Appendix | Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment 1-35 Robert Heeter

laftrans

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs,htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Neme: _Labend eebey pate: 10 30/ 0%
Affiliation (if applicable): K@S i dt\h% /‘)\ﬁa'ﬂ‘ \(\(bw\ H‘\Nw %LT
Address: 5}(75 Ti’\" Mafm\p ]0
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Q%t\m\m w206~ el prttevas  have ﬂmmcﬂ
Pr\éa f,tm"u\\ BRIV XYS SR b m&w&é duwwm ﬂrtsew‘\\

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment |-35

1-35-1

The Noise Study Report for the project was prepared in compliance with State and
Federal guidelines. A copy of the Noise Report is available for viewing at the City of
Livermore offices (contact Mike Mikasa). Additional noise data were collected in
December 2007 in the vicinity of the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection, and noise levels
were found to have changed insignificantly (by less than 1.5 dBA) compared to the
original study.

The speed limit on SR 84 will remain 50 mph in accordance with State law, as described
in Master Response TR-3.

In response to comments that requested specific information about changes in truck
traffic, additional data were gathered to test the modeling and projections used in the
traffic studies, and this information is summarized in the FED. The data show that
although truck volumes increase slightly over the No Build condition between 2007 and
2030, a significant portion of these trucks are servicing the community, not transiting
through the corridor. In addition, the data show that the proportion of trucks to cars using
SR 84 in 2030 will vary only slightly between the No Build and Build Alternatives.
Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3 of the FED provide additional discussion.

See Master Response GEN-3 on the issue of property values.
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Comment 1-36 Robert Heeter and Hui Chen

o CALIFORKTA

P Doy

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

~ COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

| T 0 view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - [
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007,

MName: %7!0@[’"]" He'e'tgr d | Date:- V) . ‘l(?b
a»olb. Hul Chen, M

Affiliation (if applicable):
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1-36-1

Please continue on back If necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment I-36

1-36-1

The comment is noted. Soundwalls were evaluated as discussed in Master Response
NOI-1. According to the noise studies conducted for the project, sound levels along the
residential areas of SR 84 did not exceed Federal noise abatement criteria for considering
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soundwalls. However, rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the

project limits to reduce tire noise.

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master Response
VIS-2. Master Response VIS-1 discusses landscaping in the project area.

Comment |-37 John Hegstrom

LIVERV®RE &Eff

CALIFORNIA EE i< @

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November

15, 2007.
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Please continue on back if necessary.

' For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286}3820 or
Arthur L, Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104,

1-212
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Responses to Comment |-37

[-37-1

Additional noise data were collected in the project area to verify the DED’s assessment of
project-related noise level changes at homes along the project corridor. Master Response
NOI-1 describes the sound reduction measures that will be considered as part of project
design.

Truck restrictions could be pursued independent of the proposed project, as described in
Master Response TR-1. Although a landscaping plan will be implemented, note that
landscaping is not considered a noise abatement measure.
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Comment 1-38 Laurel Hickok

Gfbrans

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: LW&l ‘H’lC/‘éOL Date: ld‘anO':}“

Affiliation (if applicable): %%L | vesideat—

Address: ‘4'5\ "W’Llﬂ[@\mu ﬂa@z_,
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leabe continug on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment I-38
1-38-1
See Master Response NOI-1 in regard to soundwalls in the project area.
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1-38-2
Isabel Avenue was transferred to the State of California in 2003 and is designated State
Route 84. For additional project background, see Master Response GEN-4.

1-38-3
The existing signalized intersections along SR 84 will be maintained.

1-38-4
See Master Response TR-1 regarding truck restrictions on SR-84.

1-38-5
Rubberized asphalt pavement will be used throughout the project limits.

1-38-6

After completion of the proposed project, no additional widening of SR 84 is planned. In
fact, existing and future land uses and lack of available right-of-way would preclude
future widening.
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Comment 1-39 Randall and Laurel Hickok

431 Trebbiano Place
Pleasanton, Ca. 94566
October 26, 2007

Caltrans District 4, Office of Environmental Analysis
Atin: Ed Pang

111 Grand Avenue

Oakland, Ca 94610

Dear Mr. Pang:

Subject: Rte 84 Expressway Widening

We are residents of Ruby Hill, living at 431 Trebbiano Place. Our street backs up to Route 84, and our
house is five lots from the street proposed for widening. We are seriously concerned about the negative
impacts the widening of Route 84 will have. Our concerns are as follows:

Air pollution will increase.
Sound Pollution will increase.

1-39-1 I =
General quality of life will be diminished.

The widening of Route 84 will lead to an eventual Highway 84.

We request that the following actions be included in the plans to lessen the negative impacts above:

1. Pave the road with rabberized asphalt. Vineyard avenue was recently repaved with rubberized
asphalt, and the sound of traffic is definitely muffled.,

1'39.'2 2. Install sound barriers between the residential areas and Route 84,

3. Maintain the current location of stop lights to calm traffic and minimize speeds.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and suggestions. We look forward to the results of a
project which respects the rights of all affected parties.

Sincerely, m l %M%C&O/L

Randall and Laurel Hickok
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Responses to Comment [-39

[-39-1

The commenters’ concerns are noted. Master Responses AIR-1 and NOI-1 discuss
project-related changes in air quality and noise, respectively. Quality-of-life issues are
addressed in Master Response GEN-5.

No additional widening of SR 84 is planned. Existing and future land uses and lack of
available right-of-way would preclude future widening.

1-39-2
Rubberized asphalt pavement will be used throughout the project limits. Master Response
NOI-1 discusses the issue of soundwalls.

The existing signalized intersections along SR 84 will be maintained.
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Comment I-40 Joseph and Barbara Hilgen

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

] ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday Novembsr 15,
2007

Name: _Joseph & Barbara Hilgen Date:___11-11-07

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: _1893 Vetta Drive, Livermore, CA 94550

Comment/Question:

) 1.'Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a
140-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
best-at Concannon & 84

2. | believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-40-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absaorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use pathe. .
1-40-3 during construction, estimated for 2090!!! Please provide us some alternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
1-404 {t, Cascita Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
1-40-5 replaced or replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to

1-40-6 minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)
[ 7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
1-40-7 homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ACTIA at 510-267-6104
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ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PRQJECT

COMMENT CARD, Continued

8. Can the telephone wiring all be put underground or reinstalled on the west-side of 84
1-40-8 between Concannon and Vineyard. We do not want the telephone polls moved closer to
our homes.

9. The speed is controlled by the fact there is only one lane, widening will increase the
1-40-9 average speed and we would like to see speed control measures as to keeping down the
noise and control speeders.

10. Once again, one lane also controlled the flow of traffic in an orderly flow to the City
of Livermore. Now by widening 84, the flow will double and traffic will come to the City
of Livermore at a faster rate. Any accident on 580 (at anytime) by widening 84, and the
1-40-10 flow of traffic coming to the City of Livermore a faster rate, | see the whole city being
overwhelmed with more traffic (especially roads that travel east & west) that the city
could handle. Was this explained, in any reports, that this will happen often, and that
this is with the City of Livermore should expect (more traffic than the city can handle) as
L there future?

Responses to Comment |-40
[-40-1 through 1-40-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.

1-40-8

The project does not include funding to relocate overhead utilities underground. All
telephone poles and other overhead utilities will be relocated out of State right-of-way to
meet expressway standards.

1-40-9
See Master Response TR-3 in regard to the speed limit and speed control measures on SR
84.

1-40-10

One of the purposes of the project is to attract traffic to SR 84 that is currently diverting
to local streets in Livermore, thereby improving local circulation. Several other regional
traffic improvements that are under way or planned will provide additional congestion
relief on local streets, as described in Master Response TR-2.
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Comment |-41 Gary Hillman
-

CALIFOﬁn‘JA

‘ Public Information Meeting
A : Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: 4-‘3]"‘}/ )Llr //Mf\ Date: _ //f/?{/d 2
Affiliation (if applicable):
Address: ‘?/?‘T'_ e ﬁnﬁ}f H.r // ﬂf‘; p/ﬁ’é‘M»‘\?zO/\

Comment/Question; e —  NErg Lt W

/mf_/d?mw&’ @rﬂmﬂh/%ﬂc&

141-1 / . e /nbeal " Lppl— @M%/ e
Aoy Ao [0 ol — Lt = U

g Eg&m/ ‘

v

Please continue on back if necess;y.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment 1-41

1-41-1

The project corridor is directly adjacent to residential neighborhoods and it is
acknowledged that some residents already experience traffic noise. The detailed technical
research conducted for the DED indicates that the project would increase future noise
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levels from 1 to 6 dBA, although no State or Federal noise abatement criteria would be
exceeded at any residences. As described in Master Response NOI-1, a soundwall was
considered in the one location where noise levels will approach the Federal noise
abatement threshold. The soundwall has been determined to be not reasonable and will
not be included in the project. Rubberized asphalt pavement will be used throughout the
project limits to reduce tire noise, and other noise abatement measures will be considered
during the final project design phase.

Landscaping is not considered a noise abatement measure and is included in the project
as an aesthetic element. The project will include a landscaping plan, as discussed in
Master Response VIS-1.

In response to comments that requested specific information about changes in truck
traffic, additional data were gathered to test the modeling and projections used in the
traffic studies. The data show that although truck volumes increase slightly over the No
Build condition between 2007 and 2030, a significant portion of these trucks are
servicing the community, not transiting through the corridor. In addition, the data show
that the percentage of trucks to cars using SR 84 in 2030 will vary only slightly between
the No Build and Build Alternatives (see Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3 of the FED).

Quiality-of-life issues are addressed in Master Response GEN-5.
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Comment [|-42 Hollingsworth
LIVERM®RE £Eff
CALIFORNIA m

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

. Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November

15, 2007.
Name: H-OLLILJ_g-fV‘GY\m : Date: _ 9CT 2o oo .
Affiliation (if applicable):
Address: SlYy e w30 Comnay -
Comment/Question:
B TMAFAE Ty CoOrctnm .

o
NoelJE Cowntern: > Nois€ Banmmm ot

DMJT’J CL-EWH-JG?
(Uoé) J»3 S6a9L cac.

