is an IS/EA or an EIS/EIR. Thus, preparing an EIS/EIR
would not change the content or nature of any of the technical studies, or the
determination of the project’s impacts on the environment.

Additional detailed information from the technical studies and other sources has been
added to the IS/EA as a result of public comments, as described in Master Response
GEN-3. This information is included to clarify the basis for conclusions about project-
related impacts. The additional information does not change the conclusion that no
significant effects would result from project implementation.

L-1-6

The project design was developed in sufficient detail to evaluate environmental impacts.
The project description (IS/EA Section 1.3) and Figure 1.1-2 identify where the proposed
lanes would start and end, including where the second express lane would be added
(creating two express lanes in each direction), as well as a new auxiliary lane for 1.1

miles of northbound SR 85. Project components including new signs, toll structures, and
lighting are fully identified, and potential impacts are evaluated in IS/EA Chapter 2.

Detailed preliminary project plans would not be considered useful to most readers. In
response to this comment, a detailed schematic showing the access zone locations and the
number of express lanes in each segment has been added as IS/EA Figure 1.3-2. This
schematic is for the currently proposed express lane access configuration, which is
described in IS/EA Section 1.3.1.1. As stated in Section 1.3.1, a different access
configuration will be considered during the project design phase. If the express lane
access configuration is revised, any changes will undergo the required environmental
review.

It should be noted that the Draft Project Report including preliminary project plans and
the technical studies in support of the IS/EA were available to the public for review
during the public comment period via the Caltrans website
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara). These documents contained
technical information that was used to evaluate environmental impacts.

Project staging would occur within the right-of-way. Information about construction
staging has been added to IS/EA Section 1.3.1.9. This information does not change the
conclusions of the environmental analysis.
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IS/EA Section 1.3.1.9 has also been revised to state that because of the relatively flat
topography of the study area and the limited amount of proposed widening (in the median
and for the new auxiliary lane), there would be minimal cut and fill. No spoils or import
sites are anticipated, or associated hauling of earth material except within the existing
right-of-way.

Construction activities will take place adjacent to the freeway for installation of the
elements of the project included in the project description: the additional lane between
SR 87 and 1-280, signage, the auxiliary lane, utility trenching, lighting, and concrete
barriers.

Truck trips and the construction timeline, locations, number of construction employees,
and specific types of equipment were estimated as needed to analyze construction
impacts to air quality. As described in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.3 (under “Construction
Impacts”), the daily average emissions of construction-related criteria air pollutants or
precursors would not exceed any applicable threshold of significance.

Refer to Master Response GEN-6 regarding efforts to involve the public and decision-
makers in the project. It should be noted that representatives from Campbell, Cupertino,
Los Altos, Los Gatos, Mountain View, San Jose, Saratoga, Sunnyvale, and the County of
Santa Clara were invited to monthly project meetings beginning in October 2012,

L-1-7

This and other comments from the City of Cupertino state that the IS/EA never clearly
identifies thresholds of significance. To clarify, CEQA does not establish specific
thresholds for significance. Instead, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) states that "the
determination . . . calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved”
and that "an ironclad definition of significant effect is not possible because the
significance of an activity may vary with the setting.” CEQA encourages lead agencies to
establish their own thresholds of significance to determine the significant effects of their
projects.

For Caltrans, a “significant effect on the environment” under CEQA means a substantial,
or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project, including but not limited to land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.

The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment
calls for careful judgment on the part of the Project Development Team, based to the
extent possible on the results of field surveys and technical studies. Because the
significance of an effect may vary depending on the environmental setting, set rules for
determining significance in every case have not been established. Some public agencies
have established threshold of significance for CEQA. Because Caltrans has statewide
jurisdiction and the setting for projects varies so extensively across the state, Caltrans has
not and has no intention to develop thresholds of significance for CEQA. The
determination of significance under CEQA is left to the internal project development
team, with particular deference paid to the expertise of environmental staff and other
specialists.
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According to the CEQA Guidelines, an economic or social change by itself is not to be
considered a significant effect on the environment. However, if a social or economic
change is related to a physical change, that social or economic change may be considered
in determining whether the physical change is significant. Since nearly all Caltrans
projects result in physical change, the consideration of social or economic changes is
almost always appropriate in assessing the significance of project effects.

Lastly, the existence of public controversy over the environmental effects of a project
will not require preparation of an EIR if there is no substantial evidence that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment.

IS/EA Chapter 2 discussed the impacts of the proposed project and the No Project
Alternative including permanent, temporary, direct and indirect impacts and whether or
not there were significant impacts. It also discussed avoidance and minimization
measures. These discussions were summarized from the technical studies performed for
the IS/EA, which are listed in Appendix G.

Given the existing congestion levels, Caltrans has identified LOS D as an acceptable
threshold for the SR 85 HOV/express lanes, and LOS E for the SR 85 general purpose
lanes.

It should also be noted that while these thresholds were applied to individual segments to
identify areas of concern, given the corridor-wide nature of the proposed project, the
assessment of impacts emphasized overall changes in corridor operations. For example,
while the LOS on a few individual links may degrade with the project, many more
improve as do other measures of corridor performance (i.e. hours of delay, average speed,
throughput, travel time, etc.).

L-1-8

The 1,650 vph per lane cited in the comment is the approximate flow rate for an HOV
lane to operate at LOS C/D. As part of this project, a central monitoring system and
pricing algorithm will be implemented that will dynamically adjust the toll rate based on
traffic conditions to maintain the flow at or below this threshold volume. Toll rates will
be increased when the system senses a drop in speeds or when the volume approaches
1,650 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl). The express lane will operate in HOV-only
mode when speeds fall below the acceptable thresholds or volumes exceed 1,650 vphpl.
The existing tolled express connectors on SR 237/1-880 function under similar principles.

The traffic forecasts were therefore developed to be consistent with these actual operating
assumptions.

L-1-9
Regarding item (c) of the comment:

No corrections are required to the LOS results. There appears to be some
misunderstanding regarding the relationship of volume and speed to density, and the
potential effects of the express lane buffer separation.

Density is a function of both volume and speed (density = volume/speed). Under the No
Build scenario, with no buffer separating the HOV lane from the general purpose lanes,
congestion in the HOV lane is due not only to the high demand in the HOV lanes, but

H-110 SR 85 Express Lanes Project



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

also due to the friction caused by vehicles moving between the HOV lanes and the
heavily-congested general purpose lanes. The merging of HOVs into and out of the HOV
lane influences the speed in the HOV lane, causing higher density. This can occur even
when the HOV demands are below capacity.

Under the Build Alternative, the introduction of the buffer eliminates the friction between
the general purpose lanes and the express lane, thus allowing the express lane to operate
at higher speeds and lower densities with the same volume.

In addition, with the proposed limited-access design, some shorter trips may no longer
use the express lane thus reducing the number of movements into and out of the express
lane compared to the No Build HOV lane.

Regarding item (d) of the comment:

No corrections to the analysis are required. There appears to be misunderstanding
regarding the nature of the travel time and average travel speed results.

As described in the Traffic Operations Analysis Report (TOAR; URS and DKS 2013),
the reported freeway travel time results reflect the average time for a “through” vehicle to
traverse a given segment of the freeway mainline using either the general purpose lanes
or the HOV/express lanes for the entire segment. This includes travel time only on the
freeway mainline and does not include travel time on the ramps.

The average network speed results reflect the average speed for all users (general purpose
and HOV/express), and include travel on the both freeway mainline AND lower-speed
ramps (including delays at ramp meters).

As such, a direct comparison should not be made between these two measures. Travel
speed results for the freeway only are included in the appendices to the TOAR. These
results correspond to the freeway travel time results and are broken down by hour and
between the general purpose and HOV/express lanes.

L-1-10

As described in Master Response TR-3, a supplemental assessment of project-related
traffic impacts was conducted for 19 intersections in the Cities of Saratoga and
Cupertino, including the intersections of local roadways with SR 85 ramps (DKS 2014a,

2014b, 2015). The assessment showed that none of the studied intersections would be
significantly impacted by the proposed project (DKS 2015).

L-1-11

While the proposed project does not modify the interchange locations cited in the
comment, the conversion of the current HOV lane into an HOV/express lane will help to
alleviate congestion by shifting some of the current single-occupant vehicles (solo
drivers) into the express lane, thus better utilizing the available roadway capacity. This,
in turn, reduces the traffic volume in the general purpose lanes and can increase the
maximum volume able to pass through a bottleneck location thereby reducing the level of
congestion. A detailed traffic operational analysis was conducted that accounted for
existing bottlenecks and the specific design elements of the proposed project. Summary
of this detailed traffic analysis is documented in IS/EA Section 2.1.3.2.
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Refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding other planned improvements that could
improve the traffic operations along the SR 85 corridor.

L-1-12
There are no pedestrian and bicycle facilities on SR 85 or US 101 in the project limits,
and the proposed project would not affect any pedestrian and bicycle facilities that cross

over SR 85 or US 101. IS/EA Section 2.1.3.1 has been revised to include this
information.

The project would benefit public transit through the provision of a second HOV/express
lane in the median of SR 85 between SR 87 and 1-280 and through the reinvestment of
toll revenues in transit within the corridor. VTA currently operates three express buses
that use SR 85 (routes 102, 168, and 182). The project would improve HOV/express lane
travel times for buses and other lane users during peak hours, as shown in IS/EA Tables
2.1.3-7and 2.1.3-11.

Master Response GEN-2 provides detailed information about why light rail was not
analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project.

The comment and the Cupertino General Plan Circulation Element refer to VTA’s Valley
Transportation Plan 2020 (VTA 2000). The 2020 plan was published in December 2000
and has been updated several times since then. The current plan is Transportation 2035
(VTA 2009), and the Transportation 2040 Plan is in development.

The Valley Transportation Plan 2020 prepared in 2000 does not identify light rail in the
median of SR 85 as a proposed project. An earlier plan, the Santa Clara County
Transportation Plan T2010 (Santa Clara County Transportation Authority 1992), included
the “De Anza” intra-county rail corridor along SR 85 as a potential future project.
Subsequent versions of the Valley Transportation Plan did not identify the De Anza rail
corridor as a potential project.

The project would not wholly preclude the development of a light rail system within the
SR 85 median. The addition of a second express lane in the median along northbound and
southbound SR 85 between SR 87 and 1-280 would take up approximately 24 feet of the
46-foot median, and signs, toll structures, and lighting would be installed in the median
as described in IS/EA Section 1.3. It should be noted that express lane project
components, like most transportation facilities, are assumed to have an effective life span
of approximately 20 years. In the future, if widening SR 85 became necessary or the
express lanes were found to no longer provide the intended travel benefits, the express
lane facilities could be shifted or removed to accommodate at-grade light rail tracks. If a
light rail system were constructed at that time, additional right-of-way would likely have
to be acquired for parking and bus transfer facilities adjacent to stations along SR 85.

The comment states that the project would use funding to widen the highway that could
otherwise be invested in public transportation. As stated in Master Response GEN-2,
programmed TIP funding for express lanes on SR 85 cannot be transferred to a future
light rail project on SR 85. Moreover, net revenue generated from the SR 85 express
lanes would be used for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements within the
SR 85 corridor.
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VTA is committed to public transit, and that commitment is demonstrated through the
allocation of funds in the Valley Transportation Plan 2040 (in development). As shown in
the most recent project list for the plan, approximately $7.9 million is slated for transit
projects and improvements including light rail and bus rapid transit, and less than half of
that amount (approximately $3.4 million) is slated for highway projects and
improvements (VTA 2011).

The comment on development patterns is noted but does not provide evidence that the
project would change development patterns along SR 85, which is already bordered by
urban and suburban development.

The comment does not clarify how the project has the potential to adversely affect
pedestrian and bicycle use or to be inconsistent with the City of Cupertino's Pedestrian
Transportation Guidelines, the Cupertino Bicycle Transportation Plan, or the Cupertino
General Plan Circulation Element p. 4-7. The project does not involve any construction
on local streets and therefore would not impact pedestrian or bicycle use.

L-1-13

The Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and other measures that are implemented as
part of standard Caltrans procedures, such as the implementation of the water quality best
management practices in IS/EA Section 2.2.2.4 and construction dust control practices in
IS/EA Section 2.2.6.4, are not considered mitigation because they are required to be a
part of the project. These standard procedures are implemented on every Caltrans project
and are fully enforceable through construction contract documents. The TMP is included

in IS/EA Sections 2.1.2.2 (under “Emergency Services”) and 2.1.3.2 (under “Impact
Summary”).

The TMP is developed conceptually during the environmental phase and finalized during
detailed project design to minimize delay and inconvenience to the traveling public. It
will address traffic impacts from staged construction, detours, and specific traffic
handling concerns and will be supported by detailed traffic studies to evaluate traffic
operations during construction. The TMP has elements such as public outreach,
construction message signs, and incident management. The public outreach element will
include preparation of press releases and other documents necessary to adequately inform
the public of traffic delays associated with the project. Advance notification of
construction activity will be given to local newspaper, television and radio stations, and
emergency response providers. Weekly information updates will also be given to the
Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office for use in Caltrans Weekly Traffic Updates.

Although the overall project construction duration is estimated at 1.5 years, construction
activities would be temporary, concentrated in specific areas within the right-of-way over
a period of several days to a few weeks. In other words, the entire length of the project
corridor would not be under construction for the entire 1.5-year period. The staged
construction and traffic handling plans that will be developed during detailed project
design will ensure that the project will be built in a logical and reasonable manner and
that adequate consideration is given for safety and convenience of the general public and
workers during construction. Local agency representatives within the project limits will
be invited to attend the project development team meetings during detailed project design
in order to provide their comments and input.
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The same technical studies must be prepared whether the ultimate environmental
document is an IS/EA or an EIS/EIR. Thus, preparing an EIS/EIR would not change the
content or nature of any of the technical studies, or the determination of the project’s
impacts on the environment.

L-1-14
The comment that the IS/EA fails to analyze or mitigate for project-related noise changes

is an introductory statement and is addressed in more detail in the Responses to
Comments L-1-15 and L-1-16.

For highway transportation projects with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and the associated implementing
regulations (Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations [23 CFR 772]) govern
the analysis and abatement of traffic noise impacts. This project has federal funds;
therefore, these regulations apply. Determining when the future noise level with the
project is predicted to approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria (NAC) is part of
the process used to apply FHWA regulations for analyzing highway traffic noise (23 CFR
772). It is not the same as the processes used to assess the significance of project-related
noise changes for CEQA and NEPA purposes, which are documented in Section 7 of the
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction,
Reconstruction, and Retrofit Barrier Projects (Protocol or TNAP; Caltrans 2011d). In
summary:

e For CEQA, the determination of noise impacts is based on the project-related
increase in noise and other project-specific conditions. In the past, Caltrans
defined a substantial increase in noise as a 12 decibel increase between existing
conditions and design year (in this case, 2035) with-project conditions. No single
numerical threshold is currently used on all projects. Instead, the Project
Development Team considers the level of the project’s noise increase and the
absolute future noise level in making the determination of significance. As
described in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.5, the difference in noise between existing
conditions and 2035 with-project conditions would range from 0 to 3 dBA,
depending on location. An increase of 3 dBA is considered barely detectable to
the human ear. For this project, the Project Development Team determined that a
3 dBA increase is not substantial and would be less than significant under CEQA.

e For NEPA, the determination of noise impacts is based on a comparison of design
year (in this case, 2035) conditions with and without the project. There are no
specific thresholds for assessing this incremental project-related noise increase
under NEPA; however, due to federal involvement, 23 CFR 772 regulations
apply. As stated in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.1 (under “National Environmental Policy
Act and 23 CFR 7727), the threshold for a noise impact is when the future noise
level with the project is predicted to substantially exceed the existing noise level
(defined as a 12 dBA or more increase), or approach or exceed the NAC.
Approaching the NAC is defined as coming within 1 dBA of the NAC.

The change in noise levels was evaluated at each study location through comparison of
existing, No Project, and project conditions. The methods, procedures, and results of the
analysis are documented in the project’s Noise Study Report (lllingworth and Rodkin
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2012). The technical report was available to the public for review during the public
comment period for the IS/EA.

As stated in IS/EA Section 2.2.7, the project would result in noise level increases of 0 to
3 dBA over both existing and No Project conditions, depending on location. Under
CEQA, this change in noise level would not result in significant impacts, and no
mitigation would be required.

Some locations within the project limits would experience noise levels that approach
(within 1 dBA) or exceed the NAC. Therefore, in accordance with 23 CFR 772, potential
noise abatement was evaluated where frequent human use occurs and where a lowered
noise level would be of benefit.

It should be noted that the NAC values are for impact determination only and are not
design standards for noise abatement measures (IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1, footnote 2). In other
words, the NAC values are used to determine whether noise abatement must be
considered, but do not represent levels to which noise must be abated.

The abatement considered for this project was construction of new sound walls or higher
walls where existing walls have been built. The wall heights considered were 8, 10, 12,
14, and 16 feet. Final IS/EA Table 2.2.7-19° lists the predicted noise level with the
potential abatement for the locations with noise levels that approach (within 1 dBA) or
exceed the NAC. Twenty four walls—8 new walls and 16 replacement walls—were
analyzed. All the replacement walls and one new wall did not meet the 7 dBA noise
reduction design goal for at least one benefited receptor; therefore, these walls were
considered not acoustically feasible and removed from further analysis. Six walls had at
least one wall height that would meet the 7 dBA noise reduction design goal. These
walls would be located along:

e Southbound US 101 south of Oregon Expressway by Greer Park

e Southbound US 101 south of Amphitheatre Parkway by Leghorn Street

e Southbound SR 85 south of EI Camino Real by Kings Row and Franklin Avenue
e Northbound SR 85 north of Fremont Avenue by Bernardo Avenue

e Northbound SR 85 south of Stevens Creek Boulevard by Campus Drive

e Northbound SR 85 south of Santa Teresa Boulevard by Gunderson High

A benefit-cost analysis was performed to determine the preliminary reasonableness for
constructing the six potential walls using the criteria set forth in the Protocol. This
analysis was documented in the Noise Abatement Decision Report prepared for the
project. The technical report was available to the public for review during the public
comment period.

The comment is correct that the sound wall evaluation included in Section 2.2.7.4 (under
“Traffic Noise Abatement Evaluation”) found that none of the evaluated sound wall
locations met the feasibility and reasonableness criteria.

> Formerly Table 2.2.7-3 in the Draft IS/EA.
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The other potential noise abatement measures listed in Section 2.2.7.4 (under “Traffic
Noise Abatement Evaluation”) were not considered practicable or feasible for the reasons
described below:

e Avoiding the project impact by using design alternatives, such as altering the
horizontal and vertical alignment of the project, is not considered practicable
because the project is on an already-constructed roadway, and parts of SR 85 are
already below the grade of surrounding development.

e Using traffic management measures to regulate types of vehicles and speeds is not
considered practicable because the greatest generator of highway noise is trucks,
and trucks are already restricted on much of SR 85. Unless restrictions were
imposed on the part of SR 85 where trucks are allowed, there would be no
noticeable change in truck traffic noise. The current speed limit is 65 mph, and
lowering it is only practicable if a traffic study by the State determines that the
speed limit is not safe or reasonable to maintain.

e Acquiring property to serve as a buffer zone would greatly increase the
environmental impacts and implementation costs for the project, as most of the
project corridor is bordered on both sides by residential and other development.

e Acoustically insulating Activity Category D land uses (such as auditoriums, day
care centers, hospitals, and libraries) has been considered. Category D land uses
along the project corridor were evaluated in accordance with Caltrans and FHWA
standards. At each of the Category D land uses, interior noise levels were either
measured, or, if permission to enter to take measurements was denied, estimated
based on construction methods, ventilation system type, and window type. No
Category D land uses were identified that would have future noise levels with the
project that would approach or exceed the interior noise abatement criteria (NAC)
of 52 dBA Leqpn;. Therefore, providing additional acoustical insulation for
Category D land uses is not warranted.

The comment states that pavement options such as open graded asphalt concrete or
rubberized asphalt materials can attenuate noise. The use of “quieter pavement” for
roadway noise abatement has received attention in recent years, and the effectiveness and
application of quieter pavement has been studied by Caltrans and others.

There are two major types of pavement: flexible asphalt concrete (AC), which is black in
color, and rigid Portland cement concrete (PCC), which is white in color. Historically,
new AC generally tends to be quieter than new PCC, but aggregate size, surface texture,
and age/condition can cause wide variations in tire pavement noise levels. The
differences in noise reducing characteristics between AC and PCC are narrowing as new
quieter pavement designs are being implemented. Open-graded AC, particularly when it
is porous, has been shown to produce less tire noise than dense-graded AC. Longitudinal
(parallel to direction of travel) texturing, tining, or grooving in PCC has been shown to be
much less noisy than transverse (perpendicular to direction of travel) texturing, tining, or
grooving. Grinding of existing surfaces has also been found to be effective in reducing
noise for all types of PCC textures. The longevity of the lower noise benefits associated
with quieter pavement is not as well understood. There are many regional variables that
can affect pavement performance, such as road base condition, environment, traffic loads,
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mix design, and quality of construction material and methods. In general, as any
pavement ages and wears, the acoustic characteristics change and tire/pavement noise
becomes louder (Caltrans 2013).

At this time, FHWA policy does not allow quieter pavement to be considered as a noise
abatement measure (Caltrans 2013). Quieter pavement is not currently listed in 23 CFR
772 as a noise abatement measure for which Federal funding may be used (Caltrans
2011d, p. 20).