142-1

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment 1-42

[-42-1

The proposed project is one of a series of regional traffic improvements that will reduce local
congestion, as described in Master Response TR-2. The project corridor is directly adjacent
to residential neighborhoods, and it is acknowledged that some residents already experience
traffic noise. See Master Response NOI-1 in regard to soundwalls.
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The comment about dust/cleaning does not specify whether the concern is related to
construction or operation of the project. Section 2.14.6 of the DED includes measures
that will be implemented to avoid or minimize dust and debris generated by project
construction. Master Response AIR-1 address particulate matter levels with the project in
place.

Comment |-43 David Huettig

LIVER

- Public Information Meetingg = -
Tuesday, October 30 2007 "

,.OREL%

L EALIFO AR TN

Route 84 Expressway Wldenlng Pro;ect

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans} To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November

15, 2007.
Name: Mﬂ%fﬂﬁ Date: |°/3°/°?
Affiliation (if applicable) ?“‘“" “1"‘

1 (if applicabie

Address: _ 182 SAMMCr ?me%u C&H&-\D
Comment/Question:

@ hs a Eumﬁa\.( gesdant Pmpwkq u-vuu‘l’ﬂf/\ WW& {o
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@ Please continue on back if necessary.
For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or

Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

1-43-1
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1-43-2

Responses to Comment 1-43

1-43-1

The areas to the immediate east and west of SR 84 between Vallecitos Road and
Vineyard Avenue either contain residential development or are held in an agricultural
easement by the Tri-Valley Conservancy. Therefore, moving this roadway segment
would not be feasible. Note that the alignment of SR 84 along Isabel Avenue from
Vallecitos Road to 1-580 has been planned since 1960, as described in Master Response
GEN-4.

1-43-2

Additional noise measurements were collected near the intersection of SR 84 and
Vallecitos Road in December 2007 to reflect modifications to the intersection that were
completed in the summer of 2007. Noise levels were found to have changed
insignificantly (by less than 1.5 dBA) from the levels presented in the original noise
study.

1-224 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project



Appendix | Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment 1-44 Fariburz Jahanian

/

L CALLE S RN A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner | www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: __FAR\B9RZ  JAWANMAN o -4 2097

Affiliation (if applicable):
Address: _?"Dg_? E RU B_y H'!LL_ ‘Dﬁ ?LEA .T‘AMTON CP\ 545{(

Comment/Question: _. A5 o\ rzma(en‘(( fq pmp@(’k-‘; hm('L &
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Trurkf (".thw\[/{ |QL b‘lhhw{ ﬁfﬂf"\ u/}h} 75/;;; A\ﬂAM"‘J a/.

gase continue dn-bdck if recéssary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment |-44
[-44-1
The commenter’s concerns are noted.

SR 84 has been an expressway since 1959, and its alignment along Isabel Avenue from
Vallecitos Road to 1-580 has been planned since 1960, as described in Master Response
GEN-4. The project will not make SR 84 a freeway but rather widen and upgrade the
roadway to modern expressway standards. Note that the speed limit will continue to be
50 mph and all existing signal intersections will remain.

Soundwalls were evaluated as discussed in Master Response NOI-1. Rubberized asphalt
concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise.

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed instead of a landscaped
median, see Master Response VIS-2. The speed limit will remain at 50 mph, as discussed
in Master Response TR-3.

Master Response TR-1 addresses the issue of a truck ban on SR 84. Levels of carbon
monoxide and other pollutants are expected to increase slightly with the project in place
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but would not exceed any standards established to protect human health (see Master
Response AIR-1).

Environmental studies for the proposed project began in January 2005 and included
preparation of the 15 technical reports listed in Chapter 7 of the DED. These studies were
prepared by consultant experts in each subject and were reviewed by experienced
Caltrans environmental or engineering staff before the studies could be approved for
reference and inclusion in the DED.

In regard to wildlife, extensive field studies have been conducted to assess wildlife
conditions in the project area and potential impacts that they could experience. The
proposed roadway alignment was selected primarily because it would have the smallest
potential effect on the natural habitat among the alternatives considered. The Department
is also consulting with environmental resource agencies including the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service on avoidance measures to further protect wildlife and their habitat in the
project area.

The concerns of the neighboring communities will be considered in balancing the needs
of the nearby community with long-term transportation goals for the region.
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Comment 1-45 Rene Jansen

CALIEGRK 1A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or majled to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660 .

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: f/\/ﬁ ﬁ/\/@/‘/ Date: /{//’7’//&-?—

Athatlon (if applicable):

Address: _ - S &5 TRFERI AN/ 0@ . M_@ﬁ . &é

Comment/Question:

[~ /T Aok RE % /rgmﬁw 72 AJC Lud#
_LANDS AP N e 720 A2l NosSE.  CEEL S A
72 mmwﬂmfzmam N THE A2,

1-45-1

_75;& zzs2 A/é’/ézfzmm, »
4 gaﬁd L 17 27 Bhpl /S e /66&'4 Al
b A Flores T2 'fbwﬂ/-}r :

_@;MM_MW&M

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment 1-45

[-45-1

The project will include landscaping, as described in Master Response VIS-1. Note, however,
that landscaping is not considered a noise abatement measure.
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Soundwalls were evaluated as discussed in Master Response NOI-1. Rubberized asphalt
concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise.

The speed limit will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law, as discussed in
Master Response TR-3.

A concrete median barrier is proposed for motorist safety. For more information, see
Master Response VIS-2.
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Comment I-46 John and Corinne Jay

WA CALIFORR 1A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007 - - -~ =~

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

'COMMENT CARD -

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or rﬁailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senicr Environmental Planner www .dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oaldand, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name::jgb\h"l' COF'{“MV\-QJEU‘: Date: H~“-O‘_f
Affiliation (if applicable): /

Address: L{r}% —[—t/"?ht’ﬂﬁ.‘m@ T)Ia(,!? ?qufnﬁh Cetd - QS’S-CZG
Comment/Question: {1 J U I\\f{[{\ here Far Eiw‘wr-u’r\
e 1/1(7‘50?0@ Cn__[NCrecse i
(J’?Lﬂr(‘(f noiie B olunng The Dt Secwre! V‘f’ﬁ':?
We wiend /a0 o miteiete I poice ocllutron
Using the hz\#aot/xczmﬁr\{g ma( /m&(ﬂf(“s"a{O S‘O/uﬁm_s‘
GLJCI%( E?,Qf -/ ;

_ W%F{ Nnet t«Qmm—f— The Cufﬁcmme d Hdan?dq{
o oAl \UH- dont- Drmic :43 Ev Anetcoe Cf“v fa’jﬂ'\
P"Uw(-ﬁff%murf_mrw%f’n( NeLEe Dr/('vfwm enol o

Pfease continue on. back if necessa
zy&cmc&e In 'ﬁ%’ﬁ < 044(7 o |k N o&cm<;e/

For more |nformat|on cuntact Brlgetta Srmth Caltransat (510) 286-5820 or

. W‘( el Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104. |
CUVWDK‘QV”M’ JVWPOSIhj & GYMFA _ZW C{Dp r;‘cpﬂ—F
710 ou— fprapé’m{-\/ Cpud wif~ a lerse VV'.QSO’V\PV (over)
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Responses to Comment 1-46

1-46-1

The project corridor is directly adjacent to residential neighborhoods, and it is
acknowledged that some residents already experience traffic noise. The detailed technical
research conducted for the DED indicates that the project would increase future noise
levels from 1 to 6 dBA, although no State or Federal noise abatement criteria would be
exceeded at any residences. As described in Master Response NOI-1, a soundwall was
considered in the one location where noise levels will approach the Federal noise
abatement threshold. The soundwall has been determined to be not reasonable and will
not be included in the project. Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used
throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise. Other noise abatement measures will be
considered during the final project design phase.

Many commenters have expressed concerns about how the project will affect their
property values and quality of life. These concerns will be considered in balancing the
needs of the nearby community with long-term transportation goals for the region. For
more information, see Master Responses GEN-3 and GEN-5 in regard to property values
and quality of life, respectively.

The speed limit will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law, as discussed in
Master Response TR-3. Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered
a noise abatement measure.

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project 1-231



Appendix I Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment |-47 Kulwant Johal

ot ALTE G R A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight 'or.mai!ed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments -by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: KU LW&NT \T{'} Hk'-" Date: [ [!CI /1-007

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: _ 59 7@ff£’vﬁtkﬂ0 pbﬂ'te ﬂbe'&:fwoﬂ Ch FUSEC
[ Comment/Questloﬁ- (}4\9&‘/ &f%ﬂ‘{ H&, A..Q.ea( ‘{D
(mprve. and wc,a(m ng, 84 , al i corvod
condihin does  appear P be s dara
Rﬂww al o leSidet of Rvéc, HAC,
wivch rvu MP&, ésqﬁjwk ﬁou’fE 8‘(’ a:u{
My home huﬁ? wy &gmd}' ﬂﬂ’{z §€
" Vews Con comed ag o tre WW iy
Oy jeer will Canse. —_
M‘I Mﬂzbh ConCems  are  Hy, w _g;e,

Please continue on backJif necessary.

1471

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104,
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Responses to Comment 1-47
1-47-1
The commenter’s concerns are noted. The project corridor is directly adjacent to
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residential neighborhoods, and it is acknowledged that some residents already experience

traffic noise. The detailed technical research conducted for the DED indicates that the

project would increase future noise levels from 1 to 6 dBA, although no State or Federal

noise abatement criteria would be exceeded at any residences. As described in Master

Response NOI-1, a soundwall was considered in the one location where noise levels will
approach the Federal noise abatement threshold. The soundwall has been determined to

be not reasonable and will not be included in the project. Rubberized asphalt concrete

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

1-233



Appendix I Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise. Other noise
abatement measures will be considered during the final project design phase.

The presence of landscaping along the roadway could theoretically help to absorb carbon
monoxide/dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is likely minimal. As stated in
Section 2.14, the Bay Area is in attainment of State and Federal standards for carbon
monoxide, and localized CO concentrations are predicted to decrease (improve) with or
without the project between 2005 and 2030. Carbon dioxide emissions are also expected
to decrease, as discussed in Section 2.22. Nonetheless, the project will include
landscaping to maintain the aesthetic value of the project corridor.

On the issue of project-related noise and pollution affecting home values, see Master
Response GEN-3.

Soundwalls and berms are the normal forms of noise protection that the Department can
offer to residences. The Department may consider insulation for nonprofit public
institutions (schools, hospitals, etc.). If, after a project is completed, noise levels are 75
decibels or greater, or the project causes an increase of 30 decibels or more, the
Department may then consider funding noise insulation of private property. However, the
highest future noise level predicted at any residence along the project route, with the
project and future growth in traffic, is predicted at 65 dBA. At this level, residences along
the project route would not qualify for installation of soundproofing, and therefore noise
insulation was not considered or included as part of the project.
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Comment 1-48 Kristi Kilbane

148-1

1-48-2

1-48-3

1484

1-48-6

1-48-6

148-7

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT |

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.govidistd/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

Name; __Kristi Kilbane Date:_11/8/07___

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: _1512 Arla Court, Livermore, CA 94550
Comment/Question:
1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Bivd, which is not a

residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why itis
best at Concannon & 84

2. | believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the muiti-use path
along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
during construction, estimated for 20§0!!! Please provide us some aiternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
Ct, Cascita Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
replaced or replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)

7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Athur Dao, ~ ACTIA at 510-267-6104

Responses to Comment [-48
[-48-1 through 1-48-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.
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Comment I-49 Mark and Judy Krawec

CALIFORNTA

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: MARIC < UUB?’ KRAWEC Date: 11/5 /‘lw 7
: Affiliation (if applicable): ]
Address: 468 TREBBiANO PL., TPleAsauToN, (A

Comment/Question:

149-1

1-49-2

1-49-3

1-494

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment 1-49

[-49-1

The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, but a
local agency may prohibit certain vehicles from using a highway or impose vehicle
weight restrictions on a roadway. See Master Response TR-1 for additional information.

1-49-2
The speed limit will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law, as discussed in
Master Response TR-3.

1-49-3
Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to
reduce traffic noise.

1-49-4

As described in Master Response NOI-1, a soundwall was considered in the one location
where noise levels will approach the Federal noise abatement threshold. The soundwall
has been determined to be not reasonable and will not be included in the project. Other
noise abatement measures will be considered during the final project design phase.

[-49-5

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal.

1-49-6
A concrete median barrier is proposed for motorist safety. For more information, see
Master Response VIS-2.
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Comment I-50 Jean Lackey

1
]

CALIFORRTA

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca,gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: é%""‘" M’? Date: _y—/2=067
Affiliation (if applicable): A sia sewrmmak - ine o raz o foats S
Address: %1 T el ny Plaibe [Ddecamntmn & 454 ¢
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1-560-2
1-50-3
Please continue on back if ecessry,
For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
. [ (%) %%WM%ﬁm ,,;ééﬁ‘,
1-50-4
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Responses to Comment |-50
[-50-1
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.

SR 84 has been an expressway since 1959, and its alignment along Isabel Avenue from
Vallecitos Road to 1-580 has been planned since 1960, as described in Master Response
GEN-4. The project will not make SR 84 a freeway but rather widen and upgrade the
roadway to modern expressway standards. Increasing capacity on SR 84 and completing
other regional traffic improvements will relieve congestion on local streets as well as on
1-580 and 1-680 (see Master Response TR-2). Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-1
address project-related noise and air quality changes, respectively.

I-50-2

As described in Master Response NOI-1, a soundwall was considered in the one location
where noise levels will approach the Federal noise abatement threshold. The soundwall
has been determined to be not reasonable and will not be included in the project. Other
noise abatement measures will be considered during the final project design phase.

[-50-3

The project proposes to use rubberized asphalt pavement surfacing. Independent studies
have shown that RAC can reduce tire noise, at least in the short term. However, Federal
criteria do not consider this material a noise abatement measure.

I-50-4, 1-50-5

The comments about potential project effects on the area’s pastoral setting and real estate
values are noted. These concerns will be considered in balancing the needs of the nearby
community with long-term transportation goals for the region. For more information, see
Master Responses GEN-3 and GEN-5 in regard to property values and quality of life,
respectively.
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Comment I-51 Sandra Lake

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit.
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdoc htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Qakland, Ca 84610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

Name: _Sandra Lake Date: November
12, 2007

Affiliation (if applicable):_Prima Development

Address: _1646 Cascina Crt., Livermore, CA
94550

Comment/Question:

1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a
1-51-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
best at Concannon & 84

2.1 believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-51-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
1-51-3 during construction, estimated for 2030!!! Please provide us some alternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
1-514 Ct, Cascita Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be

1-51-5 replaced or replanted?
1-51-6 6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
¥ minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings}
7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
1-51-7 homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ACTIA at 510-267-6104
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ACTIA * LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT |

COMMENT CARD, Continued

3. What can be done to restrict tractor trailers on 847 My request is identical to the
1-51-8 restriction imposed on 580 between 238 junction and bay bridge approach unless there
is a major accident.

3. What will be done to help homeowners get out of the Prima development onto
Concannon and down to 84 during morning rush hour? It takes 20 minutes or longer to
1-51-9 reach Isabel & 84 today with the current level of traffic and stop lights. This traffic issue

starts as early as 6:30am.

1l

10. What coordination is taking place with BART on an extension to Livermore and other
communities on the other side of the Altamont pass in future years? What coordination
1-51-10 is taking place with ACE train managemént? Continuing to focus on band aid fixes to
commute problems versus an increase in public transportation that helps more
commuters get to their final destinations is imperative for the long term.

11. The impact of this highway seems to be under estimated and rushed. My thoughts
1-61-11 are that this was passed under the radar for a reason.

1-61-12 12. Why not upgrade the 580, which was designed to handle this type of traffic?

13. Has a full environmental impact study been performed? There are many more

I homes along Isabel since the original vote of funding to improve 84. These homes were
5113 also built after the trade between the city of Livermore and the state for the Livermore
downtown improvement project.

Responses to Comment I-51
I-51-1 through I-51-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.

1-51-8
For details about restricting trucks on SR 84, see Master Response TR-1.

1-51-9
Access from the Prima development onto Concannon Boulevard is outside of the limits
of the proposed project. This comment was referred to the City of Livermore.

[-51-10
Several public transit programs are planned for the area. The future BART extension to
Livermore proposes a station at the 1-580/Isabel Avenue interchange. The interchange
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project will be constructed in advance of the BART extension to Livermore, which is not
currently funded.

The ACE service crosses SR 84 just north of Stanley Boulevard. No plans currently exist
for additional ACE stations in the project area. The Livermore ACE station is located at
2418 Railroad Avenue, Livermore, CA 94550.

Transit projects are funded by separate sources, and neither the transit projects nor the
funding would be affected by the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project.

1-51-11
Master Response GEN-4 discusses the history and public notification steps for the
proposed project.

[-51-12
See the response to Comment 1-07-13.

1-51-13

The technical studies and Initial Study/Environmental Assessment were prepared in
accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements. It is important to note that the same
technical studies must be prepared whether the ultimate environmental document is an
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). Preparing an EIS/EIR would not
change the content or nature of any of the technical studies, as discussed further in Master
Response GEN-2.

The diversion of SR 84 from downtown Livermore took place in 2003, and
environmental studies for the proposed project began in 2005. Additional data about
noise and truck traffic were collected in 2007 as a result of public comments. Therefore,
the analysis accounts for conditions along the current SR 84 alignment.
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Comment |-52 Kerry and Jeannie Lamson

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widenin

COMMENT CARD

‘ Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) -

| To view or obtain a copy of the
‘ Office of Environmental Analysis

Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www,dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

| Name: /l/é’%"r’zf ' \f‘f&nm/fa ZMS&"YI Date: /’/57'(9’7

| Affiliation (if applrcable) f r,u’yc,» /%‘// res, ol e vt

Address: __ 7949 /41/;0 &fﬁ /d/EMW 4’4@{29(,
| Comment/Question: _ /2 £ WM}‘HW

i Hhe afdpehed flrat hippes evtz Ik, LR gl A Mf,é«dm«.j:
‘ M@W Do /Juds s MWM WS YA
%/flj ﬂ/‘wrw Hine 4o wﬁu/twéz/ Aiméf/énv/iwb&

1621 | Jip, v f“ﬁ Ké g M ;ﬁWﬁ,WL%MJ
;Aﬁﬂ- f/ f'yz, L. o W /,<7 L e (‘M{g,, ﬂﬁ_.f@m& /

Flease continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 ar
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Comments Re: 84 Widening

1. Proper sound barriers be installed alongside of Ruby Hill which is adjacentto. ... .. .
Route 84.

2. There should be no concrete dividers in a neighborhood such as ours., having
residential neighborhoods and vineyards. Instead a median should be provided
1-52-1 containing trees and shrubbery such as exists on Hopyard, Concannon and other places.
Cont. 3. Reduce the speed limit which is currently 50mph to 40mph to help reduce the noise
level. Rubberized paving should also be considered as a means of lowering tire noise.

4, Provide enough landscaping so as to help reduce noise levels, but most importantly,
help absorb the extra carbon dioxide that will be spewed out of all of the thousands of
extra cars and trucks that will be passing our homes.