L-1-15

The comment states that the IS/EA does not adequately describe the existing noise
setting. The IS/EA summarizes the findings of the Noise Study Report (NSR) for the
proposed project (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012), which was prepared in accordance with
FHWA and Caltrans policies to address traffic noise impacts and noise abatement. This
includes FHWA regulations (Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations [23
CFR 772]) and the Caltrans Protocol [Caltrans 2011d]). The Protocol addresses both
Federal and State environmental statutes with regard to noise.

The NSR evaluated the existing land use categories along the freeway in each of the 15
study segments (including specific locations such as schools, churches, and parks),
collected noise measurements, and described existing sound walls and noise barriers
(NSR Chapter 6). Noise measurements were taken in more than 140 locations (NSR
Tables 6-1 and 6-2) to represent the noise environment at individual receptors and, where
appropriate, at groups of receptors that are considered acoustically equivalent to one
another. Measurement locations were chosen that represent each type of land use activity
category within each study segment. Measurements were taken at locations expected to
be most affected by freeway noise based on proximity, geometry, elevation, and
sensitivity. Measurements were also taken at locations beyond first-row receptors
(meaning the first row of structures from the freeway) to document the decrease in noise
levels with distance from the noise source. The comprehensive noise survey completed as
part of the NSR adequately established existing noise levels at all potentially impacted
land uses near the project corridor.

As stated in the response to Comment L-1-14, Category D land uses along the project
corridor were evaluated in accordance with Caltrans and FHWA standards for existing
and future No Build and Build interior noise levels. At each of the Category D land uses,
interior noise levels were either measured, or, if permission to enter to take measurements
was denied, estimated based on construction methods, ventilation system type, and
window type. No Category D land uses were identified that would have future noise
levels with the project that would approach or exceed the interior noise abatement criteria
(NAC) of 52 dBA I—eq[h]-

The NSR contains detailed information about Category D land uses including specific
locations, whether sound walls are in place, window type, and evaluation of interior noise
levels. Additional information about the existing noise setting has been added to IS/EA
Section 2.2.7 from the NSR. This is information that was made available during the
public review period, does not constitute significant new information, and does not
change the results of the analysis.

Noise Measurement Locations and Reflective Noise
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All noise measurement locations collected for the NSR were at various distances outside
of the freeway right-of-way. As noted above, measurement locations were selected based
on their potential to be most affected by freeway noise based on proximity, geometry,
elevation, and sensitivity. The locations ranged from about 15 to 400 feet from SR 85.

The results of the measurements indicated that in the majority of cases, noise levels only
approached or exceed the NAC at first-row receptors. Measurements made at distances
beyond first-row receptors showed that existing noise levels were typically 62 dBA Leq or
less and at least 5 dBA below the NAC. Multiple noise measurements were collected at
the majority of locations (NSR Tables 6-1 and 6-2). The noise measurement locations
were selected in accordance with Caltrans and FHWA standards that would have the
highest ambient traffic noise, and collection of measurements from additional receptor
locations is not warranted. These distances were selected because at distances greater
than 500 feet, the ambient noise levels associated with freeways are not substantially
different with or without sound walls (Caltrans 2002).

The comment states that reflective noise can cause noise levels uphill or at some distance
from the right-of-way to be substantially different from locations within the right-of-way.
Note that no noise measurements were collected within the State right-of-way, which
generally coincides with the sound walls that enclose SR 85, because there are no
residences, schools, or other noise-sensitive land uses within the right-of-way. All
measurement locations were selected based on their potential to be affected by project-
related noise, as described above.

Differences in noise levels from possible reflection have been studied using
measurements at various locations from a freeway before and after sound walls were
constructed. The distances ranged from 300 feet to 3,000 feet away and accounted for
traffic levels and meteorological conditions (to make sure the measurements before and
after the construction of the walls were performed under similar conditions).
Measurements included late night, early morning, and day time periods representing a
wide range of conditions throughout the day and night. The monitored locations included
hillsides with a clear view of the sound wall location in line with any potential reflective
path. Maximum differences ranged from 1 to 2 dBA under similar meteorological
conditions, which is considered barely detectable. These studies showed that the noise
environment in the vicinity of a freeway is dominated by the sound that a receiver hears
directly from the freeway, and any reflective noise, if it occurs, does not contribute to a
detectable change (Woodward-Clyde and Illingworth and Rodkin 1994; Woodward-
Clyde and Illingworth and Rodkin 1999; URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, Illingworth and
Rodkin, and Haygood and Associates 1999a; URS Greiner Woodward Clyde, Illingworth
and Rodkin, and Haygood and Associates 1999b).

Noise Measurement Metrics
The comment states that the IS/EA must evaluate single noise events and differentiate
between daytime and nighttime noise.

As described in the Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis
Protocol (TeNS; Caltrans 2013), the proper noise descriptor to use in any given situation
depends on the nature of the noise source. A noise such as a gunshot requires a different
descriptor than traffic noise. The metric of sound exposure level (SEL) is mainly used for
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aircraft noise because it captures the acoustical energy during a single noise event,
compressed into a period of 1 second and expressed in decibels. Noise studies prepared
for local agency projects often are evaluated in terms of 24-hour metrics such as the
DNL/Ldn (Day-Night Average Sound Level, the 24-hour sound level with a 10 dB
“penalty” for noise occurring at night) or the community noise equivalent level (CNEL, a
similar daily average noise level metric that penalizes evening noise by 5 dB and
nighttime noise by 10 dB).

This project was required by 23 CFR 772 to be done in terms of the worst noise hour
(Legpry) for traffic. Along a freeway, noise is generated by traffic, consisting of
automobiles and trucks. Noise from a freeway, particularly during the worst-hour, is
rather constant with occasional maximum instantaneous noise levels from trucks or
motorcycles. There can also be brief lulls in traffic yielding reduced traffic noise levels.
The acoustical descriptor used to characterize freeway noise is the equivalent noise level
(Leg)- The Leg is the equivalent steady-state noise level in a stated period of time that
would contain the same acoustic energy as the time-varying noise level during the same
period. A single noise event associated with a highway would consist of a single vehicle
or a very short period of measurement instead of a longer average. These single events
are captured during the measurement and reflected in the Leq. Shorter-duration
measurements such as SEL provide the acoustical energy during a single noise event
compressed into a period of 1 second, and enable the comparison of the acoustical energy
of different events involving different source characteristics. Freeway noise does not
have different source characteristics. The study’s worst-case noise conditions represent
the maximum number of vehicles traveling at the speed limit. Mitigation or abatement is
evaluated to reduce these worst-hour noise levels to the greatest feasible or practicable
amount with sound walls in place.

Nighttime Noise Levels

During evening until early morning, the sound levels near a freeway will be substantially
lower because of the relatively lower level of traffic compared to other periods of the day.
During the quietest nighttime periods, equivalent noise levels are typically 10 dBA or
more below the worst-hour traffic noise level. The commenter is correct that the
“masking effect” of the freeway is less, and other background sounds can sometimes be
heard that would not be detected during the noisier daytime periods. This is already
occurring along SR 85 as well as other freeways. The project would not have any effect
on ambient noise levels during the late evening through early morning because there is
very little traffic during these times. A motorist can travel at the speed limit with little or
no congestion.

The project involves installation of express lanes to enable travelers to avoid congestion
during the peak periods of the day and early evening. The express lanes will open to all
during non-peak periods because congestion management is not needed. Evaluation of
the noise levels at night, representing more sensitive periods of time for nearby residents,
would yield no difference with and without project conditions because the same number
of vehicles would be traveling the same speed under both scenarios, resulting in no long-
term effect on nighttime noise levels.

The same technical studies must be prepared whether the ultimate environmental
document is an IS/EA or an EIS/EIR. Thus, preparing an EIS/EIR would not change the
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content or nature of any of the technical studies, or the determination of the project’s
impacts on the environment.

L-1-16

Although the overall project construction duration is estimated at 1.5 years, noise
generated by project-related construction activities would be temporary, concentrated in
specific areas over a period of several days to a few weeks. The IS/EA provided a
summary of the evaluation of construction noise from the NSR. The technical report was
available to the public for review during the public comment period. Additional
construction noise information from the NSR has been added to IS/EA Section 2.2.7.4 to
provide further details about the analysis, including the types of equipment and activities
expected to produce construction noise, maximum and average noise levels, and
proximity of construction activities to residential receptors along SR 85. The additional
information does not change the finding that construction noise levels at receptors nearest
the project alignment would not be substantially higher than existing hourly average
traffic noise levels on SR 85, except in the case of temporary construction techniques
such as pile driving.

The comment refers to construction noise information for the I-5/SR 56 Interchange
Project in San Diego and states that noise levels can be as high as 101 dBA at 50 feet.
The I-5/SR 56 Interchange Project is a major infrastructure project that, depending on the
alternative selected, may include construction of structures for two new freeway
connector ramps and potentially involve extensive pile driving and other activities that
could result in noise levels as high as 101 dBA at 50 feet.

The proposed SR 85 Express Lanes Project does not include any construction activities
that are expected to result in noise levels that would be as high as 101 dBA at 50 feet.
The geotechnical analysis conducted for the project indicates that cast-in-drilled-hole
(CIDH) piles can be used to support overhead signs and toll structures. Installing CIDH
piles typically results in noise levels of 84 dBA L at a distance of 50 feet (or 78 dBA
Leq at a distance of 100 feet when accounting for additional distance from the noise
source). Either driven or CIDH piles can be used for bridge widening supports except at
Pollard Road, which would have spread footings that do not require piles. Concerns about
construction noise expressed during the public review period for this project will be
considered during the design phase in selecting pile types for the bridge widening
locations.

The Protocol (Caltrans 2011d) states that 23 CFR 772 does not specify specific methods
or abatement criteria for evaluating construction noise, but a reasonable analysis method
such as the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (Federal Highway
Administration 2006) must be used to determine whether construction would result in
adverse construction noise impacts on land uses or activities in the project area. As part
of the NSR, FHWA'’s Roadway Construction Noise Model was used to calculate the
maximum and average noise levels anticipated during each phase of construction,
including possible structure work with pile driving. The NSR accounted for existing
hourly average traffic noise levels at receptor locations, predicted noise levels from
different construction phases, and the estimated range of resulting construction noise
levels at receptor locations. This information is summarized in IS/EA Sections 2.2.7.3
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(noise levels at each receptor location) and 2.2.7.4 (construction noise levels by
construction stage and range of levels at receptor locations).

Neither the Protocol nor 23 CFR 772 establishes significance thresholds for construction
noise. Rather, when construction noise impacts are anticipated, project plans and
specifications must identify abatement measures that would minimize or eliminate
adverse construction noise impacts on the community. IS/EA Section 2.2.7.4 provides
measures to minimize or reduce the potential for noise impacts resulting from project
construction.

Refer to Master Response GEN-3 in regard to preparation of an EIS/EIR. The same
technical studies must be prepared whether the ultimate environmental document is an
IS/EA or an EIS/EIR. Thus, preparing an EIS/EIR would not change the content or
nature of any of the technical studies, or the determination of the project’s impacts on the
environment.

Construction-related vibration levels would be very low because of the distance
separating the primary work area from adjacent land uses and because of the limited
potential for substantial vibration events such as impact pile driving. Construction
activities using heavy equipment, such as the use of a vibratory roller or the dropping of
heavy objects, would typically occur at distances greater than 125 feet from structures
adjoining the highway since the majority of the work is within the SR 85 median. At
such distances, vibration levels from proposed construction equipment would be less than
0.036 inches per second, peak particle velocity (PPV; a measure of vibration), well below
the 0.3 inches per second PPV vibration threshold recommended by Caltrans to avoid
cosmetic damage (minor cracking in plaster walls or ceilings) to older residential
buildings. Construction vibration levels at the nearest land uses would also be well below
ambient vibration levels from occupants inside buildings (such as vibration resulting
from footsteps or slamming doors shut).

The comment states that the construction plan for noise-generating construction activities
does not provide performance criteria that ensure that construction-related noise does not
adversely impact nearby sensitive receptors. This requirement is one of many listed under
the Construction Noise Measures in Section 2.2.7.4. The construction plan is in addition
to all other construction measures listed. Its intent is to provide information for nearby
residents and land owners, is not a substitute for any other mitigation measures, and does
not defer mitigation. It would require the contractor to develop a schedule of activities.
The public outreach to the traveling public as well as adjacent landowners during
construction will be undertaken by VTA’s Public Affairs Division.

The comment also states that the measure to avoid the staging of construction equipment
within 200 feet of residences and as far as practical from noise sensitive receptors is
unlikely to be effective because Caltrans has not identified the specific affected sensitive
receptors and because the use of "as far as practical” is vague and unenforceable. This
project involves over 33 miles of highway, and sensitive receptors that were identified in
the NSR are located outside of the State right-of-way and away from the construction
areas, which are in the median and along shoulders of the existing SR 85 and US 101.
The project already limits the contractor to working largely within the median and along
the outside edge of pavement; however, this measure allows for the Caltrans Resident
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Engineer to respond to complaints from residents or others regarding the location of
equipment. The 200 feet is based on a reasonable distance at which noise levels from the
majority of construction equipment would decline to levels equivalent to the existing
traffic noise, while still allowing the contractor to access the work locations within the
freeway corridor. The 200-foot limit ensures that temporary staging areas are located
away from sensitive receptors. The comment does not provide evidence that project
operation or construction would result in significant noise impacts that require mitigation.

As described above, preparation of an EIR/EIS is not warranted.
L-1-17
The project’s potential effects on air quality were studied in accordance with the

requirements set forth in Chapter 11 of the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference
(SER). It is important to understand that:

e Some pollutants, which include ozone, nitrogen oxides, and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), are regional in nature and cannot be readily associated with
individual transportation projects. These pollutants are therefore analyzed on a
regional level as part of the conformity process.

e Other pollutants, such as carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM; ), and
mobile source air toxics, are analyzed at the project level as required by Chapter
11 of the SER.

All air quality regulations and analyses are based on the goal of achieving ambient air
quality standards, which are established to protect public health and welfare with a
margin of safety. As noted in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.1, the Federal Clean Air Act, as
amended, is the primary federal law that governs air quality, and the California Clean Air
Act (CAA) is its companion state law.

The U.S. EPA, in conjunction with the Department of Transportation, has established the
Transportation Conformity Rule (40 CFR Parts 93 and 51) to implement the CAA
conformity provisions. The CAA Amendments of 1990 require transportation plans,
programs, and projects that need federal funding or approval to conform to state or
federal air quality plans for achieving national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).
The NAAQS and other federal regulations provide the basis for air quality analyses under
NEPA.

Conformity is a parallel process under the CAA. Conformity is defined by Section 176(c)
of the CAA (42 USC 7506[c]) as conforming to the purpose of the State Implementation
Plan (SIP) to ensure that transportation plans, programs, and projects do not: 1) produce
new air quality violations, 2) worsen existing violations, or 3) delay timely attainment of
NAAQS. According to the CAA, federally supported activities must conform to the SIP’s
purpose of attaining and maintaining the NAAQS. Efforts to attain and maintain the
NAAQS include the BAAQMD'’s Clean Air Plan 2010, which provides an integrated
control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, and
greenhouse gases.

In determining whether a project conforms with an approved air quality plan, agencies
must use current emission estimates based on the most recent population, employment,
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travel, and congestion estimates determined by an area’s metropolitan planning
organization (MPQ). The MPO for the Bay Area is the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC). MPOs are required to develop and maintain long-range plans and
programs, such as 20-year Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) and 4-year (or longer)
Regional Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) that set forth transportation
policies and programs for the region. MTC’s RTP is a blueprint for the development of
mass transit, highway, airport, seaport, railroad, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities in the
nine-county Bay Area through 2040. As part of the RTP and TIP, regional air quality
analyses are conducted of emissions from planned transportation projects in combination
with other planned growth and development. The analyses compare net emissions of
pollutants on a regional basis by modeling total emissions for the region with and without
the planned transportation projects.

A conformity determination indicates that the total emissions projected for all
transportation projects in an RTP or TIP are within the emissions limits (budgets)
established by the SIP, and that transportation control measures (TCMs) in approved SIPs
are implemented in a timely fashion to achieve the NAAQS.

The CEQA checklist in IS/EA Appendix B includes similar criteria to the conformity
process, in particular, whether a project would conflict or obstruct implementation of an
air quality plan, violate an air quality standard, or contribute to a violation of a standard.
Additional CEQA criteria include whether the project would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of a nonattainment pollutant, expose populations to substantial
pollutant concentrations, or create objectionable odors.

IS/EA Section 2.2.6.3 (under “Regional Air Quality Conformity”) includes a summary of
the project’s conformity process and conclusion. The project was included in MTC’s
regional analysis of transportation projects and was determined to conform with the SIP.
The air quality analyses demonstrated that the Bay Area region can meet air quality
goals, and therefore it does not conflict with implementation of an air quality plan.

IS/EA Section 2.2.6.3 describes the evaluation of project effects on carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter (PM,5), and mobile source air toxics (MSATS).

e The Bay Area is in attainment of the federal and state CO standards. Carbon
monoxide emissions modeling for the Build and No Build conditions in 2015 and
2035 was performed and showed that the project would not exceed a CO standard.

e The Bay Area is in nonattainment of the state and federal PM, s standards. PM; s
was addressed through consultation with the Bay Area Air Quality Conformity
Task Force, which includes representatives from federal (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Region 9, Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit
Administration), state (California Air Resources Board, Caltrans), regional (MTC,
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and Association of Bay Area
Governments), and sub-regional (Congestion Management Agencies, transit
operators, local jurisdictions, etc.) agencies. The project was determined to not be
a project of air quality concern, which means it would not result in an air quality
violation of PM,s.
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e MSATSs were analyzed as described in the response to Comment L-1-20. The
modeling shows that the project would not result in a substantial increase in
MSAT emissions.

The Bay Area is unclassified for the federal but in nonattainment of the state PMyg
standards, and in nonattainment of the federal and state ozone standards. The current
federal process does not require hot spot analyses for PMy,.

Ozone is among the criteria pollutants analyzed in the regional conformity process
conducted for the RTP and TIP. The conformity process must show a long-term benefit
between no project and project conditions. As a project included in these conformity
evaluations, the SR 85 project would not result in a considerable net increase in ozone
and would not result in an exceedance of an air quality standard.

The project would not expose populations to substantial pollutant concentrations because
it would meet regional conformity requirements for all criteria pollutants.

See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 in regard to
preparation of an EIR/EIS.

L-1-18
As the proposed project is included in the 2013 RTP and TIP, which conform to the SIP,
it is in conformance with all related federal air quality requirements. These requirements

are designed to be protective of human health, so identification of any specific sensitive
groups is not required.

The air quality analysis accounted for the fact that SR 85 is bordered by residential areas
by modeling CO emissions at a range of locations adjacent to SR 85, including where
homes back onto SR 85, peripheral roads, a pedestrian overcrossing of SR 85, and within
25 feet of the roadway (see Appendix A of the Air Quality Impact Assessment [URS
2013]). The technical report was available for review during the public comment period.
As CO and PM concentrations diminish rapidly with distance from the source,
concentrations at potential sensitive receptor locations would be much lower than in close
proximity to the roadway.

It should be noted that the project would not bring SR 85 closer to established
neighborhoods in the manner described in the comment. The project would convert the
single HOV lane into a single express lane on SR 85 between US 101 in Mountain
View/Palo Alto and 1-280, on SR 85 between SR 87 and the US 101 interchange in
southern San Jose, and on US 101 between the SR 85 interchange in southern San Jose
and Metcalf Road. On SR 85 between SR 87 and 1-280, a second express lane would be
added in the median—along the centerline. The traffic lanes would not be shifted toward
the outer shoulders. The only location where any lane would be shifted toward the outer
shoulders and nearby residences is the 1.1-mile segment of northbound SR 85 between
South De Anza Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard, where an auxiliary lane would
be added. This project feature would not result in additional air quality impacts.

L-1-19

See the response to Comment L-1-17. The current RTP and TIP included the proposed
project in the modeling for regional air quality conformity. Because the RTP and TIP
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were found to conform with the SIP, the project is inherently consistent with
BAAQMD?’s Clean Air Plan 2010, which provides an integrated control strategy to
reduce ozone, particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases.

It is not within the scope of this project to address legal actions against the 2013 RTP.
See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 in regard to
preparation of an EIR/EIS.

State standards are shown in IS/EA Table 2.2.6-1, and total emissions and concentrations,
as applicable, were compared to state standards in the same manner as federal standards.
The project would not result in or contribute to a violation of either state or federal air
quality standards.

L-1-20

The comment that the project will cause emissions of mobile source air toxics (MSATS)
to increase over existing conditions is incorrect. As stated in Section 2.2.6.3 (“Mobile
Source Air Toxics”), emissions in 2015 and 2035 for both the No Build and Build
conditions would be lower than for existing conditions. MSAT emissions modeling
shows that the proposed project would increase emissions of certain MSATs by 2to 4
percent in 2015 and by 5 to 7 percent in 2035 compared to the No Build Alternative.
However, compared to existing conditions, MSAT emissions with the Build Alternative
would be 47 to 69 percent lower in 2015, and 52 to 77 percent lower in 2035. Therefore,
the project would not affect sensitive receptors near the SR 85 corridor. IS/EA Section
2.2.6.3 (under “Mobile Source Air Toxics”) has been revised to include this information.