Responses to Comment |-52

I-52-1

The project corridor is directly adjacent to residential neighborhoods, and it is
acknowledged that some residents already experience traffic noise. The detailed technical
research conducted for the DED indicates that the project would increase future noise
levels from 1 to 6 dBA, although no State or Federal noise abatement criteria would be
exceeded at any residences. As described in Master Response NOI-1, a soundwall was
considered in the one location where noise levels will approach the Federal noise
abatement threshold. The soundwall has been determined to be not reasonable and will
not be included in the project. Other noise abatement measures will be considered during
the final project design phase.

A concrete median barrier is proposed for motorist safety, as discussed in Master
Response VIS-2. The Department will consider aesthetic treatments such as color,
texture, and pattern options for the barrier to make it more visually harmonious with the
surrounding area.
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The speed limit will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law, as discussed in
Master Response TR-3. Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout
the project limits to reduce traffic noise.

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal. Despite the change in traffic volumes, carbon dioxide emissions are
expected to decrease even with the project in place, as discussed in Section 2.22.

Comment |-53 Jerry Lau
----- Forwarded by Jeff Zimmerman/Oakland/URSCorp on 10/18/2007 09:01 AM -----
Tim Lee/SanJose/URSCorp
10/16/2007 04:08 PM To c.colwick@circlepoint.com, brigetta_smith@dot.ca.gov,

mbellows@envirotranssolutions.com, epang@dot ca.gov,
issa_bouri@dotca.gov,
cesar_p_san_buenaventura@dot.ca.gov,
nestor_perez@dot ca.gov, Jeff
Zimmerman/Oakland/URSCerp@URSCORP
¢ Sean Charles/SanJose/URSCorp@URSCorp, Edujie

Anjerin’SanJose/URSCorp@URSComp

Subject SR 84 Expressway Widening Project - Public Comments

FY1 - | have received three calls from residents on the east side of Route 84 between Concannon Blvd.
and Alden Lane.

1. Noor Lodhi, 1809 Vetta Drive, Livermore, CA 94550 (925) 858-0780.

Mr Lodhi is concerned about increased noise levels ag a result of the project. He maintains the
exigting noise levels are an issue and he hears traffic from inside his house.

I told him that properties in the area where he lives already have a soundwall adjacent to Route
84.

Mr Lodhi maintains the soundwall does not shield his property from the noise.

He wants the road to be moved further away from his home and a berm constructed where the
multi-uge trail is currently located, with the trail relocated to the top of the berm.

Mr Lodhi indicated that a number of his neighbors have similar concerns.

Mr Lodhi requested an electronic copy of the noise report.

| informed Mr Lodhi that the DED was circulated yesterday and copies were available at Caltrans website.
| also informed Mr Lodhi of the date and time of the public information meeting.

Mr Lodhi indicated he would submit his written comments prior to the public information meeting

2. Jerry Lau, 25 Cascato Court, Livermore, CA Livermore, CA 94550-6079
1-53-1 Mr Lau has concerns on existing noise levels
| informed Mr Lau of the date and time of the public information meeting.

3. Christopher Feduniw, 1591 Aria Ct, Livermore, CA 94550-6077.

Mr Feduniw noted that the portion of the multi-use trail is an easement through his property.

| informed Mr Feduniw of the date and time of the public information meeting.

We need to be prepared to answer a lot of questions on noise at the upcoming public meeting.
Regards

Tim

This e-mail and any attachments are confidential. If you receive this message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should
not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or copies.
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Responses to Comment |-53

I-53-1

The project corridor is directly adjacent to residential neighborhoods, and it is
acknowledged that some residents already experience traffic noise. See Master Response
NOI-1 for a discussion of the noise analysis for the project and the abatement measures
being considered.

Comment I-54 Tricia Lemler

mmmmmmm cuusonnm s i! .

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: [ricia _lemler Date: __| DMD 7
Affiliation (if applicable):
Address: 229 Bettmnd _ StyeeT I_ neomore. CA Cquq)

Comment/Question:

— Concerned  apout he ,ial’d'ﬁ | metering

1-54-1 / 3
onN \/61’ aal_'\"DS / Q4 \ﬂ“'rf/f"%f’('{ﬁm m‘ru 'q*%ﬂ !
s 2_“‘ Concornesd  dboud voise level Y sampuat

| _oF hafhe o0 Tombe| %4

_ 1_ !
~— (oncerned  aboud lef+ Nana, "'*"‘uTr;L & . el

2 -
1-54-3 f%m Contarvon, oo Teolel ¥ \fmmd_nt y

Lm of 6L@Nq, Coordliratioyd o “He “*"“";g’lfzc:fdecessaw 57

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment |-54

I-54-1

This comment has been forwarded to Caltrans Maintenance for consideration. See Master
Response TR-4 in regard to traffic signal timing for intersections in the project area.

1-54-2
The comment does not state whether the concerns are about existing noise and traffic or
future conditions with the project in place.

The project corridor is directly adjacent to residential neighborhoods, and it is
acknowledged that some residents already experience traffic noise. See Master Response
NOI-1 for a discussion of the noise analysis for the project and the abatement measures
being considered.

Widening the highway will add capacity to SR 84 and attract regional traffic currently
diverting to local streets, thereby improving local circulation and reducing congestion at
intersections (see Section 2.7.3 of the DED). Master Response TR-2 discusses regional
traffic improvements planned or under way in the project vicinity.

[-54-3

The signal timing at the SR 84/Concannon Boulevard intersection will be coordinated
with Caltrans and the City of Livermore. The City currently operates the signals at this
location.
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Based on input from the City of Pleasanton, no improvements are proposed for the left-
turn movement from Vineyard Avenue (west) to SR 84. The City has a policy of traffic-
calming measures on Vineyard Avenue, and providing additional storage and/or signal
time for this movement is not supported.

I-54-4

Levels of carbon monoxide and certain other pollutants are expected to increase slightly
with the project in place but would not exceed any standards established to protect human
health. See Master Response AIR-1 for further information.

1-54-5
The project’s effects on property values of nearby residences are discussed in Master
Response GEN-3.

[-54-6
See Master Response TR-1 in regard to truck restrictions on SR 84.
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Comment I-55 Shaw Li

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project |

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: SHA W L— Z Date: lﬁ /6 /3’“7

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: 680  NORANTG COURT , PLEGASANDN €A T4566

Comment/Question: _

I 2m afawb) concerned pbosA The enuvivonwest
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b ta
i—fir moré %rmatmn contact Bl‘petg Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

1-65-1

Responses to Comment |-55
[-55-1
The commenter’s concerns are noted.
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Adding capacity to SR 84 will attract regional traffic currently diverting to local streets,
thereby improving local circulation and reducing congestion at intersections (see Section
2.7.3 of the DED). Master Response TR-2 discusses regional traffic improvements
planned or under way in the project vicinity that, in combination with the proposed
project, will help to reduce regional congestion and accommodate planned growth.

Master Response NOI-1 discusses the issue of sound barriers and other potential noise
abatement measures. The project will include landscaping and a concrete median barrier,
as discussed in Master Responses VIS-1 and VIS-2.

See Section 2.14 and Master Response AIR-1 in regard to project-related air quality
changes. The speed limit on SR 84 will remain 50 mph in accordance with state law (see
Master Response TR-3).

Comment |-56 Noor Lodhi (1 of 3)

----- Forwarded by Jeff Zimmerman/Oakland/URSCorp on 10/18/2007 09:01 AM -----

Tim Lee/SanJose/URSCorp

10/16/2007 04:08 PM Te c.colwick@circl_epoint.com, !arigettafsmith@dot.ca.gov,
mbellows@envirotranssolutions.com, epang@dotca.gov,
issa_bouri@dot ca.gov,
cesar_p_san_buenaventura@dot.ca.gov,
nestor_perez@dot ca.gov, Jeff
Zimmerman/Qakland/URSCerp@URSCORP

cc Sean Charles/SanJose/URSCorp@URSCorp, Edujie
Anjorin/SanJose/URSCorp@URSComp
Subject SR 84 Expressway Widening Project - Public Comments

FY1 -1 have received three calls from residents on the east side of Route 84 between Concannon Blvd.
and Alden Lane.

1. Noor Lodhi, 1809 Vetta Drive, Livermore, CA 94350 (925) 858-0780.

Mr Lodhi is concerned about increased noige levels as a result of the project. He maintaing the

existing noise levels are an issue and he hears traffic from ingide his house.

i-56-1 I told him that properties in the area where he lives already have a soundwall adjacent to Route
84.

L Mr Lodhi maintains the soundwall does not shield his property from the noise.
He wants the road to be moved further away from hig home and a berm constructed where the
multi-use trail is currently located, with the trail relocated to the top of the berm.

Mr Lodhi indicated that a number of hig neighbors have similar concerns.
L_ Mr Lodhi requested an electronic copy of the noise report.
| informed Mr Lodhi that the DED was circulated yesterday and copies were available at Caltrans website.
| also informed Mr Lodhi of the date and time of the public information meeting.
Mr Lodhi indicated he would submit his written comments prior to the public information meeting

i-56-2

Responses to Comment I-56

I-56-1

The project corridor is directly adjacent to residential neighborhoods, and it is
acknowledged that some residents already experience traffic noise. The detailed technical
research conducted for the DED indicates that the project would increase future noise
levels from 1 to 6 dBA, although no State or Federal noise abatement criteria would be
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exceeded at any residences. As described in Master Response NOI-1, a soundwall was
considered in the one location where noise levels will approach the Federal noise
abatement threshold. The soundwall has been determined to be not reasonable and will
not be included in the project. Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used
throughout the project limits to reduce traffic noise. Other noise abatement measures will
be considered during the final project design phase.

I-56-2

Moving the roadway to the west would encroach into an active gravel-mining quarry,
which would affect the mining rights of the quarry operator and incur a significant added
cost to compensate the quarry operator for lost mineral resources. The added cost would
far exceed available funding for the project. Shifting the roadway westward would also
affect the future Chain of Lakes facility that Zone 7 will operate and maintain in the
current quarry area to provide water supply and flood control management for the region.