It should be noted that MSAT analysis was performed in accordance with the federal
procedure as included (and required) in the latest EPA and FHWA Interim Guidance
Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents. The model used for
this effort, CT-EMFACS, is an updated, Caltrans-specific version of the EMFAC model
discussed in the AASHTO guidelines presented in Exhibit H of the comment.

The modeling indicates that future Build emissions would be slightly higher than No
Build during the peak period because the project would allow for an increase in vehicle
miles traveled (VMT). However, the project would not accommodate an increase in truck
traffic or truck emissions because large trucks are prohibited on SR 85 between US 101
in San Jose and 1-280—more than 18 miles of the 24.1-mile SR 85 corridor—and the
project would not change the truck restrictions. Large trucks are the primary source of
diesel particulate matter (DPM), which is noted in the AASHTO report as the “primary
cancer risk factor out of all MSATS.” Because of these truck restrictions in most of
project corridor, slight DPM increases with the Build Alternative compared to No Build
(2 percent in 2015 and 5 percent in 2035) are attributable to the overall increase in VMT
rather than an increase in large trucks. This increase and minor increases in the other
priority MSATs compared with the No Build scenario are not considered substantial.

Although the project would allow for an increase in VMT on SR 85, the travel demand
model—which is regional in nature and accounts for travel on local streets—indicates
that the increase would be offset by decreases in VMT on local streets or other freeways.

The project would allow for a limited number of solo drivers to pay a toll to use the existing
and proposed additional HOV/express lanes. If high demand occurs, the express lanes will be
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restricted as described in Master Response GEN-1. This is not a substantial increase or
change in the use of the SR 85 corridor, which already has HOV lanes in each direction. The
project is expected to serve drivers who already use SR 85. This would not result in a
substantial change in air quality emissions, including MSAT or criteria pollutants.

As the project would decrease MSAT emissions compared with existing conditions, it
would not have a detrimental effect on sensitive receptors along the project corridor, and
a health risk assessment is not warranted. See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master
Response GEN-3 in regard to preparation of an EIR/EIS.

L-1-21

The first paragraph of this comment is introductory. Responses to detailed comments
follow below and in the response to Comment L-1-22.

The comment states that focusing on vehicle speeds is an unrealistic approach to
controlling GHG emissions. The IS/EA discusses vehicle speeds with respect to CO,
emissions because speed has a strong correlation to emission levels, as shown in IS/TEA
Figure 2.5.1-2.

The project would increase peak period VMT, as shown in IS/EA Tables 2.1.3-8 and
2.1.3-12. The increase can be attributed to two factors:

e The additional capacity for HOVs and toll-paying SOVs in the second express
lane in the median between SR 87 and 1-280. Note that, as explained in Master
Response GEN-1, the express lanes would maintain priority use for HOVS.

e The subsequent improvement in congestion would allow a greater number of
vehicles to complete trips on SR 85 during the peak period, as opposed to using
alternative routes that would move emissions elsewhere in the transportation
system, or deferring trips outside of the nonpeak periods.

The comment states that AASHTO urges VMT growth to be cut in half. It should be
noted that VMT would continue to increase in the opening year and horizon year with the
No Project Alternative. In addition, in 2035, the No Project Alternative would have lower
VMT but higher CO, emissions than the proposed project (IS/EA Table 2.5.1-1).

See the response to Comment L-1-3 in regard to the statements about increased capacity
resulting in increased congestion, and the response to Comment L-1-9 in regard to traffic
speed data.

L-1-22

Calculating emissions based on peak hour speeds and annual VMT (which was estimated
from peak period VMT) is a conservative approach to estimating the emissions from a
transportation facility because it uses data for the worst-case traffic scenario. In addition,
the latest emission models and methodology have been used to estimate GHG emissions

for all appropriate years and scenarios (i.e., existing or base year; opening year, with and
without project; and horizon year with and without project).

The main source of direct GHG emissions from a transportation facility is vehicle
emissions from traffic within the corridor. The life-cycle emissions associated with
production of building materials have already been regulated and analyzed as part of the
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permitting requirements for the manufacturers of the building materials and for the fuel
production and distribution processes. As such, these emissions are not required to be
considered for individual projects.

The IS/EA analysis of GHGs is focused on CO,, which is the dominant GHG from vehicle
emissions, mostly from fossil fuel combustion (IS/EA Section 2.5). IS/EA Table 2.5.1-1 in
the Draft IS/EA presented carbon dioxide equivalent (CO,e) emissions as CO, emissions;

however, the data in Table 2.5.1-1 actually include emissions of methane (CH,4) and nitrogen
oxide (NO,) as well as CO,, as shown below (URS 2013I, Appendix C).

Table 2.5.1-1: Daily and Annual GHG Emissions

Peak Hour Annual Emissions (Metric Tons per Year)
Scenario Speeds (mph) Annual VMT CO» NO; CH4 CO.e
Existing (2007) 43 836,973,758 325,788 30 181 338,873
No Build (2015) 38.5 933,055,022 336,103 33 198 350,586
Build (2015) 475 995,888,663 337,700 36 211 353,158
No Build (2035) 29.5 999,656,046 336,059 35 218 351,624
Build (2035) 37.5 1,101,694,727 318,866 39 240 336,021

Final IS/EA Table 2.5.1-1 has been revised for clarification.

Black carbon emissions, as the comment notes, are caused by the burning of fossil fuels
such as diesel fuel. Black carbon levels have decreased by about 90 percent over a 45-
year period, beginning with the establishment of the California Air Resources Board in
1967, mostly as a result of state regulations for diesel engine emissions (CARB 2013).
Although black carbon is linked with global warming, the project’s black carbon
contribution to global warming would be negligible. The IS/EA provided sufficient
quantitative analysis of the GHGs that contribute the vast majority of the global warming
potential associated with the project. In addition, the California Low Carbon Fuel
Standard is intended to reduce the overall carbon intensity of California’s transportation
fuel pool by 10 percent by 2020.

L-1-23

As noted in IS/EA Appendix B, Item VII, Caltrans has included an assessment of the GHG
emissions and climate change as a good faith effort to provide the public and decision-makers
as much information as possible about the project. 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 significance determination regarding the project’s
direct and indirect impact with respect to climate change. Caltrans remains firmly committed
to implementing measures to help reduce the potential effects of the project. The measures
are outlined in IS/EA Sections 2.5.1.2 and 2.5.1.3.

The comment advocates zero emissions or 900 tons of CO,-equivalent (CO.e) as
potential thresholds of significance, based on Exhibit J of the comment. It should be
noted that Exhibit J does not establish these as state or federal thresholds of significance.
As described in Exhibit J, a lead agency may find that any increase in GHG emissions is
potentially significant under CEQA (page 17), although all projects subject to CEQA
would then be required to quantify and mitigate their GHG emissions, regardless of the
size of the project or the availability of GHG reduction measures to reduce the project’s
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emissions (page 27). As noted above, Caltrans has not adopted GHG thresholds of
significance. Exhibit J also states the 900-ton threshold is for developments including
residential and office projects, non-office commercial, and industrial projects (pages 42
and 43). Exhibit J does not recommend either threshold for transportation projects.

Moreover, Table 16 of Exhibit J includes “MM RTP-2: Implement toll/user fee programs
prior to adding capacity to existing highways,” which is described as being feasible from
a cost, technical, and logistic standpoint for reduce a project’s GHG emissions.
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the project is not in and of itself contrary to
GHG reduction goals described in Exhibit J.

The IS/EA analyzed the project’s GHG emissions in accordance with NEPA and the
guidance presented in Exhibit K of the comment. Exhibit K states that if a proposed
action is anticipated to cause emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of CO,e GHG
emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider performing a quantitative and
qualitative assessment. Exhibit K notes that this does not constitute a threshold of
significant effects. The recommended assessment is provided in IS/EA Section 2.5.

The comment states that the IS/EA strategies to reduce GHG emissions are vague,
undefined and unenforceable. IS/EA Section 2.5.1.2 describes a number of ongoing
initiatives as well as specific project components intended to achieve GHG reductions.
These initiatives and project components are expected to provide incremental
improvements in GHG emissions. As shown in IS/EA Table 2.5.1-2, some emissions
reductions cannot be readily quantified, but that does not render them undefined and
unenforceable. Each strategy listed in Table 2.5.1-2 is described in more detail in the
Climate Action Program at Caltrans (http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/
offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State_Wide_Strategy/Caltrans_Climate_Action_Program.p
df), as noted in the sentence above the table.

The comment includes the recommendations to require all aspects of the Project to be
"carbon neutral” through a combination of on-site and off-site measures, and to require
that off-road diesel-powered vehicles used for construction be new low-emission vehicles
or use retrofit emission control devices.

IS/EA Table 2.5.1-1 shows that in the opening year (2015), the project would have higher
CO, emissions than the No Project Alternative. The project-related increase would be
less than 1 percent (0.73 percent) over the No Project condition. Both alternatives would
have higher emissions than the existing condition (2007). In 2035, the project would have
lower CO; emissions than the No Project Alternative.

As noted previously, Caltrans will refrain from making a CEQA significance
determination on project-related GHGs. See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master
Response GEN-3 in regard to preparation of an EIR/EIS.

L-1-24, L-1-25

The approach for assessing visual and aesthetic impacts on the State Highway System is
based on NEPA and CEQA requirements and FHWA Visual Impact Assessment for
Highway Projects guidance and methodology (FHWA 1981). The evaluation of visual

impacts and their significance for this project included describing the existing setting and
scenic quality, and then describing the project-related changes for each project
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component: lane restriping, pavement widening, bridge widening, and installation of
signs, tolling facilities, and lighting. For each of these components, the impact of the
change was addressed by describing the compatibility of the project with the existing
setting or landscape, and describing the change in the visual quality of existing resources
after the project is completed.

IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 has been revised to clarify potential project impacts to different
viewer groups; however, this information is mainly a reorganization of existing text and
does not provide significant new information that would change the outcome of the
analysis.

The level of impact was determined for each project component based on the degree of
the change and its potential for incompatibility with the existing setting. In general the
determination was a low level of change, which is considered less than significant. See
the response to Comment L-1-7 in regard to significance thresholds.

The comment states that the IS/EA does not adequately characterize the existing setting
because it omits photographs of SR 85 within Cupertino. Additional exhibits with photos
of the existing setting in Cupertino have been added to IS/EA Section 2.1.4.2. This
section of SR 85 includes sound walls or retaining walls outside of the edge of shoulders
(similar to Exhibit C in IS/EA Section 2.1.4.2) or vegetated/landscaped slopes with sound
walls at the top. At the north end of Cupertino on SR 85, the freeway is generally at
grade, with sound walls on vegetated berms.

The comment is correct that the project would pave the remainder of the median of SR 85
through Cupertino. Approximately half of the median within Cupertino (between just
north of South Stelling Road and south of 1-280) already has a paved median with a
concrete barrier. The remaining half (between South De Anza Boulevard and just north of
South Stelling Road) has an unpaved median with a metal beam guard rail. There is no
existing vegetation in the median. A northbound auxiliary lane would also be added
between the South De Anza Boulevard on-ramp and the Stevens Creek Boulevard off-
ramp, which will widen the existing pavement by up to 14 feet. Additional information
about visual changes from the auxiliary lane has been added to IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3
(under “Pavement, Retaining Wall, and Barrier Work™).

The project would add two express lanes to part of the SR 85 corridor within Cupertino,
in addition to the new auxiliary lane for part of that corridor (see Figure 1.1-2). However,
the width of the freeway right-of-way and the location of the sound walls will not change.

In Cupertino, a southbound express lane entrance will be located just south of Stevens Creek
Boulevard, and overhead signs will be added to identify the entrance and toll rate
information. Similarly, signs identifying the northbound express lane entrances will be
located north of South De Anza Boulevard and near South Stelling Road. There are currently
11 sets of overhead signs (meaning one or more overhead signs on a freestanding sign
structure) along SR 85 in Cupertino. The project would add four new sets of overhead signs
on existing poles, and four sets on new poles. The tops of the signs would be approximately
the same height as existing freeway directional signs. Exhibits R through U in the Final
IS/EA show representative views of the signs and tolling structures.
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Mast-arm luminaires would be mounted on the concrete median barrier in the vicinity of
the express lane entrances. Exhibit R in the Final IS/EA includes a view of a
representative mast-arm luminaire. The arm on which the light fixture would be mounted
would extend across the inside lanes (nearest the median). If needed, the fixtures would
be outfitted with shields to prevent light trespass to surrounding properties. This design
focuses illumination on the freeway, and direct “spillage” of light outside of the right-of-
way will not occur.

There are 66 existing luminaires on SR 85 within Cupertino, inside and just outside of the
sound walls along the corridor and on overcrossings of SR 85. In Cupertino, the project
would add approximately16 luminaires in both directions from approximately McClellan
Road to 4,000 feet (0.75 mile) to the south. As noted in the IS/EA, mast-arm luminaries
would also be mounted on the median barrier every 200 to 400 feet between
approximately De Anza Boulevard and Fremont Avenue. As stated previously, these
luminaires would be focused on the inside lanes (nearest the median).

The comment that the new luminaires will create a substantial change does not take into
account the location of the luminaires, or their purpose to better illuminate the freeway
for driver safety. Unlike the existing luminaires along the freeway that light the outside
lanes and freeway entrances and exits, the new luminaires will be in the median and will
be focused on the inside lanes. The finding that the change would not be significant was
based on the existing context of the freeway (with tall sound walls bordering the most
sensitive residential land uses along the freeway), and the location of the new lighting (in
the median and focused on inside lanes), farthest from any light-sensitive land uses
outside of the right-of-way.

See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 in regard to
preparation of an EIR/EIS.

L-1-26

See the response to Comment L-1-6.

L-1-27

In areas with double express lanes, the buffer zone would be provided by narrowing the
adjacent lanes (i.e., both proposed express lanes, meaning the one existing HOV lane and

the one new express lane added to the median) to 11 feet (from the typical 12 feet) as
well. There would be no additional 2 feet of widening to provide the buffer.

L-1-28

See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 in regard to
preparation of an EIR/EIS.

No corrections are required to the analysis. There appears to be misunderstanding
regarding the applicable LOS thresholds.

VTA has worked closely with Caltrans District 4 staff regarding the LOS threshold for
the carpool/express lanes. There is consensus with the Caltrans District 4 staff that LOS
D is acceptable.
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Caltrans has a performance target of LOS E for the SR 85 general purpose lanes, given
the existing congestion levels. This is consistent with VTA’s Congestion Management
Plan (CMP) guidelines.

It should also be noted that while these thresholds were applied to individual segments to
identify areas of concern, given the corridor-wide nature of the proposed project, the
assessment of impacts emphasized overall changes in corridor operations. For example,
while the LOS on a few individual links may degrade with the project, many more
improve as do other measures of corridor performance (i.e. hours of delay, average speed,
throughput, travel time, etc.).

L-1-29
See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 in regard to
preparation of an EIR/EIS.

As described in Master Response TR-3, a supplemental assessment of project-related
traffic impacts was conducted for 19 intersections in the Cities of Saratoga and
Cupertino, including the intersections of local roadways with SR 85 ramps (DKS 2014a,
2014b, 2015). The assessment showed that none of the studied intersections would be
significantly impacted by the proposed project (DKS 2015).

L-1-30

See the response to Comment L-1-12 in regard to pedestrian and bicycle impacts. The

response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 address preparation of an
EIR/EIS.

L-1-31
VTA has worked closely with Caltrans District 4 staff regarding the LOS threshold for

the carpool/express lanes. There is consensus with the Caltrans District 4 staff that LOS
D is acceptable given the intermittent congestion currently observed in the HOV lanes.

L-1-32
See the response to Comment L-1-28.
L-1-33

See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 in regard to
preparation of an EIR/EIS.

No corrections are required to the analysis. There appears to be misunderstanding
regarding the applicable LOS thresholds.

With respect to the general purpose lanes on the freeway, the established threshold, per
VTA’s Congestion Management Plan (CMP) guidelines, is LOS E.

L-1-34

No corrections are required to the analysis. There appears to be misunderstanding
regarding the proposed operation of the express lanes and the forecasting procedures.

The 1,650 vph per lane is the approximate flow rate for LOS C/D. As part of this project,
a central monitoring system and pricing algorithm will be implemented that will
dynamically adjust the toll rate based on traffic conditions to maintain the flow at or
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below this threshold volume. Toll rates will be increased when the system senses a drop
in speeds or when the volume approaches 1,650 vphpl. The express lane will operate in
HOV-only mode when speeds fall below the acceptable thresholds or volumes exceed
1,650 vphpl. The existing tolled express connectors on SR 237/1-880 function under
similar principles.

The traffic forecasts were therefore developed to be consistent with these actual operating
assumptions.

L-1-35

See the response to Comment L-1-5 and Master Response GEN-3 in regard to
preparation of an EIR/EIS.

The reduction factor is necessary because all single-occupant vehicles must have an
electronic transponder to use the express lanes. This restriction will reduce the
proportion of traffic that can use the express lanes. A 20 percent reduction in traffic due
to drivers unwilling to pre-purchase a transponder is a reasonable assumption based on
previous surveys in regions that do not have that extensive presence of toll facilities, such
as Santa Clara County. This is an estimate for toll revenue estimation purposes only.
Should a higher share of the driving population have a transponder, tolls would be set
higher to manage demand to desired operating conditions. As noted earlier, it is still
assumed that the pricing algorithm that will be implemented will sense when speeds
decrease below acceptable thresholds and will raise tolls to manage the amount of traffic
that can use the express lanes.

L-1-36

See the responses to Comments L-1-2 and L-1-3, as well as Master Responses GEN-2,
GEN-7, and GEN-8.

L-1-37
See the response to Comment L-1-2.
L-1-38

No corrections are required to the analysis. There appears to be misunderstanding
regarding the nature of the travel time and average travel speed results.

As described in the TOAR, the reported freeway travel time results reflect the average time
for a “through” vehicle to traverse a given segment of the freeway mainline using either the
general purpose lanes or the HOV/express lanes for the entire segment. This includes travel
time only on the freeway mainline and does not include travel time on the ramps.

The average network speed results reflect the average speed for all users (general purpose
and HOV/express), and include travel on the both freeway mainline AND lower-speed
ramps (including delays at ramp meters).

As such, a direct comparison should not be made between these two measures. Travel
speed results for the freeway only are included in the appendices to the TOAR. These
results correspond to the freeway travel time results and are broken down by hour and
between the general purpose and HOV/express lanes.
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L-1-39
The analysis of potential future year conditions utilizes a VISSIM micro-simulation

model that was calibrated to reasonably replicate actual observed conditions based on
accepted calibration criteria and thresholds.

There is a certain amount of random variability inherent to a microscopic simulation
model such as VISSIM. This is very similar to the random variability from one day to
the next observed in the field. For example, traffic volumes measured in the field can
vary by approximately 10 percent on any given day. Good field data is therefore
collected over several days and averaged. Similarly, the simulation model is run multiple
times with different random number seeds. Due to this variability, in the model and in
the field, it may not be possible to exactly replicate average or perceived field conditions.
Established calibration procedures require that the model results fall within a specified
range of the observed value.

In consultation with Caltrans staff, the primary calibration criteria used for the SR 85
model were bottleneck locations and flows. The calibrated SR 85 model replicates the
downstream bottleneck between Fremont and SR 82 to within 50 vph of the observed
flows in the general purpose lanes.

These potential impacts have been evaluated and are identified within the TOAR. As
noted in the comment, there are a few spot locations where the operating conditions
worsen in Build alternative compared to No Build alternative.

However, consistent with the corridor-wide nature of the proposed project, the
assessment of impacts emphasized overall changes in corridor operations. For example,
while the LOS on a few individual links may degrade with the project, many more
improve as do other measures of corridor performance (i.e. hours of delay, average speed,
throughput, travel time, etc.). The overall peak period total delay decreases as high as 25
percent in comparison to the No Build for both the 2015 and 2035 horizon year.

L-1-40
First, to clarify, the LOS results cited in this comment refer to conditions in the general

purpose lanes, not the express lanes. In all of these cases, the express lane operates at
LOS D or better.

As noted in the comment, there are a few spot locations where the operating conditions
worsen in Build alternative compared to No Build alternative.

However, consistent with the corridor-wide nature of the proposed project, the
assessment of impacts emphasized overall changes in corridor operations. For example,
while the LOS on a few individual links may degrade with the project, many more
improve. Overall, the LOS improves in both the general purpose and HOV/express lanes
under the Build alternative compared to the No Build.

Other measures of corridor performance (i.e. hours of delay, average speed, throughput,
travel time, etc.) also improve. The overall peak period total delay decreases as high as
25 percent in comparison to the No Build for both the 2015 and 2035 horizon year.

Access zones, including the continuous or open access design, will be evaluated further
in the design phase to optimize express lane accessibility and operations.
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L-1-41, L-1-42

See the response to Comment L-1-9.

L-1-43

This is a summary of Comment L-1-28 and is addressed in the response to that comment.
L-1-44

This is a summary of Comment L-1-29 and is addressed in the response to that comment.
L-1-45

This is a summary of Comments L-1-34 and L-1-35 and is addressed in the responses to
those comments.