Constructing a berm where the multiuse trail is currently located and relocating the trail
to the top of the berm was investigated. Due to spatial constraints, only a 3-foot-high
berm would be feasible. A berm of this height would not provide any additional shielding
to the existing 6- to 8-foot-high soundwalls at this location.
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Comment I-57A  Noor Lodhi (2 of 3)

CALIFORNIA

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm

- 111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660 !
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: TNOOR— [ ODHY Date: ]0}%6/07'—

Affiliation (if applicable):
Address: |07 Vet Dy L1Y9—V(Yﬂmg_ Qi [uAks
Comment/Question: Eni ufﬂﬂﬂ o ep Uhe oG

Urdor  cpoed. Qiomt _phide T hink  sholdd
I-57A1- met be e e LOMPA L Ehw ha ~vesi o badt
o2, L ~oespmane~gl Se e Pu!—— in
Aocbyamia.  spiell . Qivnits Gads I guovnn User
dinver .V,ﬂfD slow  Jauwm

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L, Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment I-57A

I-57A-1

The speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law (see Master
Response TR-3). The suggestion to install electronic speed limit boards will be
considered during the final project design phase.
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Comment I-57B  Noor Lodhi (3 of 3)

e

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007 =

Route 84 Expressway Widening PrOJect
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be depcsite& in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

Callforma Department of Transportatlon (Caltrans) . [To view or obtain a copy of the
.Office of Environmental Analysis g - |'Environmental Document, visit -
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November

15, 2007.

Name: _INOOR. L OPHE Date: !O/gq/f)?

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: 18O Vet Dy - LWUN‘”WQ/ CAAIABD
_Comment/Question:j- Roaiewe  his CJU-UQ\OWJ(— il
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Frveihs T boligue Gt oy oYY ey bame poorly spont -
/ Please continue orback if necessary.
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L

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment I-57B

I-57B-1

The commenter’s opinion is noted. For a discussion of the DED’s assessment of the
project’s potential effects on noise and air quality, see Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-
1.

A detailed traffic study performed for the project showed that widening SR 84 between
Ruby Hill Drive and Jack London Boulevard, as well the improvements proposed for
Pigeon Pass Safety Project and 1-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project, would improve
future traffic operations over the No Build scenario (2030 conditions). Six lanes will be
provided on SR 84 from 1-580 to Stanley Boulevard, and four lanes will be provided
between Stanley Boulevard and south of Pigeon Pass, where SR 84 will conform to two
lanes. A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes to 1-680. A
copy of the traffic study is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning
Department.

See Master Response GEN-2 regarding the issue of having an environmental study and
noise study performed by an independent third party.

Caltrans normally does not design noise abatement for second stories. If, however, noise
abatement can be designed to provide a 5-decibel noise reduction for the second-floor
level and is within the allowable cost per benefited residence, it may be considered
reasonable, provided the noise barrier does not exceed the prescribed maximum height
(CaTNAP 2.8.1). In response to comments requesting more information about noise
levels at the second stories of residences on SR 84, noise measurements were collected to
determine whether additional soundwalls could feasibly and reasonably reduce exterior
second-story noise levels. Based on measurements taken at the heights of second-story
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residences adjacent to the roadway and soundwalls modeled for those locations,
additional soundwalls along SR 84 would provide limited effectiveness in reducing noise
at second-story levels. In general, noise reduction from the soundwalls would be less than
5 dBA and in most cases only 2 dBA to 3 dBA. Therefore, no additional locations were
identified for which soundwalls would provide feasible and reasonable noise abatement.

Traffic modeling based on counts from July 2007 show that although truck volumes
increase slightly over the No Build condition between 2007 and 2030, a significant
portion of these trucks are servicing the community, not transiting through the corridor.
The increase in overall traffic on SR 84 will result in slight increases in levels of carbon
monoxide and other pollutants, but the levels would not exceed any standards established
to protect human health (see Master Response AIR-1).

Landscaping will be included in the project (see Master Response VIS-1).
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Comment I-58 Paulette MacLaren

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

r ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT |

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or oi?t_uin a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdec. htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

NameM MQWV\ Date: “g 8{ OZ
Affiliation (if applicable): ?V\' ma_Rosvdence
Address: ___ [ TY vetle Dy , Livervinore Cil 94O

Comment/Question:

1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a
“ 1-58-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
best at Concannon & 84

2. 1 believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-58-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

1-58-3 3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
during construction, estimated for 2030!!! Please provide us some alternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
1-58-4 Ct, Cascita Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions. '

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
1-58-5 repiaced or replanted?

1-58-6 6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early momnings)

7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
1-58-7 homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao,  ACTIA at 510-267-6104

Responses to Comment |-58
[-58-1 through 1-58-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.
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Comment I-59 Anthony Maddalon

CALIFEORN 1A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007,

Name: hmﬁ\{ V\ NN\M’O | Date: \\ L “) L{ﬂ"
Affiliation (if applicable):
Address: (H { Mﬁmﬂl it ’ @LTMTUU AkVb

Comment/Question:

1-59-1

AAI MALON) ‘
\uwo aL &M \mﬂ\ Mu)v QA Wm\&gm
f Please continlle on back if necessary

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment I-59

1-59-1

The commenter’s concerns are noted. For a discussion of the project’s potential effects on
noise and air quality, see Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-1.

Rubberized asphalt pavement will be used throughout the project limits.

The speed limit will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law, as described in
Master Response TR-3.
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The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, but a
local agency may prohibit certain vehicles from using a highway or impose vehicle
weight restrictions on a roadway. See Master Response TR-1 for additional information.

1-59-2

A concrete median barrier is proposed for motorist safety, as discussed in Master
Response VIS-2. Aesthetic treatments (color, texture, and pattern) will be considered for
the barrier to make it more visually consistent with the surrounding area.

1-59-3

The lead agency for the project is Caltrans, in cooperation with ACTIA and the City of
Livermore. The project was not proposed or influenced by elected officials. SR 84 has
been an expressway since 1959, and its alignment along Isabel Avenue from Vallecitos
Road to 1-580 has been planned since 1960, as described in Master Response GEN-4. See
also the responses to Comments 1-59-1 and 1-59-2.

The concerns of Ruby Hill residents and other members of the community will be
considered in balancing the needs of the nearby community with long-term transportation
goals for the region.
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Comment 1-60 Amer Malik

&[(AIIFORNIA £

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis. -, Environimental Décument, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660 .

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment perlod Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: Aviea mAaL ke 4 ERs R ;5[}_5'0! 0"{
Affiliation (if applicable): '
Address: H CASCATA CDURT : leé@m oRE ; CA qtllgj-o

[ Comment/Question: N o, wey Cevconad olosul- T
whise b m‘\(%'&a prsted~ uedd M
ond odbedt "y~ g5 i bave. ” n Paa (T ¢

UUL. & Mw UU;'( bk hadke do lse&‘?ﬂ(

1-60-1 (SNSL Y&yn(‘{‘-j ,_‘_lm onA_ dM os 1S qu

pwsoq_d’ il T g hage el o T “u.,,,-g

DAMLR o
Tos  pvsie” will adaten V—bm*--% e mﬁs’bW"?\

)(T-«ﬁﬁ\c, m(lnndu T-S%0 ? [ Q; m%b(y—‘l—d X

(] Please continue on back if necessary.

‘ For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104,
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Responses to Comment I-60

1-60-1

Future traffic volumes on the widened SR 84 will result in increases in noise and certain
air pollutant levels, but none of the increases would exceed State or Federal standards.
Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-1 address project-related noise and air quality
changes, respectively. The project’s effects on property values of nearby residences are
discussed in Master Response GEN-3.

Separate projects are planned to improve congestion on 1-580 and 1-680 and are
anticipated to be constructed before the proposed project. See Master Response TR-2 for
a description of other regional traffic improvements.

Levels of carbon monoxide and other pollutants are expected to increase slightly with the
project but would not exceed any standards established to protect human health, as
discussed in Master Response AIR-1.

A detailed traffic study performed for the project showed that widening SR 84 between
Ruby Hill Drive and Jack London Boulevard, as well the improvements proposed for
Pigeon Pass Safety Project and 1-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project, would improve
future traffic operations over the No Build scenario (2030 conditions). Six lanes will be
provided on SR 84 from 1-580 to Stanley Boulevard, and four lanes will be provided
between Stanley Boulevard and south of Pigeon Pass, where SR 84 will conform to two
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lanes. A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes to 1-680. A
copy of the traffic study is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning
Department.

Comment 1-61 James and Linda Mansour

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmenta) Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

———
Name: & ues :,L_-l__m,A& M a o S'Eqdﬁ. Date: H/(//Q’)
7
Affiliation (if applicable): D_J l‘l":ﬂ

Address: S35 Rosse CA— >/etz£mﬂ%.~3 A ?(!’&Z,g

Com ment /Question:

Dea.a_, C@.ﬁﬁf’&ﬁ%

r}m Codcerned @Q@é&:@; - mLee
. jﬂﬁg‘ﬁ{f‘#‘“ 5
%_,;::P— LA.J_ qw‘r-n.e w:é% -

Lc.lu-u\mc a)rm.euﬂ 1T a fpecys W C,u#"r'en,‘f— A L;mg;:

16141 | Z4ao m,sa#zcmz# rrn mmmfa,;} | }gm:ﬁp,ﬁ—ﬁ}.{i.e
E:,udl}\ét caad fross Gud PL-QL‘“\L éo«ﬁmmrq z>:7 ‘J[L'u_ 4~F¥e Lok
ru : 3De::r-Cr rﬂ_ﬁﬁ
. %& ﬂA {]ﬁﬁ rieens gﬂﬂiéz @ Q é!«;:&[g? t@g\a‘mﬂr
Please continue on back i necessary.
For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment I-61
1-61-1
The planning background for the proposed project is described in Master Response GEN-4.

No residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that exceed the noise abatement
criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore no soundwalls along residential
areas were included in the project (see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation
included all potentially sensitive land uses along the corridor.
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A concrete median barrier rather than a landscaped median is proposed for motorist
safety, as discussed in Master Response VIS-2. Aesthetic treatments (color, texture, and
pattern) will be considered for the barrier to make it more visually consistent with the
surrounding area.

The speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law (see Master
Response TR-3).

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal. Despite the change in traffic volumes, carbon dioxide emissions are
expected to decrease even with the project in place, as discussed in Section 2.22.

The concerns of Ruby Hill residents and other members of the community will be taken
into account in the Department’s ultimate decision on how the project will be
implemented.
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Comment |-62 Ron and Staci Marchand
T S

LEALIE QRN A

Public Information Meeting -
'Tuesc_lay, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

[To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November

15, 2007. | x _
Namerjé,iﬂ@zytézwé Datey Aol O
Affiliation (if applicable): __ ' o kb i
Address: 448 (o bsnia &/ % S ),
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Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment 1-62

1-62-1

Noise measurements conducted for the project show that some residences adjacent to the
project corridor experience existing peak-hour noise levels of approximately 60 dBA, as
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shown in DED Table 2.15-3. The project is expected to increase noise levels in the study
area over the existing condition by 1 to 6 dBA, depending on location. However, no
residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that exceed the noise abatement criteria
for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in the project (see
Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all potentially sensitive land
uses along the corridor.

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal.

A concrete median barrier rather than a landscaped median is proposed for motorist
safety, as discussed in Master Response VIS-2. Aesthetic treatments (color, texture, and
pattern) will be considered for the barrier to make it more visually consistent with the
surrounding area.

The speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law (see Master
Response TR-3).
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Comment |-63 Jenifer and John Mcintyre

1-63-1

1-63-2

1-63-3

1-634

1-63-5

1-63-6

1-63-7

ACTIA LIVERMORE  CALTRANS

[ ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdoc.hitm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 84610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

Name: Jenifer and John Mcintyre  Date: November 9, 2007
Affiliation (if applicable):_Prima Homeowner.

Address: 1641 Vetta Dr., Livermore, CA 94550
Comment/Question:
1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Bivd, which is nota

residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
best at Concannon & 84. The fact of adding traffic to this area Is not very good planning.

2. 1 believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc .

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
during construction, estimated for 20301!1 Please provide us some alternatives. This
shows a lack of planning.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
Ct, Cascata Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
replaced or replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early morningg}

7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
homes as a resuit of the projected traffic increases?

For more Information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ~ ACTIA at 510-267-6104
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ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT ]

COMMENT CARD, Continued

1-63-8 8. Have you thought about making the route a passenger vehicle route only?

1-63-9 9. What thought has been put in for those that will lose value on their homes?

1-63-10 10. Has there been thought to enhance or give an allowance to enhance the sound proof
) windows to those who back up to the 84?

1-63-11 11. Has a full environmental impact study been performed?

1-63-13 13. Why not upgrade the 580, which was designed to handle this type of traffic?

1-63-12 12. What is the timetable for funding for this project?

14. What kind of sound reducing landscaping or allowance Is going to be provided to
1-63-14 those that back up to the 847

15. The impact of this highway seems to be under estimated and rushed. My thoughts

1-63-15 are that this was passed under the radar for a reason.

Responses to Comment |-63
[-63-1 through 1-63-15
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-15.
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Comment |-64 Peter and Diana Mcintyre

" CALIFORNTA

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: m r Q&M ‘ﬂfaﬁfng/ Date: Mp?/ﬁ'7-

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: ,47’” VMJ’ M ﬂ}gm‘nﬂﬁﬁ t:,ﬁ ﬁffé@é’ '

Please continue on back if i‘!.cess_ary.
d)anamei ) comeast: nEY

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment |-64

1-64-1

The proposed project would include a 22-foot median with a concrete safety barrier from
north of Vallecitos Road to Jack London Boulevard except at intersections.
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No residences along the project limits would have noise levels that exceed the noise
abatement criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in
the project (see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all potentially
sensitive land uses along the corridor.

The need for additional landscaping to screen residences from headlight glare will be
evaluated during development of the landscaping plan in the final project design phase.

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1).
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Comment I-65 Linda McKinstiry

Gftrans

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the .comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: _LL!LCEé\‘ T MC: KIQS‘H\L&’_/ Date: /0/50/3) ¥
Affiliation (if applicable): @,(LJJ{A ‘L<(4 ‘Kﬂg\ Q‘—Q—m )&‘
Address: _ S £ W i \ﬁdgl_ CY/(W_'Z(‘ - C‘?aa&)‘{éa?~893 =]

Comment/Question:

I-BE

% bherized \ogpmen ¥
P TTa—

I-65

S

IUIIPC/_I I \—\}I

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment I-65

[-65-1

Use of these signs will be considered during the final project design phase and, if
approved by Caltrans, will be incorporated into the project.
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1-65-2
Rubberized asphalt pavement will be used throughout the project limits.

1-65-3
Master Response VIS-1 discusses landscaping in the project area.

Comment |-66 Robin McLaughlin

/
|

ACALIEORK 1A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Pro;ect

'COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs,htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

ae: ___Kobun McLaugilin  owe:_1/y3/07
Affiliation (if applicable): | |
Address: 4/57‘;7 ( ﬂmffj’.f/'f féi/g/d?[f ﬁtffﬂ%ﬂ?ﬁ?ﬁ; ¢ 7 74506 |
Comment/Questlon ‘
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o ineisasy 'l J""
For more infotmation, cofitact rzgetta Smlth Cag:—ansa 510) 282 5820{ d'f v ﬁ(p

Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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}?LL(?Z//f?// Wdﬁgﬁzﬂ% Mffﬁ’jﬁ /Mz f zéﬁmgﬁfé/}

1-66-1
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Responses to Comment |-66

1-66-1

No residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that exceed the noise abatement
criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in the project
(see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all potentially sensitive land
uses along the corridor. Because the future noise levels with the project are not predicted
to exceed the Federal criteria for noise abatement at any location along the project route,
soundwalls were not included in the project or considered further in the evaluation.

The speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph in accordance with State law (see Master
Response TR-3).

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). A concrete median barrier rather than a
landscaped median is proposed for motorist safety, as discussed in Master Response VIS-
2. Aesthetic treatments (color, texture, and pattern) will be considered for the barrier to
make it more visually consistent with the surrounding area.

As stated above, the project will include landscaping.
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Comment I-67 Debra Mitchell

Eftrans

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) -
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Qakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs. htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November

15, 2067.
Namerwu@%}h/{' Date: %W /

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: 550 (./{/\Ml’/'m"? f/ﬁ = L’ﬁ/{ﬁg@’}’l%ﬁ?ﬂ

Comment/Question:
- Kowle 8Y Wicloining -
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[L,L.,LM Vﬂ&ﬂ%ﬁﬂ e bm}% # Uy hm IM.‘E?SE contintre on|fack if necéssary!

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment I-67

1-67-1

The comment is noted. Because no residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that
exceed the Federal criteria for noise abatement, soundwalls were not included in the
project. For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master
Response VIS-2. The speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph in accordance with
State law (see Master Response TR-3).
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Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal.

Comment |-68 Gary Moore

LIVERV@®RE &

CALIFORNIA [infira

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007

Name: g%}?x‘? MC)M ; Date:
Affiliation (if applicable): ) |
Address: G)ﬁ (@6@’?”76/5 4

Comment/Question: WC) TM(’%J) nJ

1-68-1

L~ etk PHo— -

Please continue on back if necessary.

" For more information, contact Brigetta.Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-\5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104,
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Responses to Comment |-68
1-68-1
See Master Response TR-1 regarding truck restrictions on SR-84.

Comment 1-69 Dr. Annemarie Neal

L CALIFORK1A

Public Information Meeting
“Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
| - COMMENT CARD s 5

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: _Dr. Quewerance N eod Date: b ki
Affiliation (ifapplicéble): Rubg Wt Kicide, S
Address: 45/ M‘u“” PJ"‘“’; f'!'f‘tgfuﬂﬁm_ CA SASLL
Comment/Question: #7 /s cn /. pleey disoppombrent drnt
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Please continue on back if necessary,

1-69-1

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment [-69
1-69-1
The issue of property devaluation is discussed in Master Response GEN-3.

No residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that exceed the Federal noise
abatement criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in
the project (see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all potentially
sensitive land uses along the corridor.
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For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master Response
VIS-2. As described in Master Response TR-3, the speed limit on SR 84 will remain at
50 mph in accordance with State law.

The project will include landscaping (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of
landscaping along the roadway could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from
vehicles, although the reduction is likely minimal.

The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, but a
local agency may prohibit certain vehicles from using a highway or impose vehicle
weight restrictions on a roadway. See Master Response TR-1 for additional information.
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Comment I-70 Barbara Nowaczyk

1-70-1

1-70-2

1-70-3

1-70-4

1-70-6

1-70-6

1-70-7

1-70-8

1-70-9

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

] _ ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or abtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Dacument, visit;
Atin: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15, 2007
Name: Barbara Nowaczyk  Date November 8, 2007

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: 1576 Prima Drive, Livermore CA 94550

Comment/Question:
B 1. Why can'’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a residential
area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is best at Concannon & 84

2. | believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path along 84 to
provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for community bikers,
joagers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path during
construction, estimated for 2030!!! Please provide us some alternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria Ct,
Cascita Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be replaced or
replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to minimize
delays on Concannon. {e.g. - early mornings)

7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our homes as a
result of the projected traffic increases?