L-1-46
This is a summary of Comment L-1-38 and is addressed in the response to that comment.
L-1-47

See the responses to Comments L-1-2 and L-1-3, as well as Master Responses GEN-2,
GEN-3, GEN-7, and GEN-8.
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Comment L-2 Michael A. Fuller, City of Mountain View

L-2-1

City OF MOUNTAIN VIEW

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
500 Castro Street * Post Office Box 7540 » Mountain View  California ¢ 94039-7540
6511-903-6311 * Fax 650-962-8503

February 27, 2014

MR NGOC BUI

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION—DISTRICT 4
PO BOX 23660—MS-8B

OAKLAND CA 94623

INITIAL STUDY WITH PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE STATE ROQUTE 85 EXPRESS LANES
PROJECT

Dear Mr, Bui:

The City of Mountain View appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) regarding the December 2013 Initial
Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment that has been
prepared for the State Route 85 Express Lanes Project.

The Proposed Negative Declaration states that “the proposed project would have no
effect on agricultural and forest resources, Jand use and planning, mineral resources,
public services, and recreation. In addition, the proposed project would have less than
significant effects on aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology and soils, paleontology, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous
materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, population and housing, transportation/
traffic, and utilities and service systems.”

Although there are no significant impacts to the City of Mountain View, its residents,
and its business community as a result of the implementation of the proposed project,
the City recommends the following be considered in the Environmental Assessment:

¢  Hazardous Waste/Materials: The document states that the assessment did not
identify any potential hazardous materials sites within the project area and five
potential hazardous materials sites have been reported outside, but within one
mile of the project area.

There are four potential hazardous materials sites within Mountain View listed in
Table 2-2.5-1 of the Hazardous Waste/Materials section of the Initial o
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L-2-1,
cont.

Mr. Ngoc Bui
February 27, 2014
Page 2

Study/Environmental Assessment, The City of Mountain View maintains a record
of contaminated sites and the sites listed below were not included in Table 2-2.5-1
of the Initial Study, and are within one mile of the project area:

1. Valley Oil Company
Address: 785 Yuba Drive, Mountain View
RWQCB Case ID: 14-439

2. Siemens/Sobrato
Address: 455 East Middlefield Road, Mountain View
EPA Case II): CAD982463812
Part of the Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman Study Area.

3. Raytheon Company
Address: 350 Ellis Street, Mountain View
EPA Case 1D: CADY82463812
Part of the Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman Study Area.

4,  NEC Electronics
Address: 501 Ellis Street, Mountain View
EPA Case ID: CAD982463812
Part of the Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman Study Area.

5, General Semiconductor /Mitsubishi Silicon America, formerly Siltec
Address: 405 National Avenue, Mountain View
EPA Case ID: CAD982463812
Part of the Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman Study Area.

6. Pairchild Semiconductor
Address: 464 Ellis Street, Mountain View
EPA Case ID: CAD095989778
Part of the Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman Study Area.

7.  Montwood Corporation
Address: 1615 Plymouth Street, Mountain View
RWQCB Case ID: 4350217

8.  Printex Facility (CTS Printex)
Address: 1911 Plymouth Street, Mountain View
EPA Case ID; CAD0O09212838 '
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Mr. Ngoc Bui
February 27, 2014
Page 3

9, Peery & Arrillaga

Address: 1098 Alta Avenue, Mountain View
L-2-, RWQCB Case ID: 4350281/43-1832
cont.
Further investigation of the sites above is recommended due to the potential
presence of petroleum hydrocarbons and solvents in the soil and/or groundwater.

*  Noise: Noise levels were predicted for all measurement locations within the 15
study segments of the project. The Stevens Creek Trail (ST-12a) and residences
(ST-12, ST12b, and ST 14) adjacent to Segment 3 (State Route 85—FI Camino Real
to Fremont Avenue) are predicted to have no change in noise levels with the
project. Even though the existing noise level exceeds the noise abatement criteria
(NAC), the evaluated noise abatement (new noise barrier) is not considered

L-2-2 reasonable and feasible in the Initial Study.

Many residents of Mountain View have raised concerns regarding noise coming

from State Route 85 where there is no existing noise barrier on southbound State

Route 85 from Fl Camino Real to approximately 0.5 mile south of El Camino Real

where an existing noise barrier is in place, The City is encouraging the project to

include or reconsider including installation of a noise barrier in Mountain View.

*  Animal Species: Burrowing owls are considered a California bird species of
special concern and have been recorded to occur at the Shoreline Golf Links, less
than one-half mile from the project site. The City is concerned that this species of

L-2-3 special concern is not noted in the Initial Study /Environmental Assessment and no

mitigation measures are provided.

In the event that burrowing owls are discovered within the project area, the project
needs to avoid or minimize the impacts to burrowing owls through
implementation of mitigation measures.

Mr, Ngoc Bui
Pebruary 27,2014
Page 4

Again, the City appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Initial Study
with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment.

L-2-3,

- If you have any questions or require additional clarification regarding these comments

please contact Assistant Civil Engineer Joy Houghton at (650) 903-6311 or e-mail her at
joy.houghton@mountainview.gov.

Sincerely,

Clss guiom.

W Michael A. Fuller
Public Works Director
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Responses to Comment L-2

L-2-1

Information about these potential hazardous materials sites has been added to Table
2.2.5-1in IS/EA Section 2.2.5.

L-2-2

The comment is correct that the project is not expected to result in future noise increases
at receptor locations ST-12, ST-12a, ST-12b, and ST- 14. A new sound wall was
evaluated to shield this area because the noise level at ST-12a, the Stevens Creek Trail,
currently exceeds the applicable noise abatement criteria of 67 dBA Legin) (NAC; IS/EA
Table 2.2.7-3, under Segment 3). Existing and future No Build and Build noise levels at
residential receptors ST-12, ST-12b, and ST-14 would not approach or exceed the
applicable NAC but would benefit from the same sound wall that would provide noise
attenuation to the Stevens Creek Trail. The sound wall evaluated for this location would
meet the “feasibility criteria” (5 decibel reduction for benefited receptors plus a 7 decibel
reduction for at least one receptor), but would not meet the “reasonableness criteria”
(construction cost allowance per benefited receptor compared with estimated construction
cost) described in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.4.

The feasibility and reasonableness criteria are used to determine whether the cost of
project-related noise abatement can be covered using federal highway noise abatement
funds. However, a sound wall or other potential noise abatement can be considered in this
location if non-federal funds are available.

L-2-3

The current project design no longer includes construction activities on US 101 north of
the SR 85 interchange in Mountain View. The closest construction activities to the
Shoreline Golf Links facility are expected to be approximately midway between the US
101/SR 85 interchange in Mountain View and the SR 85/Moffett Boulevard interchange.

At this distance, no construction-related impacts to burrowing owls at the Shoreline Golf
Links would occur.
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Comment L-3 Emily Lo, City Of Saratoga
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Note: Exhibits A through D and Exhibit F of the City of Saratoga letter are not comments
on the project and are therefore not included in this appendix; however, they are part of
the administrative record and are available upon request.

Exhibit E of the City of Saratoga letter is a report entitled State Route 85 Express Lanes
Project Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Analysis by MRO
Engineers Inc., dated February 25, 2014. Exhibit E contains comments on the proposed
project that are substantially the same as those in Exhibit A of the City of Cupertino
letter. These comments are included as Comments L-1-26 through L-1-47 and are
addressed in the corresponding comment responses. Only the items in City of Saratoga
Exhibit E that are not included in City of Cupertino Exhibit A are included below.
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Responses to Comment L-3

L-3-1

This comment summarizes more detailed comments that follow. Responses are provided
for the detailed comments below.

L-3-2

The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. Refer to Master
Response GEN-9 regarding the truck restrictions.

L-3-3
Design modifications to revise the proposed express lane configuration to continuous
access—Ilike the current HOV lane—will be considered during detailed project design, as

described in Master Response GEN-4. If implemented, this would allow immediate
access from Saratoga Avenue.

L-3-4

The 1989 Performance Agreement that the City of Saratoga entered into with VTA’s
predecessor, the Santa Clara County Traffic Authority, stated that SR 85 would be “a 6-
lane facility with a median width of 46" reserved for mass transportation” (SCCTA and
City of Saratoga 1989, Item 4). The Performance Agreement does not specify that the
median must be reserved for light rail or define mass transportation as rail instead of
transit buses. SR 85 in the City of Saratoga was constructed as described in Item 4 of the
Performance Agreement.

The potential development of light rail in the median was considered in planning for the
extension of SR 85 from 1-280 to US 101 in the 1980s. The light rail component was not
carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or practicable, as
described in Master Response GEN-2.

It should be noted that the City of Saratoga General Plan Circulation Element states that
VTA does not have plans to extend light rail in the SR 85 corridor through Saratoga in
the foreseeable future, and the City “will continue to implement policies and actions that
support local and regional transit access” (City of Saratoga 2010, p. 31).

VTA General Counsel is of the opinion that the provisions cited in the comment are
unenforceable to the extent that they restrict VTA’s ability to independently exercise its
legislative authority.

L-3-5

This is an introductory comment that summarizes more detailed comments that follow.
Responses are provided for the detailed comments below.

L-3-6
This comment is addressed in the response to Comment L-1-6.
L-3-7

See Master Response N-3 in regard to the comment that noise from SR 85 already far
exceeds that expected at the time it was approved.
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The comment states that the IS/EA does not fully analyze, and the project does not fully
mitigate, project-related noise impacts. The IS/EA summarizes the findings of the Noise
Study Report (NSR) for the proposed project (lllingworth and Rodkin 2012), which was
prepared in accordance with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans
policies to address traffic noise impacts and noise abatement. This includes FHWA
regulations (Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations [23 CFR 772]) and the
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction,
Reconstruction, and Retrofit Barrier Projects (Protocol or TNAP; Caltrans 2011d). The
Protocol addresses both Federal and State environmental statutes with regard to noise.

The NSR evaluated the existing land use categories along the freeway in each of the 15
study segments (including specific locations such as schools, churches, and parks),
collected noise measurements, and described existing sound walls and noise barriers
(NSR Chapter 6). Noise measurements were taken in more than 140 locations (NSR
Tables 6-1 and 6-2), including 15 in the City of Saratoga. Measurement locations were
chosen that represent each type of land use activity category within each study segment.
Measurements were taken at locations expected to be most affected by freeway noise
based on proximity, geometry, elevation, and sensitivity.

The NSR provides sufficient information to fully understand the scope of the project’s
noise impacts. In some areas, additional information has been added to the IS/EA from
the NSR, as discussed further in Master Response GEN-3. This does not constitute
significant new information and does not change the results of the analysis.

See the response to Comment L-1-14 in regard to the assessment of significance of
project-related noise impacts and the evaluation of noise abatement.

L-3-8

A comprehensive noise assessment was conducted for the proposed project, as described
in the response to Comment L-3-7.

For Exhibit B of the comment, the City of Saratoga Draft Noise Element, one noise
measurement was collected along SR 85. As stated in Exhibit B, the results were reported
as “At nominal 100-foot distance: 67 to 71 dB with barrier shielding.” The metric used,
DNL, is a different metric than that used in the IS/EA and NSR. Noise studies prepared
for local agency projects and planning purposes often use DNL, the Day-Night Average
Sound Level, which is the 24-hour sound level with a 10 dB “penalty” for noise occurring
at night. All Caltrans highway traffic noise analyses are required under 23 CFR 772 to be
done in terms of the worst noise hour for traffic (expressed in the metric dBA Leq[h]).

Master Response N-4 discusses how DNL relates to dBA Leqn; and provides the NSR
noise measurements for Saratoga in the DNL metric to facilitate comparison with the
City of Saratoga Draft Noise Element. Eight of the 15 NSR measurements, located
primarily in areas closer to SR 85, were within 1 dB of the Noise Element update 67 to
71 dB DNL range when adjusted for a distance of 100 feet from SR 85. The other seven
NSR noise measurement locations were below the Noise Element update 67 to 71 dB
DNL range when adjusted for distance. This comparison shows that there is not a
substantial difference between the noise data in the NSR and the Saratoga Noise Element
update. Therefore, the noise data presented in the NSR and summarized in the IS/EA
remain applicable and do not conflict with the City of Saratoga Draft Noise Element.
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The comment is incorrect that a 3 dB difference is a doubling of noise. A 3 dB increase
in noise level represents a doubling of acoustic energy, rather than a doubling in
perceived loudness. As stated in the City of Saratoga Draft Noise Element, a 3 dB
change is considered a just-noticeable difference in noise level, and a 10 dB change is
subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness (City of Saratoga Noise
Element, p. 5).

Existing and future noise levels for Segment 7 and all other segments and receptors
evaluated are presented and discussed in detail in the NSR. Master Response N-3
provides detailed information about noise level measurements and predictions for
locations in the City of Saratoga.

See the response to Comment L-1-15 in regard to the evaluation of project-related noise
levels at Category D land uses.

L-3-9
See the response to Comment L-1-15 in regard to noise measurement locations and

reflective noise. The concrete median barriers would not result in typically perceptible
noise level increases from reflected noise.

L-3-10

See the response to Comment L-1-15 in regard to single noise events and
daytime/nighttime noise.

L-3-11

This comment is addressed in the response to Comment L-1-16.

L-3-12

See the response to Comment L-1-7.

L-3-13

See the response to Comment L-1-7 in regard to significance thresholds.

L-3-14

The first paragraph is introductory. Responses to more specific comments follow.

See the response to Comment L-1-11 in regard to traffic operations at the SR 85/1-280
interchange.

L-3-15

See the response to Comment L-1-9 in regard to the project’s travel speed data.
L-3-16

See the response to Comment L-1-9 in regard to the project’s level of service results.
L-3-17

The first paragraph is introductory. Responses to more specific comments follow.
See the response to Comment L-1-10 in regard to impacts to local streets.
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L-3-18
See the response to Comment L-1-12 in regard to pedestrian and bicycle facilities, transit
(including light rail), and funding priorities.

The project would not adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle use, as no such facilities
exist on SR 85 and no barriers to pedestrian and bicycle use would be added as part of the
project.

The City of Saratoga’s Circulation Element was reviewed, and no conflicts were
identified between the proposed project and policies for pedestrian and bicycle use. As
noted previously, the Circulation Element states that VTA does not have plans to extend
light rail in the SR 85 corridor through Saratoga in the foreseeable future, and the City
“will continue to implement policies and actions that support local and regional transit
access” (City of Saratoga 2010, p. 31). Goal Cl.4a of the Circulation Element and its
policies are intended to “promote local and regional transit as a viable alternative to
automobile travel for destinations within and outside the City” (City of Saratoga 2010, p.
42). The proposed project is consistent with this goal because express lane tolls would
provide a revenue source for additional transit investments within the SR 85 corridor.

L-3-19

See the response to Comment L-1-13 in regard to construction-related transportation
impacts.

L-3-20

The response to Comment L-1-24 discusses how the visual assessment was performed
and the level of impact determined.

The comment states that the IS/EA does not adequately characterize the existing setting
because it omits photographs of SR 85 within Saratoga. Additional exhibits with photos
of the existing setting in Saratoga have been added to IS/EA Section 2.1.4.2. The
additional exhibits do not provide significant new information that would change the
outcome of the analysis.

Within Saratoga, the elevation of SR 85 ranges from at grade to below grade by up to 25
feet in relation to surrounding development. Most of SR 85 in Saratoga has sound walls
on berms or embankments on both sides. From outside of the freeway, existing overhead
directional signs are visible above the tops of sound walls in some locations.

There are no trees or other vegetation in the median of SR 85 in Saratoga. The median is
gravel or paved and has a metal beam guardrail or concrete barrier. The project would
add bridge decking in the median at three locations in Saratoga: at Saratoga Creek,
Saratoga Avenue, and San Tomas Aquino Creek.

It should be noted that the proposed auxiliary lane is to the north of Saratoga’s northern
border (at Prospect Avenue), and is therefore outside city limits. No existing abutments
would be removed and no new retaining walls would be constructed in Saratoga.

There are currently seven sets of overhead signs (meaning one or more overhead signs on
a freestanding sign structure) along SR 85 in Saratoga. The project would add one new
overhead sign on southbound SR 85 approaching Saratoga Avenue, in the vicinity of San
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Tomas Creek. Exhibits R through U in the Final IS/EA show representative views of the
signs and tolling structures.

Mast-arm luminaires would be mounted on the concrete median barrier in the vicinity of
the express lane entrances. Exhibit R in the Final IS/EA includes a view of a
representative mast-arm luminaire. The arm on which the light fixture would be mounted
would extend across the inside lanes (nearest the median). This design focuses
illumination on the freeway, and direct “spillage” of light outside of the right-of-way will
not occur.

L-3-21

There are 24 existing luminaires along SR 85 within Saratoga inside and just outside of
the sound walls along the corridor and on overcrossings of SR 85, as described in the
response to Comment L-3-20. The project would add approximately seven luminaires in
the median for each of the two access zones (one northbound, one southbound) that are
proposed between Saratoga Avenue and Winchester Boulevard. The exact locations of

these access zones would be determined during the project design phase, so it is unclear
how many, or if any, of the luminaires would be in Saratoga city limits.

Unlike the existing lighting along the freeway that illuminates the outside lanes and
freeway entrances and exits, the new luminaires would be in the median and focused on
the inside lanes (nearest the median). The proposed luminaires and other light fixtures
would have LEDs configured at the minimum necessary illumination level and optimal
angle to restrict light to the freeway right-of-way. Shields on the fixtures to prevent light
trespass to surrounding properties would be considered during the detailed design phase.

As stated in IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 (under “Light and Glare”), the proposed luminaires
would be the same or similar to those used by the Department on Dumbarton Bridge and
approved for use on other roadways. LED fixtures minimize light trespass, uplighting
(i.e., urban sky glow), and reflected light from the roadway compared with high-pressure
sodium fixtures. The distance of the light spread by an LED fixture similar to the type
proposed for this project ranges from 50 to 80 feet in front of the fixture and from 20 to
50 feet behind the fixture, depending on configuration and shielding. The extent of the
light spread by the LED fixtures would remain primarily within the freeway right-of-way.
In addition, the distance and pattern of the light distribution would be controlled by the
number of LED bulbs, mounting height, mast-arm length, shielding, and angle of the
fixture as part of project design.

To viewers from a distance and in a location with an elevated view of SR 85, the freeway
may appear more illuminated than before. Because the use of LEDs would minimize light
trespass, uplighting/urban sky glow), and reflected light from the roadway, the difference
from existing conditions would not be substantial.

To viewers closer to SR 85, the lighting will have a minimal effect because it will be
focused on inside lanes, nearest the median, and will not be as visible because of sound
walls and tall trees between residential development and SR 85.

Additional information about the lighting is included in the responses to Comments L-1-
24 and L-3-20.
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L-3-22
See the responses to Comments L-1-17 and L-1-18 in regard to the project’s air quality
assessment.

L-3-23
See the responses to Comments L-1-17 and L-1-19 in regard to whether the project would

conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan or whether it
would violate any air quality standard.

L-3-24
See the response to Comment L-1-20 in regard to the project’s MSAT analysis.
L-3-25

See the response to Comment L-1-21 in regard to the project’s climate change analysis
and use of vehicle speeds to estimate GHG emissions.

L-3-26
See the response to Comment L-1-22 in regard to the project’s GHG emissions analysis.
L-3-27

See the response to Comment L-1-23 in regard to whether the project’s GHG emissions
would be significant.

L-3-28

The City of Saratoga comments include Exhibit E, a letter report entitled State Route 85
Express Lanes Project Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental
Assessment Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Analysis by
MRO Engineers Inc., dated February 25, 2014. The comments in Exhibit E are
substantially the same as those in Exhibit A of the City of Cupertino letter (included as
Comments L-1-26 through L-1-47). Only the items in Saratoga Exhibit E that are not
included in Cupertino Exhibit A are addressed here. The remaining comments in
Saratoga Exhibit E are addressed in the responses to Comments L-1-26 through L-1-47.

The comments about the Performance Agreement are addressed in the response to
Comment L-3-4. It should be noted that the express lanes would create additional
capacity for carpools, transit buses, and other HOVs, which would continue to use the
lanes for free. Moreover, the express lanes would maintain priority use for HOVs, as
discussed in Master Response GEN-1.

L-3-29

In response to comments from the Cities of Saratoga and Cupertino, a supplemental
assessment of project-related traffic impacts was conducted for 19 intersections in the
Cities of Saratoga and Cupertino, including the intersections of local roadways with SR

85 ramps (DKS 2014a, 2014b, 2015). The assessment showed that none of the studied
intersections would be significantly impacted by the proposed project (DKS 2015).
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L-3-30
Refer to Master Response GEN-8 regarding the other alternatives studied for the project.

The reasons that mass transportation options were not considered as project alternatives
are described in Master Responses GEN-7 and GEN-2.

See the response to Comment L-3-4 in regard to the performance agreement. See the
response to Comment L-1-3 in regard to consideration of reversible lanes.
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Comment L-4 Matt Morley, Town of Los Gatos

Responses to Comment L-4

L-4-1

The IS/EA included and described the proposed addition of a second express lane.
Additional newspaper ads in the following newspapers were run on the following days to
clarify that the project would include this second express lane in each direction of SR 85
between SR 87 and 1-280: local English-language newspapers (Mercury News, February
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14, 2014 and Philippines Today, February 12, 2014); and foreign-language newspapers
(El Observador, February 14, 2014—Spanish, Sing Tao, February 14, 2014—Chinese,
Korea Times, February 14, 2014—Korean, and Viet Nam, February 14, 2014—
Vietnamese). The second express lane was fully disclosed in the IS/EA, and is shown in
Figures 1.1-2 and1.3-1 of the IS/EA and discussed in Sections 1.2.2.3, 1.3.1, 1.3.1.9,
1.3.1.10,1.35.1,1.35.2,2.1.1.3,2.1.2.2,2.1.3.2,2.1.4.3,2.2.6.3,2.2.7.3,2.2.7.4,25.1.1,
and 2.5.1.2, as well as in Appendix C. The second express lane was also fully analyzed in
all of the technical studies for the project. The IS/EA has been revised to identify the
second express lane on the title page, Negative Declaration, Summary, and beginning of
Chapter 1.

L-4-2
The references to SR 85 in a 1990 Performance Agreement are noted. The 1990
Agreement was entered into by the Town of Los Gatos and VTA’s predecessor, the Santa

Clara County Traffic Authority, and SR 85 in the Town of Los Gatos was constructed as
described in the Agreement.
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H.5 Comments from Organizations

Comment O-1 Tom McGinley Peninsula Builders Exchange

PENINSULA
BUILDERS
=8| EXCHANGE
CONSTRUCTION SERVICE CENTER

—_—

Ngoc Bui, Associate Environmental Planner

Department of Transportation, Environmental Planning, MS 8B
P.O. Box 23660

Qakland, CA 94623

January 15, 2014

Dear Sir:

I wish to advise you that my organization, Peninsula Builders Exchange, and
its membership support the 85 Express Lanes proposal and hope to see the
project implemented quickly.

O
HE B B B B B B m

Sincerely, _
~

Tom McGinley
B  Executive Director

Responses to Comment O-1
O-1-1
The Peninsula Builders Exchange’s support for the project is noted.
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H.6 Comments from Individuals

Comment I-1 Neelam Agarwal
From: neelam agarwal
To: Soexpresslanes
Subject: stop 85 expansion
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 3:15:21 PM

As a resident of Saratoga, I oppose this change and resent California /
CALTRAN making local residents and taxpayers bear the brunt in time and

|-1-1] frustration for passers-through our area. Our taxes are already exorbitant
and rising and what we seem to be getting for it is to be locked out of our
own streets sc that others can pass through more easily.

Neelam

Responses to Comment I-1
I-1-1
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.

Comment I-2 Lance Agee
From: Lance Agee
To: S5expresslanes
Subject: Strongly Oppose Expansion
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 11:20:09 AM

1-2-1 I:Th is is directly opposite what was promised when 85 was constructed.
= Iam strongly opposed to it

Lance Agee

19294 De Havilland Dr

Saratoga

Responses to Comment -2

[-2-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. See the response to Comment L-3-4
in regard to the agreement cited in the comment.
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Comment I-3 Olga Agee
From: Qlga
To: 8Sexpresslanes
Subject: Don"t do it
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 11:15:26 AM
[-3-1 [Strongly oppose changing 85 into a toll road
Olga Agee
19294 De Havilland Dr
Saratoga

Responses to Comment |-3

1-3-1

The proposed project would not change SR 85 to a toll road. The project would convert
the existing HOV lanes on SR 85 to express lanes and add a second express lane in the
median in both directions between SR 87 and 1-280. Use of the HOV lanes is currently
restricted to vehicles with two or more occupants, motorcycles, and certain alternative
fuel vehicles. The conversion of the HOV lanes to express lanes would allow solo drivers
to pay a toll to use the lanes, while the existing HOV occupancy requirement would
remain in place and continue to use the lanes for free. The project would maintain priority
use of the express lanes for HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1.
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Comment I-4 Ellen Anderson (1)
From: Ellen Anderson
To: 85expresslanes
Subject: Objection to expanding 85 with another Lane
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2014 8:27:47 AM

| oppose this expansion:
- Adds more noise
- Adds more pollution/bad air/dust/dirt
- Loses the center median so no future light rail/BART mass transit option
- Adds lights down the center of the freeway.. we will see the lights
- May lose the truck ban... Ifthe project takes federal funds then we'll get big rigs on
the freeway
- May lower property values
- Blatantly dishonors the performance agreements signed by Los Gatos, Saratoga,
and Cupertino prior to construction
- Is revenue generation from tolls. Will divide residents as rich people will pay and us
poor folk won't
- Won't relieve the bottlenecks... may make traffic worse as Hwy 85 can't have an
additional lane between Hwy 280 and Hwy 101... there's no room for a lane. That
| means a bigger bottleneck at Hwy 280 where we'd lose a lane!
Thank you
Ellen Anderson

|-4-1

Responses to Comment |-4

I-4-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
In regard to the issues listed in the comment:

e Noise level increases were evaluated in detail and found not to result in a
significant impact, as described in Master Response N-1.

e The project would meet applicable air quality standards, as described in Master
Responses AQ-1.

e The extension of light rail in the median of SR 85 is discussed in Master
Response GEN-2.

e Freeway lighting would be restricted to the SR 85 roadway and would not
adversely affect surrounding residences, as discussed in IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3.

e The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. The use of
federal funds will not have any effect on the truck restrictions, as described in
Master Response GEN-9.

e No evidence has been presented that the project would lower property values.

e See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2
(Los Gatos) in regard to the agreements cited in the comment.
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e Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. See Master Response EJ-1
for more information.

e The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as
discussed in Master Response TR-1, and provide incremental improvements to
bottlenecks at major system interchanges, as discussed in Master Response TR-2.

Comment I-5 Ellen Anderson (2)

From: Ellen Anderson [ellen.anderson07@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2014 8:33 AM

To: Steven Leonardis; Marcia Jensen; Diane McNutt; Joe Pirzynski; BSpector
Subject: Opposed to widening of 85

Please defend our Town! | urge the you to be proactive like Saratoga and challenge this

[-5-1

| — |

development.
No widening!

Ellen Anderson
Los Gatos Woods

Responses to Comment I-5

[-5-1

This comment was forwarded to Caltrans and VTA by the Town of Los Gatos. The
commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
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Comment I-6 Eric Anderson
From: Eric Anderson
To: Soexpresslanes
Subject: questions
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 9:34:45 AM

[ Please provide answers to the following questions:

Will you use Federal funds to build the project?

1-6-1 | How will you fund the project?

What are your revenue projections for tolls for the first 5 years of operation?
How long will it take to build the project?

| What is the total project cost? What is the breakdown of costs?

What is the level of service on Highway 85 at onramps today and what will the
1.2 | service level be after the project is complete?

What is the projected impact on traffic with the inclusion of this project?

| Will this extra lane attract more traffic to 857

Who will operate the "express buses"?

|-6-3 | What will be the express buses route?

Where will the riders of the express bus park?

Responses to Comment |-6

1-6-1

Project funding sources include federal funds. Note that the use of federal funds will not
have any effect on the existing truck restrictions on SR 85, as noted in Master Response
GEN-9.

Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, revenue projections, and costs.
Project construction would take approximately 1.5 years.

1-6-2

The project’s traffic analysis included all SR 85 ramps. The levels of service for SR 85
on-ramps were not individually assessed but rather aggregated as part of the network
performance measures listed in the IS/EA in Tables 2.1.3-8 and 2.1.3-12. Overall, the
project is not expected to worsen on-ramp levels of service because of the improvement
to peak period freeway mainline travel times and speeds within the corridor. See Master
Response TR-1 regarding traffic improvements and IS/EA Section 2.1.3.2 regarding
levels of service on the SR 85 mainline. Appendices D through F of the project’s Traffic
Operations Analysis Report (URS and DKS 2013) include peak volume for SR 85 ramps,
with and without the project. A supplemental assessment of project-related traffic impacts
was conducted for 19 intersections in the Cities of Saratoga and Cupertino, including
several intersections of local roadways with SR 85 ramps (DKS 2014a, 2014b, 2015).
The assessment showed that none of the studied intersections would be significantly
impacted by the proposed project (DKS 2015).
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The project is expected to attract trips to SR 85, resulting in an increase in vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) on SR 85 compared with the No Build condition. However, traffic
modeling for the project shows that the total VMT increase on a systemwide basis would
be 0.1 percent or less. This indicates that any increase in VMT on SR 85 would be offset
by decreases elsewhere, either on arterial roadways or other freeways.

1-6-3

VTA currently operates three express buses that use SR 85 (routes 102, 168, and 182).
Information about bus routes, stops and Park and Ride lots for those and other routes is
available at http://www.vta.org/Getting-Around/Schedules/By-Type#Express Bus

Service. Additional express bus service on SR 85 is not included as part of the project but
can be considered as part of reinvestment of toll revenue in the project corridor.
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Comment |-7 Holly Anderson

[-7-1

I-7-2

I-7-3

1-7-4

I-7-5

I-7-6

Highway 85 express lanes

Holly Anderson [hollyanderson2@comcast.net]

Sent: Monday, February 24, 2014 12:51 PM

To: BSexpresslanes

Cc:  jhunter@saratoga.ca.us; elo@saratoga.ca.us; hmiller@saratoga.ca.us; mcappello@saratoga.ca.us; cpage@saratoga.ca.us;
davea@saratoga.ca.us; ctclerk@saratoga.ca.us

To Whom It May Concern,
We have lived on Montrose Street in Saratoga about 500 yards from the highway 85 intersection of Saratoga
Ave since before 85 was built. We have experienced an enormous increase in background noise, automotive
residue like smells, black dust, dirt, and even crime as a result of Hwy 85 coming through our previously quiet
neighborhood. We would like you to disapprove any additional lanes or additional traffic on Hwy 85, and follow
through with the promises made when Hwy 85 was planned and built. We were promised that the noise impact
“would be below prescribed levels and the quantity of traffic lanes going through our residential neighborhoods
would be limited.

The noise levels were promised to be within state prescribed limits for residential uses. This promise was broken
immediately and still has not been properly remedied by Caltrans. Although Caltrans did grin grooves in the
concrete road to reduce the noise level it was not enough. The highway noise is always loud and especially
egregious in the early morning and on foggy days. The colder denser air conducts the noise better and traps it
closer to the ground instead of letting it echo upward and away from us. When you do sound level studies on
how B85 impacts neighborhoods like mine, please also do them on cold foggy days, we think you'll be horrified at
the severely over prescribed noise levels.

The tall majestic trees that some of our neighbors have who are right next to the sound wall have turned into
noise receptacles, catching noise high up that would have passed over us and reflecting it back down toward our
houses. It's sad when a beautiful tree turns into a negative because it adds to the apparent sound levels.
The smells are subtle but we can tell the difference when the wind is blowing from the south {from 85) instead
of the north. There is a smell of rubber and oil that is a noticeable “car smell”. We assume that is a proxy for
pollution levels being higher when we're downwind of 85.
A layer of fine dust accumulates on everything outside our house now that doesn’t accumulate on our friend’s
houses further (1.5 miles) away from 85. We park our cars in the driveway and most morning there are dirty
damp streaks on the windshields from the dust mixed into the condensation. Also, the extra dusty auto residue
reduces the electric output from our Solar PV panels on our roof. In order to mitigate our losses we'll need to
wash the dusty auto residue off of them every month so we can get 5% more electricity out of them. By allowing
and inviting more traffic through our neighborhood we’ll lose more effectiveness of our solar panels due to
higher level of dusty auto residue. This will be true for all solar producing families along highway 85. Allowing
|_more lanes of traffic turns in to an enormous loss of money for all of us which is just wrong
We have been robbed three times in the last eight years and houses within three doors of us have been robbed
an additional three times and other neighbors in our neighborhood have been robbed time and time again since
85 went in. The Sherriff's Department tells us that the biggest reason for targeting our neighborhood is easy
access from highway 85, or more specifically, the easy getaway onto 85 afterward.
Please do the right thing and choose to reduce the impact on our neighborhood instead of increasing it.
Disapprove any additional lanes or additional traffic and fund a noise abatement projects that will bring highway

| 85 back down to the noise levels that you promised us.

Regards,

Curtis and Holly Anderson
13074 Montrose Strect
Saratoga, CA, 95070
hollvanderson2(@comcast.net
408-464-6124 cell
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Responses to Comment I-7

I-7-1

The commenter’s concerns are noted. Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise
and AQ-1 regarding air quality.

I-7-2

The comment refers to promised noise levels from SR 85 at the time the freeway was
constructed. Master Response N-3 discusses existing noise levels in Saratoga, future
noise levels with and without the proposed project, and future noise levels that were
predicted in the 1987 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of

SR 85. VTA is aware that officials and residents of Saratoga have expressed concerns
about noise from SR 85, including after pavement grinding was conducted.

The commenter is correct that certain types of weather conditions can affect how sound
travels and is attenuated. Wind can influence noise levels within approximately 500 feet,
while vertical air temperature gradients such as inversions can affect noise levels over
longer distances. Noise measurement data for the proposed project was collected under
specific weather conditions in accordance with FHWA standards. These conditions are in
place to ensure that the data represent worst-hour traffic noise levels in typical weather
conditions. During the cold conditions noted in this comment, the atmospheric inversions
can “reflect” or carry noise over longer distances than non-inversion conditions. These
noise levels can be audible, but due to increased distance from the freeway, the levels are
substantially lower than the peak-hour conditions at receptors in the first row of
structures along a freeway. This type of noise is usually noticed in early morning periods
when background noise from other sources is very low. Noise levels at distant receptors,
where certain meteorological conditions such as inversions may result in increased noise
levels, would continue to be well below the NAC due to distance alone. These conditions
will occur with or without the project, and the conclusions of the noise study would still
apply (the project would increase noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on location; a
less than significant difference).

The comment regarding trees is noted. The project’s noise analysis accounted for
potential sound refraction from trees, which is minimal.

1-7-3

The commenter’s description of smells and dust in the vicinity of SR 85 are noted. The
project would meet applicable air quality standards, as described in Master Response
AQ-1.

I-7-4

Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality.

The project is not expected to allow or invite more traffic through the commenter’s
neighborhood. As described in Master Response TR-1, the project would improve traffic

on SR 85, which can reasonably be expected to reduce the number of vehicles that divert
to local roadways to avoid peak period congestion on SR 85.
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I-7-5

The comment, which pertains to the proximity of SR 85 but not the proposed project, is
noted.

I-7-6
Refer to Master Responses N-1 through N-5 regarding noise impacts.

Comment I-8 Robert Anderson

Robert Anderson [robert_7@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 4:55 PM
To: 85expresslanes

| would not be opposed if the VTA granted every address within 2 miles {a long the complete length of)

|-8-1 | 85 2 free passes for 20 years! This is the only acceptable compromise for what amounts to extortion.
My tax dollars paid for that freeway and | don’t think it appropriate to charge me or anyone to drive on
it.

Responses to Comment -8
[-8-1
The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-

5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements.
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Comment I-9 Torri Anderson

1-9-1

A Big Mistake

Torri Anderson [torbaby@icloud.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 11:52 PM
To: 85expresslanes

To whom it may concern,

I am strongly against the changes that are about to take place on CA85. I dri
freeway nearly everyday, and changes like this will add nearly 1 hour of ad
driving time to my commute., These changes would add an extra 2 hours onto my work
day.

This seems like nothing more than another excuse to get at our hard earned money.

The move to charge people to use express lanes, on top of the money it already costs

for us to register, insure, and maintain our cars by the state and federal laws, is
=rly unmoral. Mot to mention the gallons upon gallons eof gascline we buy and get
through. Now we are being additionally charged to use a lane that is typically
restricted to single drivers during busy times of the day as it is?

taxe
Not only that, but you want to charge us even when traffic is minimal? At any time
of the day?

Is this a joke?

FPlease consider that these changes would create longer, and messier traffic jams.

The road rage and amount of impatient drivers would increase, leading to potential
danger for other drivers.

The downfalls far out way the benefits of this movement. I pray you make the right
decision for the people, which would be not charging them mere ridiculcus fines.

Thank you for your time,
Torri Anderson

Responses to Comment |-9

1-9-1

The comment does not clarify how the project would increase commute time. The project
would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in Master
Response TR-1. A detailed traffic analysis was conducted for the proposed project.

The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements.

The express lane toll for solo drivers is not a fine. Refer to Master Response GEN-5
regarding express lane tolls.
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Comment I-10 Tiffany Argueta

From: Liffany Argueta

To: Soexpresslanes

Subject: Against Purposed HWY 85 Expresslane
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2014 1:44.04 PM
Importance: High

To Whom it May Concern,

Ilive in South San Jose can commute on this HWY quite often. As someone who uses this HWY
often, I want to express my opinion on the purposed HWY 85 ExpressLane. | am strongly
against the purposed HWY 85 ExpressLane for several reasons. The traffic on HWY 85 can be
quite heavy at times, but we need more lanes and/or alternate transportation methods - VTA
for instance.

I-10-1 | My major concerns are that the enter/exit access points are not beneficial to all commuters,
the high costs for the construction of the purposed ExpressLanes and t use them. [ have used
Ireeway 680 Southbound on numerous occasions, and can tell you firsthand that
Toll/ExpressLane did not relieve traffic but instead was poorly planned and in my opinion a
waste of money.

I do not want to fund this project, and I especially don’t want to pay to use that HWY. That is
not fair. There is an alternate solution. There should be a petition to poll the users of this
HWY..

Count my vote as a definitive NO, [ do not support a HWY 85 ExpressLane,

Tiffany Argueta

Responses to Comment |-10

[-10-1

The project proposes to add a second express lane in the median in both directions of SR
85 between SR 87 and 1-280. The project would improve average travel times and speeds
on SR 85, as described in Master Response TR-1. Master Response GEN-7 discusses the
potential for alternate transportation methods on SR 85.

The comments about access points and the construction and toll costs are noted.
Continuous access—Ilike the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4.

The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements.
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Comment I-11 Jennifer Austin

Highway 85 extension

Jennifer [jlaustin64@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2014 1:06 PM
To: 8Sexpresslanes

I have a few questions regarding the proposal.

-11-1 1. How can VTA override previous signed agreement about lane restriction and
| shoulders?
1-11-2 | 2. If Cupertino and Saratoga voted against it how does that impact project?
[-11-3 3. Since there is already a light rail in center of VTA, why can't there be one on

this section?

1-11-4 4. This is not a way to control amount of cars on the road. Wouldn't VTA alleviate
- s and traffic from the corridor?

How much money would ke generated from tolls and what would the administrative

I-11-5 | &7

6. Would the teoclls generated be encugh to cover upkeep and salaries to cperate
lanes? By when and how much?

Thank you for addressing ocur concerns
Jennifer and David Austin

Sent from my iPhone

Responses to Comment I-11

I-11-1

The comment does not specify which agreement is cited. See the responses to Comments
L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) in regard to the specific
performance agreements.

I-11-2

After the public circulation period, all comments were considered, along with potential
votes or other actions by the cities of Cupertino and Saratoga opposing the project.
Caltrans selected the Build Alternative as the preferred alternative and made the final
determination of the project’s effect on the environment. Under CEQA, no unmitigable
significant adverse impacts were identified, and Caltrans prepared a Negative Declaration
(ND). Similarly, Caltrans determined the action did not significantly impact the
environment, and Caltrans, as assigned by FHWA, issued a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) in accordance with NEPA.

-11-3

Extending light rail in the median of SR 85 northward from the existing rail facilities in
southern San Jose would be a multiyear planning effort and could cost well over $280
million, not including operation and maintenance costs and acquisition of additional
right-of-way. See Master Response GEN-2 for additional information. The proposed

project can be constructed in less than two years within existing right-of-way and provide
immediate congestion relief.

1-11-4

The comment appears to refer to VTA light rail. See the response to Comment 1-11-3.
I-11-5

Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost and return.
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Comment [-12 Jeff Barco
From: Jeff Barco
To: 85expresslanes
Ce: Emily Lo
Subject: SR 85 Express Lanes -- COMMENTS
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2014 2:09:43 PM

Caltrans/VTA Leadership:

[T closely reviewed the State Route 85 Express Lane Project Initial Study
with Proposed Declaration/Environment Assessment document. My view is, the
proposal is too narrowly focused--and incomplete in its scope.

The current proposal does little to seriously mitigate the problems in this
corridor. Rather -- I see far more negative implications for the
citieis---as proposed.

Who at Caltrans/VTA decided to isolate this one section of highway (27
miles) without addressing the REAL issue of the constraint of HYW85/280
North to HWY 101, and continuing light rail?

How can the VTA responsibly submit a report that does not address these two
absolutely critical components?

At this stage, it is difficult if not impossible to consider this proposal
seriously.

Go back to the beginning --- and develop a plan and strategy that addresses
the most critical issues. Solve the bottleneck issue that is one of the

most critical constraints to the congestion during peak periods -- now and
[-12-1| in the future. Even IF this approach takes more time and more money, its
crucial to the health of this area to solve the problem--the first time.

Design in light rail. Why not continue the investment that has already been
made? Knowing the population/vehicle density issue, its baffling why
Caltrans/VTA would not LEAD with this solution. Adding more lanes is
temporary at best.

Third, it should mandated that investment in highways REQUIRE multi
passenger vehicles. This is the focus. This proposal actually motivates

single passenger vehicles. Why in the world with the transportation leaders
of this area---even suggest this approach? Talk about mixed messages to the
citizens!

As a business executive and long time resident of Saratoga, I am just
appalled that this project was funded and that the cities and city leaders
must invest their limited time and energy dealing with this blatantly flawed
strategy. Talk about a misuse of tax paying funds!