8. Are there any plans to construct sound barrier walls?

9. How can residents gain access to the studies used to justify the decisions made to date for this

project?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smih, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ACTIA at 510-267-6104

Responses to Comment |-70
[-70-1 through 1-70-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project 1-279



Appendix | Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

I-70-8

A soundwall was considered for one location, as described in Master Response NOI-1,
but no residences would have noise levels that require consideration of soundwalls.

1-70-9

The DED and supporting technical reports are available for review at the City of
Livermore Planning Department.

Comment I-71 Adrian Palma

1-711

L EALVEORK A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: /4/9/2/7/"\—/\/ ’&AQL'M Date: [/’(/‘0‘7

Affiliation (if applicable):
nadiesne LRSS CED il /aLCT)‘:’rd/MM (AT THTEG
Comment/Question: fﬁﬂt"ﬁ g‘/ eI OEV I & )

(D There shocld br o EOA@wlt oriide,, 4
e M/o?_énéo—r/cmcﬁ Sonel Go Lrers /—m’mﬁw
’ﬂé{mqééﬁﬁcﬂf - J[M_M }M‘k"—”;ﬁmﬁd
c:kw%dﬂdm w/fﬁuo_ 75%4.4/{&0%; Mc::—
9,0/ 16" on ﬁ‘of‘?“’“/ /?nm@mm? aﬁﬂuf/"’“'

B feduer < peeod jimr e 0 = 52 o o

o A,{,&a AAgloth ﬁe M ce E,_.u.ﬂ/

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brlgetta Srmth Ca]trans at [510} 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment |-71

I-71-1

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master Response
VIS-2. As described in Master Response TR-3, the speed limit on SR 84 will remain at
50 mph in accordance with State law.

No residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that exceed the noise abatement
criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in the project
(see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all potentially sensitive land
uses along the corridor.

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal.
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Comment |-72 Pam Precizo

1-72-1

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007. ;

Name:/%, &a%,g Date:
Affiliation (if applicable): :
Address: 7?"/ /’W P A T S

Comment/Question:

Please continue on back if necessary.

r more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao; ACTIA-at (510) 267-6104.

o M/My@mg -4

Responses to Comment I-72

I-72-1

The project would remove 26 native oak trees to accommodate roadway widening in the
southern project limits and replant 58 oaks to replace them.
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It is assumed that the light mentioned in the comment refers to the traffic signals and
intersection lighting that would be moved to the edge of the widened roadway. Note that
only one soundwall was considered as part of the project. The soundwall has been
determined to be not reasonable and will not be included in the project.

Graffiti control measures will be incorporated into the project design. These measures
could include rough texturing of concrete surfaces, staining or coloring of surfaces, and
planting of vines adjacent to walls.

The concerns of residents in the project vicinity and other members of the community
will be taken into account in the Department’s ultimate decision on how the project will
be implemented.
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Comment |-73 V|dya Rangacharl

1-73-1

1-73-2

1-73-3

1-734

No :mber 12::1 2007 A L S
Cahforma Departmem of Transponauan (Ca}l:rans
Office-of Environmental Analysis, . .. nirios

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental l’lmmer,
111 GmndAvenuemel POBox 23660, Oaklaml, CA 94610

oh e LT SORIRAAGA DY LAV UGS Branine

Deaer Pang,l -
Ref: Route 84 Expressway Wldemng Project

I am a Pleasanton resident and concerned Mother who lives on the border of Livermore and
Pleasanton and my husband and I wish to neglstaer our opposntmn to the pmposed Route 84
Expressway Wldenmg Pl‘ﬂ_li!t't )

‘We have seen and completely read the Environmental Impact docoment, We are very concerned ahout
the expansion and have a special concern about the quality of the supporl:mg data that
justifies the Expressway expansion. We are concerned about: -
Use of a Caltrans sponsored study without a countering independent study
" "Use of collected data to justify the expansion rather than a objective study
Effect of increased pollution on our children and their backyard play elmmnment
Limited Increased Air quality and Noise, with study projections that need more data and
analysis
" Non comprehensive data on Noise measarement that is then used to support the expansion
-, Lack of more detailed analysis of Route Alternatives
More comprehensive chues: for and Respnnse to concerns of directly affected residents
"-"-'W]l(l [I\‘B'}llﬂl!g Nr 5 64

Furlhernmre, thereiis no:discussion or study of

. -:mReduction or elimination of big truck traffic and nofse as with the 580 freeway
Effect of projected truck traffic and Diesel fuel fumes on health

“‘Machined/ground asphalt for reduced noise
Established Funding for a longer Sound wall along the residential side, there is only a
“possible funding”
Reduced speed areas to reduce noise, speed and pollution concerns
Study and discussion of how speed will be regulated to being within the 55mph limit
More signaled intersections to reduce noise, speed and pollution concerns
Proposal for Speed Menitoring devices
Proposal for painted speed warnings on the road

More data needs to be collected along the streets, yards and homes of directly
affected residents, those whose homes line the proposed extension and to be followed
by more comprehensive models and analysis.

We together request that a new Second Environmental Study be conducted by an
independent third party not associated with Caltrans with more comprehensive analysis of
alternatives, projections based upon the new data on the quality of life along the expansion
route, with more direct data relating to the residents impacted

e

590 Trcbbiano Place, Pleasanton, CA 94566
(510) 713-1201 '

Responses to Comment 1-73

I-73-1

Under CEQA and NEPA, the public agency proposing an action that would result in
direct or indirect physical change is responsible for the CEQA/NEPA process, including
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research and preparation of the required environmental documents. See Master Response
GEN-2 for additional discussion.

The comment does not specify which data are being questioned with regard to justifying
the project. The technical studies and DED were prepared in accordance with CEQA and
NEPA requirements and under the same process that would apply to any other proposed

project by a public agency.

The increase in overall traffic on SR 84 will result in slight increases in levels of carbon
monoxide and other pollutants, but the levels would not exceed any standards established
to protect human health (see Master Response AIR-1).

The comment does not clarify how projections for air quality and noise need more data
and analysis. The analyses of air quality and noise impacts were conducted in accordance
with State and Federal standards and CEQA and NEPA requirements. The findings
summarized in the DED are based on the detailed technical reports prepared for the
project (Air Quality Analysis, Baseline Environmental Consulting 2008, and Noise Study
Report, Wilson, lhrig and Associates 2007), which are available for public inspection at
the City of Livermore Planning Department.

See Master Response GEN-1 about the DED’s analysis of alternatives.

The Department has sought public involvement on the project since July 2005, as
described in Master Response GEN-4. All comments received on the DED were carefully
read and addressed, and are printed in the FED along with the Department’s responses.

I-73-2

The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, but a
local agency may prohibit certain vehicles from using a highway or impose vehicle
weight restrictions on a roadway. See Master Response TR-1 for additional information.

In response to comments that requested specific information about changes in truck
traffic, additional data were gathered to test the modeling and projections used in the
traffic studies. These data are summarized in Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3. The data show
that, with the project, the truck volumes would increase slightly over the No Project
condition in the year 2030. The total increase ranges from 100 to 175 trucks per day,
depending on the roadway segment. The additional data on future truck volumes do not
change the conclusion that no significant effects would result from project
implementation. The issue of diesel exhaust is discussed in Master Response AIR-1.
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The use of “quiet pavement” materials is discussed in Section 2.15.4. No residences
would have noise levels that require consideration of additional soundwalls; therefore
funding for residential soundwalls is not addressed.

As described in Master Response TR-3, the speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph
in accordance with State law. Options for monitoring and enforcing speed will be
considered during the final project design phase.

All intersections along this segment are and will continue to be signalized. No plans exist
for additional intersections on this segment of SR 84.

I-73-3
Additional noise data were collected in response to public comments. The findings are
discussed in Master Response GEN-2.

[-73-4

As stated above, Master Responses GEN-1 and GEN-2 discuss the range of alternatives
analyzed and why Caltrans, rather than an independent third party, is responsible for
environmental review of the project.
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Comment I-74A  Morris Reinisch (1 of 3)

By

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) _To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www .dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: ‘PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610
Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007,
Name: Horses /46:’"4”-50‘5/ Date: /Ol/lﬂ/o =~
Affiliation (if appiicable):
Address: Sl T AABonird et
Comment/Question: _—7 Zertedo coTa ot —PHGL <X corteo s
Lannion o Zritraloct D LR partrl 2o o2 elaiieSlon .
%‘/ .4?@, /oo —=x /WMW
i M AZ/@M Al ks cn cteea
e /Zr?Zo % Y R
28 O B et _%Z 2 W_A
P

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L, Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104,

Responses to Comment [-74A

I-74A-1

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master Response
VIS-2. The speed limit will remain at 50 mph in accordance with State law, as described
in Master Response TR-3.
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Comment I-74B  Morris Reinisch (2 of 3)

3

“Public: Information Meetlng o
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening PrOJect

'COMMENT CARD

Cpn_'_\rpe__nt sheets may be deposited in the_'comment bpx tamgtlt pr ma'!_lé'd‘tp:"""‘_ .

California Department of Transportatloln (Ca itra ns) To view or obtain a eopy of the
Officé of Environmental‘Analysis .~ | ‘Environsnenital Doclment, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www,dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs, htm
111 Grand-Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660 -, o~ ", = ¢ =3 fws TN eSS

Oakland, CA 94610

Rl & S S SR e oo ey

. Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, Noyember

15, 2007.