1. Terminate this project immediately. If I were a city leader, I would
not hesitate to use legal action to stop this project in its tracks.

2) Reorganize the current Caltran/VTA project team leaders. Start fresh.
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[-12-1,
cont.

including Mountain View, Sunnyvale, Cupertino, Saratoga, Los Gatos, and San

3) Form a citizen task force comprised of members of the community ---
Jose AND INCLUDE THEM FROM THE NEW BEGINNING of the process.

Thank you.

Jeff

Barco Partners LLC

CEQ & Founding Partner

Strategy | Business Development |Genius Summit
San Francisco Bay Area

408.858.4665

jeff@barcoconsulting.com
http://www.linkedin.com/in/barcopartners

Responses to Comment 1-12

1-12-1

The proposed project can be constructed in less than two years within existing right-of-
way and provide immediate congestion relief. Reconstructing the SR 85/1-280
interchange or other bottlenecks is not within the scope of the project. See Master
Response TR-2 for additional information about other planned improvements that,
together with the SR 85 Express Lanes Project, would provide incremental improvements
to bottlenecks at major system interchanges. Master Response GEN-2 explains why the
project does not include light rail.

The comment states that investment in highways should require multipassenger vehicles.
It should be noted that the express lanes would maintain priority use for HOVs, as
explained in Master Response GEN-1, and that it would generate revenue that would be
allocated to HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements within the SR 85
corridor; see Master Response GEN-7. In addition, VTA had a 2008 program to poll and
interview citizens that included 681 SR 85 users about express lanes. As mentioned in
Master Response GEN-6, this effort included four focus groups of HOV users and solo
drivers who use SR 85, 13 one-on-one interviews with community stakeholders, and 10
one-on-one interviews with VTA managers and staff.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
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Comment |-13 Peter Barelka
From: Peter Barelka
To: Bexpresslanes
Subject: Concerns With Current I-85 Expansion Project
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2014 9:48:43 AM
VTA,

I am writing to voice significant concerns over the proposed I-85 expansion. The
current proposals admitted noise increase possesses a unique challenge to the
already insufficient sound walls in Los Gatos between Winchester and Pollard. The
current design of tapering the west side wall as northerly I-85 traffic rises out from
being buried at Winchester to crest as it passes over Pollard already allows for
excessively high noise. These levels have been confirmed by professional readings
in this area. Currently there is a diminutive earthen wall which makes up the last
I-13-1| several hundred yards of the westerly side of I- 85 just south of Pollard. This wall is
already insufficient.

Those of us who live along the corridor are very concerned. If the issues of sound
continue to go unaddressed as the current proposal develops we would be
prevented from being able to support it. We do see benefit in the proposal and
appreciate the opportunity afforded us to comment on the project. We hope to
work with a planning committee in the future and be allowed input in the final
design which would include significant fortifications to the current walls and possible
resurfacing of I-85.

Sincerely,

Peter Barelka
(Los Gatos resident)

Responses to Comment |-13
[-13-1
The commenter’s concerns about noise from SR 85 and existing noise barriers are noted.

Existing and future No Build and Build noise levels were evaluated for approximately 10
locations along SR 85 within the Town of Los Gatos.

Most of SR 85 between Pollard Road and Winchester Boulevard has existing noise
barriers that shield single family and multi-family residences (shown in IS/EA Appendix
A, Sheets 12 and 13). As the commenter points out, there is an area with an earthen berm
along southbound SR 85 just south of Pollard Road, closest to Calle Marguerita. The
residences that are most exposed to freeway noise in the Calle Marguerita area are
shielded by a combination of sound walls and earthen berms. The berms are the same
height as the sound walls in the area and provide equal or greater acoustical attenuation
as compared to the noise barriers. Receptors ST-66 and ST-68 (shown in IS/EA
Appendix A, Sheets 11 and 12) were acoustically equivalent receptors used to represent
the Calle Marguerita area. As documented in the Noise Study Report (lllingworth and
Rodkin 2012) for the proposed project, future noise levels at those locations are projected
to range from 59 to 62 dBA Leq(n), and the project-related noise increase would be 1 to 2
dBA. As described in Master Response N-1, noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are
generally not noticeable. Neither the predicted future noise levels nor the project-related
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increase along southbound SR 85 between Pollard Road and Winchester Boulevard
would meet Caltrans and FHWA thresholds for consideration of additional noise
abatement.

Based on the existing and predicted future noise levels along southbound SR 85 north of
the SR 17 interchange in Los Gatos, a new sound wall (SW12, listed in Table 2.2.7-1
under Segment 8 and shown in IS/EA Appendix A, Sheet 14) was evaluated but did not
meet the Caltrans and FHWA thresholds for abatement, described in IS/EA Section
2.2.7.4. Refer to Master Response N-2 regarding noise abatement.
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Comment I-14 Pat Beadles
From: patb116
To:
Subject: highway 85 express lanes project
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 2:13:23 PM
_Dear VTA,

[-14-1

[-14-2

I-14-3

1-14-4

[-14-5

[-14-6

[-14-7

My husband attended a meeting at the Saratoga City Library February 25, 2014 to listen to your
representative John Wistow explain your plan to expand highway 85 with Express Lanes. At a high level
it seems VTA wants to turn the HOV lane into a toll lane that single occupant cars could use during
commute times for a variable fee (basically fastrac). I also heard that there would be commuter busses
using these lanes, all of this is suppose to some relieve congestion along the highway 85 corridor. Many
of the residents wanted to know where these busses would be coming from and who would be using
them. Your representative stated that the busses could get off the highway and pick people up and
then return to the highway. Everyone wanted to know where the parking for the people being picked up
would be as people would have to drive their car and park in order to board the bus.

Like many of the people at the meeting that has driven this highway we all know (and your
representative admitted) that the real problem is not along highway 85 but where highway 85 and
highway 280 intersect. The interchange is one giant bottleneck and adding lanes along highway 85 so
you can get more traffic to interchange will not relieve congestion but cause more of it.

The issues that this proposal bring to the residents that live along highway 85 is more pollution , more

noise and more traffic on local street as the on ramps back up. I would like a copy of all the
environmental studies that have been conducted that show adding more traffic to highway 85 will
relieve congestion without causing environmental harm to habitat around the freeway. I am very
interested in the study that would show this will not have a harmful effect on the human population
from airborne pollution.
By now you have received responses from the cities and know they do not support this proposal, private
citizens are forming a group to start collecting funds to mount a citizens challenge to this proposal. This
project is going to generate a lot of press if it goes forward and you should be in the position to explain
how it makes sense when everyone can see the problem is with the 85/280 interchange.

I am opposed to this project because it will not solve the real problem which is the highway 85/highway
| 280 interchange. As you know there is an existing performance agreement in place that spells out that
|_highway 85 is to be a 6 lane facility with a 46 foot wide median. It also states that the median was to
be reserved for mass transportation. Your representative stated you consider the busses as mass
transportation to which everyone in the audience laughed (busses are a 1960's solution to mass transit).
Today mass transportation is light rail, which we all expected would be put down the center (just like
what has been done with highway 85 further south) not busses with more pollution. Some folks in the
audience think this is just a way for Google to have more of their private busses on the road.

The idea that you can float some bonds and then pay them off with money collected from tolls is
wishful thinking in an extreme state of denial.

This project makes no sense and it is very sad that an agency charged with transportation is favoring a
proposal that would put more cars and busses polluting rather than pursue a project to install light rail.
I think you may find that hard to defend when interviewed.

I have raised many issues here which I am sure you have investigated and have answers for and I look
forward to reading the solution to each of the issues raised. For the record I am totally against the

highway 85 express lanes project.

Pat Beadles

116 Montclair Rd.
Los Gatos, CA 95032
patb116@me.com
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Responses to Comment |-14

1-14-1

VTA currently operates three express buses that use SR 85 (routes 102, 168, and 182).
Information about bus stops and Park and Ride lots for those and other routes is available
at http://www.vta.org/Getting-Around/Schedules/By-Type#EXxpress Bus Service.

Additional express bus service on SR 85 is not included as part of the project but can be
considered as part of reinvestment of toll revenue in the project corridor.

1-14-2
Reconstructing the SR 85/1-280 interchange is not within the scope of the project. Refer
to Master Response TR-2 regarding about other planned improvements that, together

with the SR 85 Express Lanes Project, would provide incremental improvements to
bottlenecks at major system interchanges.

1-14-3

The comment expresses concerns that the project will create more pollution, noise, and
traffic in residential areas along SR 85. These and other environmental issues have been
studied in detail, and potential effects to air quality and noise are described in more detail
in Master Responses AQ-1 and N-1. The project would improve average travel times and
speeds on SR 85, as discussed in Master Response TR-1, and would not significantly
affect vehicle delay times or levels of service at local intersections near SR 85, as
discussed in Master Response TR-3.

The studies conducted for the proposed project are available on the Caltrans District 4
Environmental Document website at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara, under “State Route 85 Express
Lanes Project, Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental
Assessment.” The Natural Environment Study (URS 2013d) addresses habitat along the
project corridor, and the Air Quality Impact Assessment (URS 2013I) and Mobile Source
Air Toxics (URS 2013m) discuss airborne pollutants. The Traffic Operations Analysis
Report (URS and DKS 2013) and addenda (DKS 20144, 2014b, 2015) analyze project-
related traffic changes.

-14-4

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Response TR-2
regarding the SR 85/1-280 interchange.

1-14-5

The comment concerning terms of the Performance Agreement is noted. The comment
does not specify which agreement is cited. See the responses to Comments L-1-2
(Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the specific performance
agreements.

[-14-6

The Performance Agreement does not specify that the median must be reserved for light
rail or define mass transportation as rail instead of transit buses. Buses that use clean air

technology are an affordable and flexible mass transportation solution that support local
and regional air quality goals.
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1-14-7

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Response GEN-2
regarding light rail in the median of SR 85. Also refer to Master Response GEN-10
regarding funding, cost and return.

Comment I-15 Patricia Belotti (1)

STRONGLY OBJECT TO HWY 85 EXPRESS LANE EXPANSION

pat belotti [patricia_m_belotti@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 22, 2014 11:31 AM
To: BSexpresslanes

| have been a resident of Saratoga for over 40 years.

[-15-1 When this Hwy was approved in the late 80's the the size and scope of this highway was agreed by voters: 6
lanes max, no trucks, low sound.

MNow, with this Express Lane Expansion you are proposing making thing worse. Not just for Saratoga but for all
85 commuters. | believe your motivations are purely financial and have nothing to do with traffic reduction.

|-15-2 There will be NO traffic reduction. If anything this proposal will make things worse as more cars from outside of
the area jam onto 85 and SIT.
Sure a few folks who are prepared to pay the fees will benefit and VTA will have a new revenue source but the
1-15-3 communities along this route will all face additional noise and pollution.  In addition our surface streets will face
new congestion as drivers exit the Express Lanes and double back on the Hwy or on surface streets to get to their
destinations.
|-15-4 | do not understand how the VTA has the authority to go back on the commitments it made to Saratoga and
neighboring communities. | would like to register my strong objection.
Patricia Belotti
191040 Portos Dr.
Saratoga, CA 85070

Responses to Comment |-15

[-15-1, [-15-2

The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in
Master Response TR-1, by utilizing the available space in the roadway. It should be noted
that the express lanes will maintain priority use for HOVs, which would continue to use
the lanes for free, as described in Master Response GEN-1. Revenue from the express
lanes would be allocated to HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements within
the SR 85 corridor, see Master Response GEN-7.

1-15-3

The comment states that the project will create more pollution, noise, and traffic in
residential areas along SR 85. The project would meet applicable air quality standards
and not have a significant noise impact, as described in Master Responses AQ-1, N-1,
and (for Saratoga noise) N-3. The project would improve average travel times and speeds
on SR 85, as discussed in Master Response TR-1, and traffic improvements would
benefit the corridor as a whole. Refer to Master Response TR-3 regarding traffic on
surface streets.
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1-15-4

The comment does not specify which commitments are cited. See the responses to
Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) in regard to the
performance agreements with those cities.

Comment I-16 Patricia Belotti (2)

Objections to hwy 85 express lane project

Pat Belotti [patricia_m_belotti@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2014 9:44 PM
To: 85expresslanes

I okiject to the addition of 2 lanes te the existing 6 lanes in Saratcga.

The basis of my objection is the 1989 agreement between the City of Saratoga and the
-16-1 transportation authorities which stipulates 6 lanes only.

How can the VTA breech this agreement?

Fat Belotti

Responses to Comment |-16
[-16-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. See the response to Comment L-3-4
in regard to the agreement cited in the comment.

Comment I-17 Patricia Belotti (3)

Notice of meetings on hwy 85 express lanes

Pat Belotti [patricia_m_belotti@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2014 10:04 PM
To: B85expresslanes

I do not recall ever seeing notices in the local Saratoga news regarding public
1-17-1 meetings on the highway B85 express lanes.
Can vou please advise when and where the notices were given and what the wording of
the notices was.
Thank wyou

Pat Belotti

Responses to Comment [-17

1-17-1

IS/EA Sections 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 and Master Response GEN-6 provide detailed
information about public outreach for the proposed project.
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Comment |-18 Paul Belotti
From: paul belott
To: Soexpresslanes
Cc: paul Belotti: patricia belotti
Subject: SR-85 Express Lane study
Date: Thursday, February 27,2014 6:12:48 PM

Dept. of Transportation, District 4
Mr. Ngoc Bui

po box 23660, ms-8b

Oakland Ca 94623

_Greetings,
| am very concerned with the VTA's proposal for the
expansion of the 85 freeway. Particularly between freeways 17 and 280

| have several questions | would like answered:

1-18-1 1)  Will there be an Environmental Impact Report done on the

proposed project? | can understand that the possibility of changing an existing

car pool lane into a toll lane would not make much difference with respect

to the number of vehicles, but an extra lane sure would! If not,

please explain in detail why an EIR is not required.

2) The citizens of the West Valley were promised a freeway

[-18-2 | that had a max of 6 lanes with a median reserved for mass transit.

This is not what has been proposed. Why has this contract been overlooked?

3) There should be a study done on the future potential

1-18-3 of a light rail for the 85 corridor. | assume this was done in conjunction with this study.
Particularly since this freeway expansion would not be completed for many
years from now. Has one been done?
4) Since 85 will not be expanded north of 280, does that not just exacerbate
the existing bottleneck? What studies were done to determine this issue?

1-18-4

Thank you for your consideration,

Paul Belotti

Responses to Comment |-18

1-18-1

California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. The
technical studies included the additional express lane in each direction between SR 87
and 1-280. See Master Response GEN-3 for a detailed discussion.
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1-18-2

The comment does not specify which contract is cited. The performance agreements are
discussed in the responses to Comments L-1-2 (for Cupertino), L-3-4 (for Saratoga), and
L-4-2 (for Los Gatos).

1-18-3

The potential extension of light rail in the median of SR 85 is discussed in Master
Response GEN-2.

1-18-4

See Master Response GEN-8 in regard to a second express lane in the median in each

direction of SR 85 north of 1-280, and Master Response TR-2 regarding bottlenecks at I-
280 and other interchanges.

Comment I-19 Teah Benzur

STOP HWY 85 expansion Now!

teah benzur [2tbenzur@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2014 1:59 PM
To: 85expresslanes

VTA, Caltrans
Please do NOT waste my tax $, stop plans to expend HWY 85!
[-19-1 | Please do NOT breach your 1988-1989 contract agreement with Campbell (amongst other cities) - & do
Not expend HWY &5,
Please do NOT hinder future Light rail installation plans, Stop HWY expansion Now!.

TBZ, Campbell resident.

Responses to Comment [-19

1-19-1

The commenter’s comment about wasting tax dollars is noted. The comment does not
specify which contract is cited. The performance agreements are discussed in the
responses to Comments L-1-2 (for Cupertino), L-3-4 (for Saratoga), and L-4-2 (for Los
Gatos). The potential extension of light rail in the median of SR 85 is discussed in
Master Response GEN-2. See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4
(Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the specific performance agreements. VTA
is not aware of any additional requirements from a City of Campbell Performance
Agreement.
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Comment 1-20 Beth Berger

From: Beth Berger

To: Soexpresslanes

Subject: Highway 85 Expansion

Date: Thursday, February 27,2014 8:31:23 AM
To VTA,

1-20-1 I am a concerned citizen living near highway 85.

| Why is the VTA not following the agreement it signed when Highway 85 was opened?

|-20-2 | How much will the bonds be that VTA is going to propose?

1-20-3 :Where is the parking for people riding Express Buses?

I-20-4 | What noise abatement measures will be taken to protect neighborhoods?

| The median was set aside for Rapid Transit how can VTA use this space for more traffic lanes? There
is

I-20-5 Rapid Transit on 85 in the Almaden area of 85. Why is VTA not continuing those trains along the 85
corridor?

[What paper did the VTA use to publish these changes to the public?

1-20-6 | look forward to you answers to my questions.

Perhaps the VTA will reconsider its plans for 85.

Sincerely,
Beth Bereger

Responses to Comment |-20

1-20-1

The comment does not specify which agreement is in question. The performance
agreements are discussed in the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4
(Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos).

1-20-2

Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost and return.

1-20-3

VTA currently operates three express buses that use SR 85 (routes 102, 168, and 182).
Information about bus stops and Park and Ride lots for those and other routes is available
at http://www.vta.org/Getting-Around/Schedules/By-Type#Express Bus Service.
Additional express bus service on SR 85 is not included as part of the project but can be
considered as part of reinvestment of toll revenue in the project corridor.

1-20-4

Refer to Master Response N-2 regarding noise abatement.

1-20-5

The comment appears to refer to light rail. The history and status of the proposed
extension of light rail in the SR 85 median is discussed in Master Response GEN-2.

H-194 SR 85 Express Lanes Project




Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

1-20-6

See IS/EA Sections 3.2 and 3.3 for detailed information about public outreach for the
project and Master Response GEN-6 regarding public notices.

Comment I-21 Adam Berkan

[-21-1

[-21-2

Public Comment

Adam Berkan [adam.berkan@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2014 7:22 PM
To: BSexpresslanes

I've been reading the express lane initial study.

I've seen a few different maps showing possible entrance/exit points. I'm concerned that won't be
enough entrances to the 101/85 8B express lanes. In particular some maps show there being no entrance
between before San Antonio on 101 SB and after El Camino on 85 SB.

There's a lot of traffic coming from Google, Nasa, Microsoft, Symantec, Intuit, etc... This traflic joins
the freeways at San Antonio, RengstorfT, Shoreline or Moffet. It looks like none of that SB traftfic will
be able to get into the express lane until after the 237 interchange, and until after El Camino. There's
often at least a 10 minute delay to get past 237 and El Camino.

If there was another entrance in between Moffet and 237 then express lane users would get to avoid that
traffic jam. It seems there's lots of space on that section of freeway for constructing an entrance.

Have the access points been finalized yet? Is there a map showing the current plan?

Thanks,
Adam Berkan

Responses to Comment [-21

1-21-1

New Figure 1.3-2 has been added to the IS/EA to show the conceptual express lane
access zones. The southbound access zone between Moffett Boulevard and Central
Expressway would serve traffic from the areas described in the comment.

Design modifications to revise the proposed express lane configuration to continuous
access—Ilike the current HOV lane—will be considered during detailed project design, as
described in Master Response GEN-4.

1-21-2

See the response to Comment 1-121-1. The express lane access zones will be finalized
during detailed project design.
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Comment [-22 Paul Besser
From: Besser, Paul
To: 8oexpresslanes
Subject: SR 85 Express Lanes
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2014 9:40:31 AM
Hello,

| would like to comment on the proposed SR 85 Express Lanes Project.

|-22-1 | | do not support it for 2 reasons:
1) this carpool lane is already busy enough.
2) Letting people pay to access the carpool lane does not encourage carpooling.

Thanks and best regards,

Paul Besser

Responses to Comment [-22

1-22-1

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The second express lane
would improve operations within the congested segments. Priority use for carpools,
transit buses, and other HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free, would be
maintained. See Master Response GEN-1 for additional information.
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Comment |-23 Swastik Bihani

Highway 85 (6 to 8 lane) project

Swastik Bihani [swastik@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2014 8:52 AM
To: 85expresslanes

Hi,

I'm a resident of Saratoga. CA (20021 Knollwood Drive) and want you to take specific actions with
regards to the Highway 85 project (changing from 6 to 8 lane highway) which has impact on multiple
cities.

1-23-1 : ; ; oy ; "
» Perform a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this $170M project that has major impact
on the area. If there is no EIR then there is no mitigation for
+ Noise from additional cars
£ Air Quality
t Light pollution with 40 fi high structures

1-23-2 e It is not appropriate to charge on a public funded freeway paid for by Local Sales taxes

1-23-3 e FIX the bottleneck at 85N at 280
Best..
Swastik
(415,385.3090)

Responses to Comment |-23

1-23-1

California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area,
including noise, air quality, and visual resources. Also refer to Master Response GEN-3
for additional discussion of an EIR, Master Response N-1 regarding noise and Master
Response AQ-1 regarding air quality.

Additional information about the visual effects of the signs and toll structures has been
added to the Final IS/EA. These effects are fully evaluated in IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3
(under “Project Impacts,” then “Signs, Toll Structures, and Lighting”). For the reasons
described in the IS/EA, these features are not expected to substantially degrade views
from nearby residences or SR 85.

1-23-2

Tolls charged for solo drivers in the express lanes are use fees, as described in Master
Response GEN-5.

1-23-3

The proposed project, together with other planned projects, would provide incremental

improvements at the SR 85/1-280 interchange and other bottlenecks along the project
corridor, as described in Master Response TR-2.
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Comment |-24 Lloyd Binen

Express lane on 85

Lloyd Binen [Ibinen@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 3:16 PM
To: 85expresslanes

I'm a Saratoga resident.

|-24-1 All lanes of the freeway should be open to all drivers who paid the cost of
construction and the maintenance of the freeway.
1-04.2 Alternatively, in the unlikely event that all the funds raised from an Express Lane

can somehow be refunded to the taxpayers who paid for the freeway construction
and maintenance, then I'd support an Express Lane.

Lloyd Binen
19200 Shubert Drive
Saratoga, CA 95070

408-373-4411

Responses to Comment |-24

1-24-1

The commenter’s opinions about SR 85 and the project are noted.
1-24-2

The commenter’s opinion about refunds is noted.
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Comment I-25 Laura Bishop

SR 85 Express Lanes

Laurie Bishop [Lhbkihei@aol.com]
Senk: Monday, February 24, 2014 7:03 PM
To: 85expresslanes

To whom it may concern;

85 would ke detrimental t
-25-1 West Valley corr
aware of the increase in
decrease in air guality.

o

ving lived here before the freeway was built, I am well
noise and traffic the freeway has brought, as well as a

|-26-2 | I do not want toll lanes in my city which we can not access. I do not want trucks

Hwy. 85. Leave it as it is, and fix the noise problem.

Sincerly,
Laurie Bishop

I am a 36 year resident of Saratega and I believe the plan to add tell lanes to HWY
o the residents and environmen our eity and the entire

on

Responses to Comment |-25

1-25-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Responses N-1
regarding noise, TR-1 regarding traffic, and AQ-1 regarding air quality impacts.

[-25-2

The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.

Design modifications to revise the proposed express lane configuration to continuous

access—Ilike the current HOV lane—will be considered during detailed project design, as

described in Master Response GEN-4.
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85.
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Comments 1-26 Cynthia Bitner

From: Cynthia Bitner

To: SSexpresslanes

Ce: ciclerk@saratoga ca us; elo@saratoga caus; jhunter@saratoga caus; hmiller@saratoga.ca.us;
meappello@saratoga.ca.us; cpage@saratoga.ca.us; supervisor.simitian@bos.scegov.org;
assemblymember.fong@ca gov

Subject: 85 Express Lane concemns. I say NO to the current proposal

Date: Thursday, February 27,2014 5:49:58 PM

I am a resident of Saratoga, CA and oppose the proposed changes to Highway 85.
My concerns are listed below, and I would appreciate a response, in writing.

1. The proposal violates the contract signed between The Santa Clara County

1-26-1 Traffic Authority and the City of Saratoga, dated 2/6/1989. This contract was
an important part of our decision to purchase property in Saratoga, after living
close to Highway 280 for several years. I feel this is a breach of contract and
of good faith.

2. Other aspects of the 1989 contract have also not been implemented, including
the required landscaping that was supposed to help mitigate noise levels

3. Although the Santa Clara County Traffic Authority has been replaced by the
Valley Transportation Authority, it should be held to the same agreement.

- 4. We were told in 1991 that the noise level of 85 would be below state and
federal standards, but the noise levels were higher. This resulted in a costly
repaving project that reduced the noises, but to levels that are still too high.
We are now being told that the increase in noise levels under this proposal will
still be within standards. But, it is hard to trust that response given the

1-26-2 history. In addition, I believe that there are two separate noise studies that
contradict each other. The current noise level in my neighborhood is
unacceptable, especially at night and during the winter,

5. The noise level study conducted by the VTA was done in at one of the highest
levels of unemployment in the areas history, which means that traffic levels
were unusually low. New studies at current employment levels need to be
conducted and need to be conducted by an objective third party.

1-26-3 6. The plan calls for additional signage and lighting, that will also negatively

L impact the quality of life in Saratoga.

7. The dust and other particulates from the construction plus the increase in

1-26-4 traffic flow will be unacceptable. Air pollution in Saratoga and elsewhere in the
area is already frequently at dangerous levels.

[~ 8. The original contract said that there would be no more than 6 lanes, and the
the wide central median strip would be used specifically for light rail. I

[-26-5 disagree with the VTA personnel who say that Express Buses and toll lanes is
the same thing as light rail in terms of congestion, noise, light, particulate and
L air pollution
9. The proposal claims that the $175 million to be spent will be paid by tolls. I
[-26-6 would like to see the financial models on which this is based, and that the

findings be translated at a level an ordinary citizen can understand. How will
any cost overruns be financed?

10. The idea of toll lanes will benefit only two groups--those that commute from
South San Jose, and those that are wealthy enough to pay the toll. For people
in lower-paying jobs and for those on fixed incomes, it may not be possible for

1-26-7 them to afford to pay the tolls for a highway that they are already paying for

through taxes. People living in Saratoga will have limited use of the express

lanes because they won't be able to even enter the toll lanes for most of the

distance between Saratoga and 101.

H-200 SR 85 Express Lanes Project




Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

11. Most importantly, the proposal has no plans to re-construct the choke points
that occur at the intersections of 85/87, 85/Almaden Expressway, 85/17 and
|-26-8 the SIGNIFICANT bottleneck at 85/280. Choke points at 85/237 and 85/101
have also not been addressed. It is impossible to conceive how congestion will
be mitigated without first solving these problem intersections.
|~ 12. It is not clear to me know that there have been other alternatives studied,
I-26-9 including the addition of light rail, BART, or the elimination of the current HOV
lanes.
[ 13. What is the projected usage of the Express Buses--what are the
demographics? Where will the stations be located? How will people access the
1-26-10 gtatior_ns;? Where and how will parking be provided for bus users? Who will
enefit:
" 14. We have been told that the truck limits will remain for Highway 85, but we see
little or no enforcement right now. Will that be changed?
I-26-11 There are clearly large gaps in important information about this proposal. As it
stands now, I see only negative impacts on the residents of Saratoga, Monte
Sereno, Los Gatos, and Cupertino, as well as other local communities.

I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Cynthia A. Bitner

12998 Cumberland Drive
Saratoga, CA 95070
408-761-9329

Responses to Comment |-26
[-26-1
See the response to Comment L-3-4 for information about the contract cited in the

comment. Regarding landscaping, Caltrans installed landscaping all along SR 85 as part
of the original project.

1-26-2

The comment is noted regarding statements about noise levels from SR 85 at the time the
freeway was constructed. VTA is aware that officials and residents of Saratoga have
expressed concerns about noise from SR 85, including after pavement grinding was
conducted. Master Response N-3 discusses existing noise levels in Saratoga, future noise
levels with and without the proposed project, and future noise levels that were predicted
in the 1987 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of SR 85.

The comment appears to refer to SR 85 noise data in the City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft
Noise Element compared with that in the 2012 Noise Study Report prepared for the
proposed project. See Master Response N-4 for a discussion of these noise data.

Noise measurements for the 2012 Noise Study Report were collected in October and
November 2011 and in March 2012. Based on unemployment data for Santa Clara
County, the highest unemployment rates in recent years were for 2009 and 2010, before
the noise study was conducted.

Although employment levels have increased since the Noise Study Report was prepared,
it is important to note that the noise measurements and predicted future levels (assuming
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growth in the area through 2035) reflect the worst hour for traffic noise, when traffic is
heavy but still moving at or close to the speed limit. Adding vehicles to the freeway due
to an assumption of higher employment would result in congestion and slower speeds,
which would decrease, not increase, traffic noise levels. Therefore, a new noise study to
capture the effects of higher employment levels would not result in different conclusions.

The comment states that a new noise study should be conducted by an objective third
party. The Noise Study Report, the other technical studies, and the IS/EA were prepared
in accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements and under the same process that
would apply to any other proposed project. In this case, all studies prepared by
consultants were subject to the review of the Lead Agency, Caltrans. Other members of
the Project Development Team also reviewed the reports. As with any other project, the
technical studies for this project are available for public review, and any substantive
project issues or concerns have been addressed in this Final IS/EA.

1-26-3

The project is expected to add one new overhead sign structure within Saratoga city
limits, as shown in Final IS/EA Table 2.1.4-2. Approximately 14 new luminaires may be
added in the Saratoga vicinity; however, as described in the response to Comment L-3-
21, it is not yet known exactly how many would ultimately fall within the city limits. The
new luminaires would be in the median and would be focused to restrict light to the
freeway corridor. These project components are not expected to impact the quality of life
in Saratoga. Refer to Final IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 regarding project signs and the response
to Comment L-3-21 regarding project lighting in Saratoga.

1-26-4

Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality construction impacts and Master
Response TR-1 regarding traffic.

The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response
AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle
idling.

1-26-5

See the response to Comment L-3-4.

1-26-6

Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost and return.

1-26-7

Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and

convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1
regarding express lane users.

The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.
Continuous access—Ilike the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4.
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1-26-8

Refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding why the project does not include addressing
choke points at major system interchanges. An express lane project on SR 87 between SR
85 and US 101 is programmed in the RTP. Improvements at the SR 85 interchanges with
SR 87 and Almaden Expressway are not currently programmed in the RTP.,

1-26-9
Refer to Master Response GEN-8 regarding other alternatives studied for the project. The

reasons that mass transportation options were not considered as project alternatives are
described in Master Responses GEN-7 and GEN-2.

1-26-10
Additional express bus service on SR 85 is not included as part of the project but can be
considered as part of reinvestment of toll revenue in the project corridor. Ridership,

routing, and the addition of stations and other new features would be studied and
environmentally evaluated as a separate project.

1-26-11

The project does not include additional enforcement of the truck weight restrictions on
SR 85; however, the California Highway Patrol will continue to be present along the
corridor to continue to enforce all applicable laws, including the truck restrictions. The

environmental document addresses all of the topical areas with potential environmental
impacts.

Comment |-27 Marc W. Blakeney

85 Express Lane Conversion - bad idea

Marc W. Blakeney [marc.blakeney@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 12:52 PM
To: 85expresslanes

Converting the HOV lane on highway 85 to an Express Lane is a bad idea. It will not improve
traffic congestion. In fact, the HOV lane on 85 during peak traffic hours barely moves faster
|-27.1| than the non-HOV lanes. adding more cars to the HOV lane will slow it even more. The
solution that should be considered is adding a forth lane on each side from 280 south and 101.
The forth lane could then be made into the desired express lane.

Please do not convert the existing HOV lane to an express lane.

_Thanks,
Marc
Los Gatos, CA

Responses to Comment [-27
[-27-1
A detailed traffic analysis was conducted for the proposed project. The analysis shows

that the project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in
Master Response TR-1.

Note that the project proposes to add a second express lane in the median between SR 87
and 1-280.
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Comment 1-28 Stan Bogosian
From: shogosian®@aol.com
To: SSexpresslanes
Subject: Express Lanes on SR 85
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2014 7:37:42 PM

Ladies and Gentlemen,

| am a Saratoga resident who is strongly opposed to the creation of toll lanes on Highway 85. Here
are my reasons.
1-28-1
1. Proposal does nothing to address the primary causes of congestion on HWY 85, which are the
choke points at 85/280 and just before 85/17.

|-28-2 2. Proposal of additional lanes will result in additional traffic noise within Saratoga.

|-28-3 | 3. Proposal will add cars to the freeway and cause additional air pollution within Saratoga.

4. Saratoga residents will be paying for the freeway through taxes, but will be unable to access
|-28-4 | express lanes at Saratoga Av., Saratoga's only interchange. Express busses will not be stopping in
Saratoga, making it necessary for Saratoga residents to drive to neighboring cities to catch the bus,
which causes even more air pollution.

5. This proposal is in direct viclation of the agreement signed between the predecessor to VTA and
the west valley cities, which reserved the extra lane space for mass transit.

1-28-5

6. Should federal funds be used to complete this project, the truck ban would have to be lifted. This
is in violation of the original agreement. It would add serious noise and pollution to the freeway
I-28-6 corridor, and would constitute a safety risk on the freeway itself because all of US 101's through
trucking would be using Hwy 85 (a much narrower freeway).

| look forward to your response. Thank you for your consideration.

Stan Bogosian
20630 Lomita Av.
Saratoga, CA 95070

Responses to Comment |-28

1-28-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.

The proposed project, together with other planned projects, would provide incremental
improvements at the SR 85/1-280 and SR 85/SR 17 interchanges, as described in Master
Response TR-2.

1-28-2

The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85. Refer to Master Response N-3 for a
detailed discussion of project-related noise in Saratoga.

1-28-3

The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response

AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle
idling.

H-204 SR 85 Express Lanes Project




Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

1-28-4

The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.
Continuous access—Ilike the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. If
sufficient demand develops in Saratoga, VTA would consider providing express bus
service.

1-28-5

See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los
Gatos) regarding the agreements cited in the comment.

|-28-6

The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. The use of federal
funds will not have any effect on the truck restrictions.
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Comment |-29 Anna and Eran Borenstein
From: Anna Borenstein
To: foexpresslanes
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 3:44:50 PM

Anna and Eran Borenstein
14343 Mulberry Dr.
Los Gatos, CA 95032

2/28/2014

Dear Ngoc Bui,
Office of Environmental Analysis

We are writing to express our deep concern regarding the proposed expansion of the |-85.

As residents of Los Gatos, we purchased our home under the understanding that there is an
existing contract with the VTA detailing its commitment that Highway 85 be limited to six
1-29-1| lanes with the 46-foot median reserved for mass transportation, such as light rail.

The proposed plan of converting the existing high occupancy vehicles (HOV) lanes to express
lanes, allowing single occupancy vehicles to pay for using this lane, as well as expanding the
median to include a second express lane in both directions is in violation of the 1989

agreement.

We are deeply concerned that this usage will significantly increase the noise levels in our
neighborhood as well as adversely affecting the air quality. As parents of three young
I-29-2| children, this is an unacceptable scenario.

We expect the VTA to uphold their sighed commitment to residents and to weigh these
issues in a thorough and responsible manner.

Sincerely,

Anna and Eran Borenstein

Responses to Comment |-29

1-29-1

See the response to Comment L-4-2 in regard to the contract cited in the comment.
1-29-2

The project’s potential effects on noise and air quality were studied in detail, and no

significant increases were found. Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise and
Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality.
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Comment 1-30 Gary Brandenburg

From: Gary Brandenburg

To: Soexpresslanes

Subject: Highway 85

Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 1:45:13 PM
VTA:

As President of the Greenbriar Homeowners and Taxpayers Association, | am writing with the
questions of gravest concern to our members. No neighborhood in Saratoga has been more adversely
I-30-1 affected by Highway 85 than Greenbriar. This means that any additional negative impact by the
expansion of the number of lanes on 85 will be felt here the most.

1-30-2 | What environmental reports have been done on the expansion and what were the findings?"

What is the current decibel level on 85 and what is the anticipated decibel level with the proposed
[-30-3 expansion?

| VWhat noise abatement measures are planned?

What is planned to ease the choke points that are creating the traffic jams we currently have, i.e
1-30-4 mergers from and onto highways 17, 280 and 1017=>

|_How much additional traffic is anticipated on surface streets to avoid traffic on 857

1-30-5 | Will trucks be allowed on an expanded 857

[VWho will benefit from this expansion? Certainly not the communities that will be most negatively
impacted, but do not have access to the express lanes.

1-30-6 | look forward to sharing the answers to these questions with our neighborhood. Our property values
plummeted with the opening of 85 due to the noise and pollution. With the promises then of
abatement measures largely ignored, it is not hard to understand why our members are not in favor of
this proposed expansion.

Gary Brandenburg
President, GHTA

Responses to Comment 1-30
1-30-1
The commenter’s concerns regarding impacts to the neighborhood are noted. The

environmental document addresses all of the topical areas with potential environmental
impacts.

1-30-2
Environmental studies for the proposed project began in 2010-2011 and included

preparation of the 27 technical reports listed in Appendix G of the Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA).

The technical reports addressed noise, traffic, air quality, cultural resources,
paleontological resources, biological resources, community impacts, hydraulics and water
quality, hazardous waste, geology, and visual impacts. The IS/EA is the environmental
document that summarizes the findings of the technical reports.

An overview of the findings of these reports is presented in the IS/EA Summary.
1-30-3
Existing noise levels at measured receptors along SR 85 in Saratoga range from 51 to 67

dBA Legn), as shown in Master Response N-3. Refer to Master Response N-2 regarding
noise abatement.
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1-30-4

The proposed project, together with other planned projects, would provide incremental
improvements at choke points along the project corridor. Refer to Master Response TR-2
for additional information regarding other projects. As described in Master Response TR-
1, the project would improve traffic on SR 85, which can reasonably be expected to
reduce the number of vehicles that divert to local roadways to avoid peak period
congestion on SR 85. Also refer to Master Response TR-3 regarding local traffic.

1-30-5
The project would not change the truck restrictions on SR 85.
1-30-6

The project would improve average travel times and speeds, as discussed in Master
Response TR-1, which would benefit all travelers on SR 85.

The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.
Note that continuous access—Iike the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer
separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master
Response GEN-4. Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise, N-2 regarding noise
abatement, N-3 regarding noise in Saratoga, and AQ-1 regarding pollution.

Comment 1-31 Bob Brasher

*** Future Design **x*

bbrasher@sbcglobal.net

Sent: Monday, February 10, 2014 10:39 AM
To: B5expresslanes

Cc:  bbrasher@sbcglobal.net

Dear Sir,

After adding the proposed SR 835 Express Lanes,
I-31-1 given limited space, what is the future design for SR 85?

Sincerely,
Bob Brasher

Responses to Comment [-31
[-31-1
Refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding other planned projects in the area.
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Comment [-32 Stefanie Bray
From: Stefanie Bray
To: Boexpresslanes
Subject: No new express lanes, please
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 4:40:27 PM

1-32-1 I:To whom it may concern: We live on De Havilland Drive, the noise level from 85 is at times
unbearable, and we are absolutely opposed to an expansion of the highway.
Regards,
Stefanie Bray

Responses to Comment 1-32

1-32-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The Noise Study Report (lllingworth
and Rodkin 2012) evaluated existing and future noise levels at a location that is
acoustically equivalent to De Havilland Drive in Saratoga. Receptor ST-54, 13149 Anza
Court, is off of De Havilland Drive and directly adjacent to SR 85. The project would
increase future noise levels at ST-54 by 1 dBA Leq(n), Which would be less than
significant. Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise and N-4 regarding noise
levels in Saratoga, and IS/EA Section 2.2.7.3 (under “Noise Level Predictions”; see
Segment 6) for specific noise data.

Comment 1-33 Dana Brinkerhoff

Route 85 Express Lane

brinkerdana@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 11:00 AM
To: 85expresslanes

Route 85 does not need an Express Lane. Route 85 does not need a diamond lane!

1-33-1 | The diamond lane is what causes the traffic to back up in the other two lanes and on ramps. Give a try with 3
open lanes and see if I'm wrong BEFORE you commit millions of tax payer's dollars to another expensive
boondoggle!

Dana Brinkerhoff
95120

Responses to Comment I-33

1-33-1

The commenter’s opposition is noted. The HOV lane cannot be changed to a general
purpose lane without modification of MTC’s Bay Area HOV Master Plan, FHWA
approval, and environmental review. Such a change would not be consistent with
regional plans.
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Comment |-34 Pat Brogan

SR 85 Express Lanes

Pat Brogan [pbrogan@yahoo-inc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2014 9:41 AM
To: B85expresslanes

K oppose the change proposed to allow people to pay to go in the HOV lane. My opposition is based on a few issues:

1. Democracy—the rich go faster?

[-34-1 2. | bought a CNG car to be able to do it AND to be green. | pay a price in that there are no fuel locations along
the way. You will just render this decision expensive—the carpool lane won't be faster. Sometimes now it
isn't.

3. If you want to equalize traffic {vs.make money), allow diesel cars to get stickers. They are clean burning and
get 50 MPG. Itis unfair now that they don't qualify. As more EV cars come out, you can raise the limit from the
4k to incentivize more and balance the traffic.

Pat Brogan, PhD
Manager, Mobile Academy
Yahoo

Responses to Comment |-34
1-34-1
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.

Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1
regarding express lane users.

Automobiles with California Department of Motor Vehicles-issued green or white
stickers can use HOV lanes for free until January 1, 2019. The project would create
additional capacity and maintain priority use for these vehicles and other HOVs, as
described in Master Response GEN-1.

The recommendations are noted but cannot be implemented within the scope of this
project.
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Comment |-35 Scott Brunson

no single drivers in express lanes

Scott Brunson [scott.brunson@wvm.edu]
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2014 11:03 AM
To: 8S5expresslanes

Hello Ngoc Bui and committee members,
B | strongly oppose allowing paid single person vehicles in commuter lanes on SR 85 in Santa Clara
|-35-1 County. The idea behind these lanes is to encourage carpooling which great reduces carbon loading and air
pollution from vehicles. When single drivers are allowed to pay for use of these lanes then the intent and benefit
of these lanes is decreased. Having paid lanes makes it difficult for low income families to take advantage of this
|-35-2 :option putting additional pressure our their limited budgets. These lanes are also very confusing to normal
carpool lane drivers. | notice that the lanes on 680 coming over the Sunol grade are usually empty even though
|-35-3 there are many drivers with more than one driver in their cars. The sighage is not clear that these lanes are open

to multiple passenger vehicles. This makes for extra congestion in the remaining lanes making an already bad
| commute even worse.

Thank You,

Scott Brunson

3000 Mission College Blvd.

Santa Clara, CA 95054

Responses to Comment 1-35

1-35-1

The project would create additional capacity for carpools and maintain priority use for
carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. Refer to Master
Response AQ-1 regarding air quality.

[-35-2

Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and

convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1
regarding express lane users.

1-35-3
The commenter’s observations about the express lanes on 1-680 are noted. Signage for
the SR 85 express lanes has been developed based on established guidance and is

described in IS/EA Sections 1.3.1.1 and 2.1.4.3 (under “Project Signs and Tolling
Equipment”).
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Comment I-37 Karen Burley

From:

Karen Burley

19789 Solana Drive
Saratoga, CA 95070
kmburley@gmail.com
408-973-8642

To:
VTA
85expresslanes(@urs.com

CC to:

ctelerk(@saratoga.ca.us; elo@saratoga.ca.us; jhunter(@saratoga.ca.us; hmiller@saratog
a.ca.us; mecappellof@saratoga.ca.us; cpage(@saratoga.ca.us; supervisor.simitian@bos.s
ccgov.org:assemblymember.fong(@ca.gov:

Subject: Objection to the "State Route 85 Express Lane Project” to increase the
number of lanes on 85.

Dear Sir/Madam,

_Iobj ect to the "State Route 85 Express Lane Project” to increase the number of lanes
on Highway 85, for the following reasons:

1-37-1 1. The expanded lanes will do nothing to address the problem of traffic congestion in
this area. I have driven Highway 85 since 1995; the choke point is where 280 and
Stevens Creek Boulevard feed into 85. This proposal does not address the problem, in
fact it will make it worse as there will be another lane that needs transitioning at the
same choke point.
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2. This project that increases the number of lanes on 85 will cause a significant
increase 1n noise to the residents who live near the freeway. I live near the freeway
and I am already concerned about the noise level. This noise level is such that we can
never open a window due to the excessive noise. I request that an environmental study
be done especially in the backyards and 2nd floor of houses close to the freeway.
There 1s NO mitigation of the noise levels which are already ABOVE Federal
standards of 67 dBA.. I request quiet pavement technology to fix this issue first before
any further planning is done to build additional lanes.

[-37-2

3. The air quality has also significantly deteriorated based on the amount of dust and
pollution observed near my house, due to increase in traffic over the last several years.
[-37-3 | For this reason as well, I request an environmental study to be done, especially in the
backyards of the homes next to the freeway. The previous study was done at the time
of peak unemployment, which is not representative of the traffic and environmental
condition today. It needs to be done now, in 2014.

4. This proposal does not honor the agreement with the City of Saratoga at the time
that Highway 85 was built. The agreement was only for 6 lanes, with the median
reserved for light rail/mass transportation. which is NOT express buses. This opens up
many legal issues.

1-37-4 ¥

5. The space in the center divider of 85 was reserved for future light rail expansion.

This will not be possible once the lanes are expanded.

[ request the cancellation of the project until an environmental study 1s done and all
the points indicated above are adequately addressed.

Sincerely,
Karen Burley

Responses to Comment 1-37
1-37-1
The project would provide incremental improvements to traffic congestion on SR 85, as

described in Master Responses TR-1 and other future planned projects are discussed in
Master Response TR-2.

1-37-2
A Noise Study Report for the project was prepared to evaluate conditions at residences
and other land uses along SR 85 (lllingworth and Rodkin 2012). Noise measurements

were taken in more than 140 locations, including in the backyards of several dozen
homes that back onto the project corridor.

Noise levels are not evaluated at second-story or higher elevations unless there are
exterior areas of frequent human use at the higher elevations that would benefit from
noise reduction. Examples include large patios or decks that are the primary outdoor use
area in an apartment complex. Multi-family and residential community common areas
may include pools, ball courts, or other formal outdoor activity areas. The monitoring
survey for the project’s noise analysis did not identify any large patios or decks on the
second floor or higher of buildings that are the primary outdoor use areas for a multi-
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family structure, and therefore no noise attenuation was studied or warranted for the
upper stories, in accordance with Caltrans noise analysis guidelines.

The comment refers to federal noise standards of 67 dBA. The noise abatement criteria
(NAC) for residential settings is 67 dBA Leq(n), as shown in IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1. Where
the future noise level with the project is predicted to approach (within 1 decibel) or
exceed the NAC an impact has been identified, and potential noise abatement has been
evaluated in the IS/EA as required by Caltrans and FHWA. It is important to note that the
NAC values are used to determine whether noise abatement must be considered, and do
not represent levels to which noise must be abated.

The request for quieter pavement technology is noted. Refer to Master Response N-2
regarding noise abatement.

1-37-3

Detailed technical studies for air quality were conducted in accordance with Caltrans and
FHWA standards. The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in

Master Response AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust
emissions from vehicle idling.

The studies were conducted for the worst-case traffic scenario, which is constrained by
the capacity of the freeway and is not affected by economic factors such as
unemployment.

1-37-4
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment.

An environmental study has been done for the project and further evaluation is not
warranted, as described in Master Response GEN-3.

Comment 1-38 Lori Burns

Retain light rail lane on Hwy 85

Lori Burns [burnslh@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 06, 2014 2:09 PM
To: 85expresslanes

I would like to comment that I strongly disagree with the proposal to convert the
|-38-1 | Hwy 85 light rail designated land to express la There is a much stronge

to make mass transit more actical. Use the funds to implement light rail -- and

make connections to BART and/or Caltrain. Additional lanes for cars will just
|-38-2 | encourage more cars, less carpeooling, meore congestion and more pollutien.

Lori Burns
Saratoga resident.

Responses to Comment |-38
[-38-1
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. Master Response GEN-2

provides detailed information about why light rail was not analyzed as an alternative to
the proposed project.
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1-38-2

The project would create additional capacity for carpools and maintain priority use for
carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. Refer to Master
Responses TR-1 and AQ-1 regarding traffic and air quality with the project.

Comment 1-39 Robert Burns

Public comment

Bob [burnsre@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2014 6:34 PM
To: 85expresslanes

Cc:  Lori Burns [burnslh@gmail.com]

The 85 express lanes project propesal should be stopped. It does net solve any
[-39-1 current precblem. Instead, it makes things worse by eliminating the p i
S light rail through this corridor. It will degrade the environment,
reduce safety and waste taxpayer money.

Robert Burns

Saratoga

Responses to Comment |-39

1-39-1

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. Refer to Master Response
GEN-2 regarding the comment about light rail in the median. Environmental effects of
the project were studied in detail and no significant environmental effects were found, as
described in Master Response GEN-3.

Comment 1-40 Erica Caleca

85 Express Lanes

Erica Isaacson [caleca@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 12:42 PM
To: 85expresslanes

Dear Who Ever it May Concern,

The traffic in the HOV Lan on highway 85 is already congested and | feel that the approval to make it a pay to use
Express Lane would defeat the purpose of having an HOV lane at all on the highway. | think that the money

-40-1 should go to other ways to ease traffic congestion such as widdening the highway if possible, building additional
highways, etc.

Sincerely,
Erica Caleca

Responses to Comment 1-40

1-40-1

The commenter’s opinion about the proposed project is noted. The express lanes would
create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools, transit buses, and other

HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. Refer to Master Response GEN-1
for additional information.
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As described in Master Response GEN-7, the express lanes would offer immediate
congestion relief during a time when funding to advance major projects such as highway
widening or new highway construction is limited.

Comment [-41 Carmel Campos

AGAINST SR 85 Express Lanes

Carmel Campos [carmel@looporganic.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2014 1:03 PM
To: B8Sexpresslanes

It has come to my attention that the VTA is planning on expanding Highway 85, even though it goes against
I-41-1] signed Performance Agreements signed in 1988-1989. | am writing to voice my opinion, and that of my
| neighbors, who live near the highway. We do not want to see 85 adding express lanes. It would only encourage
more single-driver cars, and increase noise and pollution, which are already a problem. [f traffic levels are
increasing so drastically, that is ever more reason to be thinking long-term, and planning for a light rail instead.
Putting in express lanes now will only be a temporary solution, and it will hinder future plans for light rail...this is
1-41-2 something the VTA has already admitted.
We are strongly voicing our opinions that the project needs to have an independent environmental review before
any further plans are moved forward for the expansion. And it should be evaluated against plans for a light rail
system, which we believe would be much better for all involved — commuters and citizens alike.
| VTA should keep its promises, and do what's right, for the present and the long-term!
Carmel Campos, Citizen of Campbell

Carmel Campos
tel: 917.620.1297

Responses to Comment [-41

-41-1

The comment does not specify which Performance Agreement is cited. See the responses
to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos).

[-41-2

The express lanes would maintain priority use for carpools, transit buses, and other
HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. In addition, express lane tolls
would provide a revenue source for HOV, transportation, and transit service

improvements within the SR 85 corridor. Refer to Master Responses GEN-1 and GEN-7
for additional information.

The detailed traffic studies for the project show that it would improve travel times and
speeds through 2035, as described in Master Response TR-1.

Master Response GEN-2 provides detailed information about why light rail was not
analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project.

The environmental impacts of the proposed project, including noise and air quality
effects, have been fully evaluated in the IS/EA and appropriate measures have been
included to avoid or minimize impacts. Refer to Master Response GEN-3 for a detailed
discussion.
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Comment [-42 Sondra Campos

AGAINST 85 EXPRESS LANES

Sondra Campos [sondra.campos@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2014 11:06 PM

To: richw@cityofcampbell.com; jefferyc@cityofcampbell.com; jasonb@cityofcampbell.com; michaelk@cityofcampbell.com;
evanl@cityofcampbell.com; community.outreach@vta.orq; 85expresslanes

Categories: Blue Category

Against 85 Express Lanes!
It has come to my attention that the VTA is planning on expanding Highway 85, even though it goes against signed
Performance Agreements signed in 1988-1983. | am writing to voice my opinion, and that of my neighbors, who live
|-42-1 |near the highway. We do not want to see 85 adding express lanes. It would only encourage more single-driver cars,
and increase noise and pollution, which are already a problem. If traffic levels are increasing so drastically, that is
ever more reason to be thinking long-term, and planning for a light rail instead. Putting in express lanes now will only
be a temporary solution, and it will hinder future plans for light rail... this is something the VTA has already admitted.
We are strongly voicing our opinions that the project needs to have an independent environmental review before
1-42-2 any further plans are moved forward for the expansion. And it should be evaluated against plans for a light rail
system, which we believe would be much better for all involved — commuters and citizens alike.
_VTA should keep its promises, and do what's right, for the present and the long-term!
Sondra Campos, Citizen of Campbell

Responses to Comment [-42

1-42-1

This comment is addressed in the response to Comment 1-41-1.
1-42-2

This comment is addressed in the response to Comment 1-41-2.
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Comment 1-43 Brian Cao
From: brian cac <bcac.us@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 30, 2014 6:37 PM
To: Luke
Cc: 85expresslanes; abbottnet@juno.com; Liang Cao; alice gmail account
Subject: Re: Concern about VTA Plan of Changing Highway 85 from 6 Lanes to

8 Lanes

Yes, I also agreed with Luke on every point that he raised here. And our family has lived next to
|-43-1 Luke and KMP park for almost 10 years in Saratoga. Please reconsider the 8 lanes expansion
before creating a disaster on our neighborhood.
~ Regards,
Brian Cao
12301 Saraglen Dr.
Saratoga, CA 95070
B L

(408)9730388

On Thu, Jan 30, 2014 at 1:24 PM, Luke <luke95070(@aol.com™> wrote:

Hello

As a 25 years resident of the City of Saratoga, I'm very concern about the California VTA's proposed
plan to expand from 6 lanes to 8 lanes of Highway 85, that is passing adjacent to my backyard. Ever
since the completion of Highway 85, | have noticed frequently rumbling/vibration of my house from time
to time during morning traffic, in addition to the heavier dusts inside the house as well as outside, which
were not mentioned in the VTA environmental report.

| am strongly object to the expansion plan, for the following reasons:

1. | am deeply concern of what may have done to the house structure integrity by the rumbling/vibration
of the house due to the traffic.

The expansion plan will aggravate the situations.

2. It will worsen noise and air quality (pollution) due to increased number of cars.

3. It violates the Performance Agreement of 6 Lanes

Sincerely Yours,

Luke Jen

12285 Saratoga, CA 95070
(408) 255-7119

Responses to Comment 1-43
1-43-1
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
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Comment |-44 Rui Cao
From: Bui Cao
To:
Subject: No HWYB5 expansion!
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 3:31:07 PM
Hi there,

I-44-1 |:I am strongly against 85 expansion for VTA. No, Never!
Thanks for your listening!
Rui Cao

13417 Christie Dr.
Saratoga, CA 95070

Responses to Comment |-44
1-44-1
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.

Comment I-45 Doug Carothers

Express Lane on CA 85

W D Carothers Jr [dougcarothersjr@comcast.net]

Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 12:56 PM
To: B5expresslanes

Cc:  Doug Carothers [dougcarothersjir@comcast. net]; Assemblymember.Fong@assembly.ca.gov

I use this corridor at least once a week during rush hour {around 6 PM) south and I

generally believe this is good idea. Last night the diamond lane was particularly
1-45-1 crowded. The diamond lane me to a stop for a few seconds at least once. we in
e the other 2 lanes were passing the drivers in the diamond lane. With additional

traffic on the diamond lane, this may be more of the norm, i.e.,
it is better to try it and see how it goes. Can always change back
conditions of diamond lane entry.

stor

Doug Carothers
dougcarcthersjrlcomcast. net
Mok:ile: 40B-206-4776

opage. However,
or modify the

Responses to Comment 1-45
1-45-1

The commenter’s support for the project is noted. The project would maintain priority use

for carpools and other HOVSs, as described in Master Response GEN-1, as well as
increase capacity for HOVs by adding a second express lane in the median in both
directions of SR 85 between SR 87 and 1-280.
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Comment |-46 Lee and Linda Casentini

January 29, 2014

Department of Transportation, District 4
Ngoc Bui

P.0. Box 23660, MS 8B

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

To the VTA and Caltrans,

We were very distressed to learn today of the plans of
VTA/Caltran to add two additional lanes to Freeway 85
through the city of Saratoga, California without first
performing a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Itis
not only irresponsible to consider such a project without
investigating it's impact thoroughly on the communities
involved but it also breaks a Performance Agreement
between VTA/Caltran and the cities bordering the 85
corridor guaranteeing only 6 lanes and Light Rail.

We ask that a decision to proceed with this expansion

project be delayed until you have done a full

Environmental Impact Report, and have met with our

community to share your findings. Thank you for your
| atiention.

Sincerely,

e ot anZ Cmmma &I

Lee and Linda Casentini
12648 Indio Court
Saratoga, CA 95070

408 996-0795
Icasentini@comcast.net

Responses to Comment 1-46

1-46-1

California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. Refer to
Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR.

Community meetings and other outreach for the project are described in Master Response
GEN-6.

The responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos)
address the agreements cited in the comment.
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Comment 1-47 Elaine Chan
From: Elaine Chan
To: S5expresslanes
Subject: Comments on the SR 85 Express Lanes Project http:/fwww.via.ong/BSexpresslanes
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 10:00:54 AM

Dear CalTrans and VTA Board,

As a resident fo the Saratoga, I am opposed to the SR 85 Express Lanes Project.
I-47-1 This proposal does not solve the congestion problem at 280 /85. It will just amplified
the congestion as there will be more lanes merging to exiting 3 lanes.

I am concerned aout the noise level that it will increase. The will have significant
impact to the schools, Blue Hill Elementary, that is located adjacent to the freeway.
I-47-2 | Even in our neighborhood, the current noise level is quite bad already. The project
may allow trucks that will worsen the noise level for all the residents living close to
the freeway.

I-47-3 | Please reconsider this project and work on the real traffic congestion area instead.

Thank you.
Regards,

Elaine Chan
Knollwood Drive, Saratoga

Responses to Comment [-47
-47-1
The commenter’s opposition is noted. Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding general

traffic improvements from the project and Master Response TR-2 regarding bottlenecks
at the 1-280 interchange and other locations along SR 85.

1-47-2
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-

3. This increase would typically not be perceptible, as discussed further in Master
Response N-1.

Blue Hills Elementary School, located at 12300 De Sanka Avenue, Saratoga, was
evaluated in the NSR. Receptors ST-51 and ST-53, located at 20159 Marilla Court and at
19899 Sea Gull Way, respectively, were selected as acoustically equivalent receptors for
land uses west of SR 85 between Prospect Road on the north and Cox Avenue on the
south. Receptors in this area, including Blue Hills Elementary School and Azule Park, are
currently shielded by a 12-foot sound wall (identified in the IS/EA as SW10; see
Appendix A, Sheet 9). Predicted future noise levels at first-row receptor ST-51 were 62
dBA L¢g, below the NAC for Category B residential land uses. Predicted future noise
levels at first-row receptor ST-53 approached the NAC (66 dBA L.q) for Category B
residential land uses, thereby requiring the consideration of noise abatement. Both 14-
foot and 16-foot replacement noise barriers were evaluated and both were found not to be
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feasible. Noise levels at the facades of school buildings located over 600 feet from the SR
85 centerline are estimated to be 59 dBA Lq or less. Interior noise levels within school
buildings are estimated to be at least 15 dBA less than exterior noise levels and well
below the Activity Category D NAC of 52 dBA Leg().

The proposed project would not change the current truck restrictions on SR 85, so noise
levels from additional truck traffic are not expected to increase.

1-47-3
See the response to Comment 1-47-1.
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Comment 1-48 Ken Chan
From: Ken Chan
To: 8Sexpresslanes
Ce: Ken Chan; Jennie Tsang
Subject: Comments on the SR B5 Express Lanes Project
Date: Friday, February 28, 2014 7:42:52 AM

[-48-1

[-48-2

[-48-3

Dear CalTrans and VTA Board,
As a resident of Saratoga, I am opposed to the current proposal to the SR 85
Express Lanes Project as described in www.vta.org/85expresslanes.

This proposal does not add capacity to relieve congestion in the section between
280-Cupertino and 101-Mountain View. Adding a second HOV lane on 85 from
San Jose to Cupertino will only add to the problem at the 280-Cupertino choke
point.

Second, the proposal would eliminate the possibility extending light rail to
Saratoga. As i understand the situation, light rail needs to be routed in the
center of the freeway. Adding an extra HOV lane in both directions without
widening Hwy 85 will leave no room to implement public light rail transport in
the foreseeable future.

Third, the proposal puts HOV access points in Cupertino and Los Gatos.
Saratoga residents in carpool situations will have to drive longer distances in
slower non-HOV lanes before being able get onto IHHOV lanes. People may

Cupertino or Los Gatos entrances.

Finally, i understand trucks will be allowed onto this section of HHwy85 if federal
| funds are used in this project. The existing noise level from Hwy85 is already
high. Adding a projected 3db to sound levels doubles freeway noise for residents
living in close proximity.

I urge you to reconsider this project. Address the real traffic choke points first

| before attempting to fix secondary areas which doesn't need fixing.
Thank you.

Ken Chan
15068 El Camino Senda,
Saratoga CA 95070

Responses to Comment |-48

1-48-1

The commenter’s opposition is noted. Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding general
traffic improvements from the project and Master Response TR-2 regarding bottlenecks
along SR 85.
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1-48-2

Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median and Master Response
GEN-7 regarding why transit options are not being implemented instead of the proposed
project.

1-48-3

The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.
Continuous access—Ilike the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4.
Refer to Master Response TR-3 regarding local traffic impacts.

1-48-4

The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85, regardless of
funding source.

1-48-5

Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise impacts.

1-48-6

Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding general traffic improvements from the project
and Master Response TR-2 regarding bottlenecks along SR 85.

Comment |-49 Starry Chan

CAS85 changing from 6-lane to 8-lane FWY

Starry Chan [sschan12675@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 28, 2014 3:21 PM
To: 85expresslanes

I am a long time Saratoga resident. I am writing you to request a Full
Environmental Impact Report to be performed for this $170 million
project affecting the city of Saratoga. T would also like to point cut
that it is not appropriate to generate revenue from a public funded FWY
[-49-1 .
paid for by local sales taxes.

As far as I am concern, the 5170 million should be spent to fix the
bottleneck at CAB5 and I280. The addition of two tcll lanes will likely
make this bottleneck even worse.

Starry Chan

12675 Kinman CT
Saratoga, CA 25070
408-446-4132

Responses to Comment 1-49
[-49-1
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the

preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects
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was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. Also
refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR.

Refer to Master Response GEN-5 regarding tolls, which are use fees, charged for solo
drivers in the express lanes.

Refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding traffic congestion at the SR 85/1-280
interchange.

Comment I-50 Barry Chang (1)

Comments on Highway 85 Express Lanes Project

Barry Chang [barrydca@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 19, 2014 12:10 PM
To: B5expresslanes

Dear VTA and Caltrans,

1-50-1 Have vou done ridership study for this project or the alternatives? Also have you done the costs and
benefits analysis for this project and the alternatives? Thanks.

Barry Chang

Responses to Comment |-50

1-50-1

The studies that have been conducted to gauge public interest in using express lanes on
SR 85 are described in IS/EA Section 3.1. Refer to response to Comment L-1-4 regarding
the cost-benefit analysis and Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost, and
return.
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