Name: _éL&A/_S." //KQE/}//‘.SQV A e /()/3@/‘@7
'_.:Afﬁllatlon (lf applzcable} /‘Qz«;y% /%,f- DOaEl T D

Address NS A BRI i NS

Comment/Questlcm A/c_':ma- -fE's;x/M T M.s dM" P Gfé’atw

- ooy égf-._ﬁ MW‘%.’%’ C Ao P Cow ‘7%/.5737344/

o : okt S O e SayeS ne

LTAB- T Sape ©F T SKEET HS G eniissl. Sonid L ppae,
Scves” zﬂcb’;}"uﬁe 14/&9&55 5&&,«?72 A ,4’44. MM
A pckE eoRine Tesy S.oévm B coipiiri o

HeRs fies 4o Sci” //44 mz,y oX THE GUER” //ae@m
Spos of 7‘5’3‘ ‘:’ﬂ?;(a-e-?‘ 52:2:,;/ s é's/;{éas' waéﬂg
w@@ .e;w-(/c:ﬁz mma/ Fos5catr- g/ [opBaz D

. ) P!gase continue on baCk if necessary.

For more mformatlon, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286- 5820 or
: Arthur L. Pao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104. .
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Responses to Comment I-74B

I-74B-1

All homes in the Ruby Hill development receive some degree of noise protection from
the berm between the development and SR 84. Although 463 Cabonia Court may receive
the most protection of all of the houses on that street, it is unlikely that other nearby
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homes would have substantially higher noise levels. As shown in Table 2.15-3, the
measured noise level at 463 Cabonia Court is 51 dBA for existing conditions and would
increase to 56 dBA with the project in year 2030. For the commenter’s home to have
noise levels that would require consideration of soundwalls or other noise abatement, the
future noise level would have to be 10 dBA higher than at 463 Cabonia Court. The
project is not expected to result in a noise level difference of this size.

A detailed noise study for the project was conducted in compliance with State and
Federal guidelines. A copy of the report is available for reviewing at the City of
Livermore offices (contact Mike Mikasa). The noise measurement locations used for the
project represent a range of horizontal and vertical distances from SR 84. The noise
model is 3D and accounts for horizontal and vertical parameters.

Provision of new soundwalls (in addition to the significant noise berm that is already in
place) at this location and others along the project limits were considered and found to
not be warranted. It is important to note that the significance determination for noise
impacts is based on specific numeric thresholds set by State and Federal law for highway
projects. As stated in Section 2.15.1.2, a noise impact occurs when the future noise level
with the project either increases by 12 dBA or more, or approaches (that is, comes within
1 dBA) or exceeds the noise abatement criteria, which is 67 dBA for residences. Neither
the detailed noise analysis for the project (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates, April 2007) nor
the additional noise data collected in response to public comments indicate that the
project would exceed State or Federal noise abatement criteria.

The increase in overall traffic on SR 84 will result in slight increases in levels of carbon
monoxide and other pollutants, but the levels would not exceed any standards established
to protect human health (see Master Response AIR-1). In response to comments that
requested specific information about changes in truck traffic, additional data were
gathered to test the modeling and projections used in the traffic studies. These data are
summarized in Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3. The data show that, with the project, the
truck volumes would increase slightly over the No Project condition in the year 2030.
The total increase ranges from 100 to 175 trucks per day, depending on the roadway
segment. The additional data on future truck volumes do not change the conclusion that
no significant air quality effects would result from project implementation.

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
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could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal.

Comment |-75 Mary Rizzo

T | Oct- 15-07
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1-75-1

Responses to Comment |-75

I-75-1

The addition of two lanes between Ruby Hill Drive and Stanley Boulevard and four lanes
between Stanley Boulevard and Jack London Boulevard will enable motorists to pass
slower-moving vehicles. In general, slower-moving vehicles will use the right lane but
may use the left lane if they need to pass even slower-moving or stopped vehicles.
Imposing lane use restrictions requires a separate process and cannot be enforced unless
justification can be demonstrated.
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Comment I-76 Debra Rood

Mr. Ed Pang November 13, 2007
Senior Environmental Planner

Office of environmental Analysis

California Dept of Transportation

111 Grand Avenue

Oakland, Ca 94610

Re: District 4, EA 297600
Widening Route 84 Project

Dear Mr. Pang,

I am enclosing comment cards from just a few of the concerned residents of Livermore.
While many of the questions appear similar, they are not.

We would appreciate that each card is reviewed in detail and that all cumulative
questions are responded to, as you mentioned in our meeting on Oct 30,

I personally reviewed the documents and the 200+ pages to be overwhelming.
Therefore, if the answer to a question or comment is contained in your assessment,
please reference us to the page where our answer may be found, rather than informing
us it was covered. We are not experts in this arena.

1-76-1

Personally, I am concerned that the community was given little advance notice of the
meeting and a very short window to respond. Clearly this project has adverse impact to
1-76-2 air quality and noise levels and was assessed at a time when there were no homes in
this area. Without further exploration to increase sounds walls and plantings or prohibit
truck use, the Livermore Wine country will become one large intersection.

Proposition B, referenced on Oct 30, only asked voters to approve I-880/1-580/1-680/1-
238/Route 84/Route 92 Improvements. I would like further understanding as to who
1-76-3 defined these “improvements” and why the root of the problem, 580/680 interchange, is
not being addressed. My specific comments and questions are enclosed on my comment
card.

Respectfully,

Sie Pk

Debra Rood

Responses to Comment I-76

[-76-1

Where appropriate, page numbers in the DED are referenced in the responses to public
comments.

I-76-2
A public notice announcing the availability of the DED and the October 30, 2007, public
meeting was distributed two weeks before the meeting to more than 8,500 property
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owners, elected officials, city staff, special interest organizations, libraries, and
neighborhood groups. An advertisement announcing the availability of the DED and the
public meeting was placed in the Livermore Independent (10/18), Tri-Valley Herald
(10/15), Pleasanton Weekly (10/19), and Valley Times (10/15). Project information was
also posted on the Caltrans and Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority
(ACTIA) websites. In addition, the public comment period was extended by 45 days to
December 28, 2007.

It should be noted that environmental review for the project began in 2005, and additional
traffic and noise data were collected in late 2007 as a result of public comments. The
environmental analyses considered the existing level of development in the project area.
The additional data collected did not change the conclusions of the DED.

I-76-3

The projects included in the Expenditure Plans funded by the 1986 Measure B sales tax
program and the 2000 extension were developed in partnership with ACCMA, ACTIA,
and Caltrans. Other projects are planned or under way to improve 1-580, 1-680, and the I-
580/1-680 interchange, as described in Master Response TR-2.
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Comment I-77 Peter and Debbie Rood

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Qakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

Name: Peter & Debbie Rood Date:_November 12, 2007
Affiliation (if applicable):__Prima Development

Address: _1633 Cascina Crt., Livermore, CA
94550

Comment/Question:

1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a

1-77-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
best at Concannon & 84
2. | believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-77-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc
1-77-3 3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
i during construction, estimated for 2030!!! Please provide us some alternatives.
4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
I-77-4 Ct, Cascita Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.
5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
I-77-5 replaced or replanted?
6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
I-77-6 minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)
1-77-7 7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
=l homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?
For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ACTIA at 510-267-6104
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I-77-8

I-77-9

I-77-10

1-77-11

1-77-12

I-77-13

ACTIA ~ LIVERMORE CALTRANS

[ ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT ]

COMMENT CARD, Continued

8. What can be done to restrict tractor trailers on 84?7 My request is identical to the
restriction imposed on 580 between 238 junction and bay bridge approach unless there
is a major accident.

9. What will be done to help homeowners get out of the Prima development onto
Concannon and down to 84 during morning rush hour? It takes 20 minutes or longer to
reach Isabel & 84 today with the current level of traffic and stop lights. This traffic issue
starts as early as 6:30am.

10. What coordination is taking place with BART on an extension to Livermore and other
communities on the other side of the Altamont pass in future years? What coordination
is taking place with ACE train management? Continuing to focus on band aid fixes to
commute problems versus an increase in public transportation that helps more
commuters get to their final destinations is imperative for the long term.

11. The impact of this highway seems to be under estimated and rushed. My thoughts
are that this was passed under the radar for a reason.

12. Why not upgrade the 580, which was designed to handle this type of traffic?

13. Has a full environmental impact study been performed? There are many more
homes along Isabel since the original vote of funding to improve 84. These homes were
also built after the trade between the city of Livermore and the state for the Livermore
downtown improvement project.

Responses to Comment |-77
[-77-1 through I-77-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.

|-77-8

For details about restricting trucks on SR 84, see Master Response TR-1.

I-77-9

Access from the Prima development onto Concannon Boulevard is outside of the limits
of the proposed project. This comment was referred to the City of Livermore.

1-77-10

Several public transit programs are planned for the area. The future BART extension to
Livermore proposes a station at the 1-580/Isabel Avenue interchange. The interchange

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project
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project will be constructed in advance of the BART extension to Livermore, which is not
currently funded.

The ACE service crosses SR 84 just north of Stanley Boulevard. No plans currently exist
for additional ACE stations in the project area. The Livermore ACE station is located at
2418 Railroad Avenue, Livermore, CA 94550.

Transit projects are funded by separate sources, and neither the transit projects nor the
funding would be affected by the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project.

I-77-11
See the response to Comment 1-07-15.

[-77-12
See the response to Comment 1-07-13.

1-77-13

The technical studies and Initial Study/Environmental Assessment were prepared in
accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements. It is important to note that the same
technical studies must be prepared whether the ultimate environmental document is an
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). Preparing an EIS/EIR would not
change the content or nature of any of the technical studies, as discussed further in Master
Response GEN-2.

The diversion of SR 84 from downtown Livermore took place in 2003, and
environmental studies for the proposed project began in 2005. Additional data about
noise and truck traffic were collected in 2007 as a result of public comments. Therefore,
the analysis accounts for conditions along the current SR 84 alignment.
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Comment |-78 Keith Rothenberg

From: Keith Rothenberg [mailtokroth@jps.net]

Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2007 1:20 PM

To: mbellows@envirotranssolutions.com

Subject: Comment: Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

Michele,

I enjoyed meeting vou last week at the Route 84 Expressway Widening Project public meeting. As discussed at the
meeting, I had submitted a comment after the meeting in 2005 requesting that the dip in the soil berm along R oute
84 behind Ida Holm Park be filled to the same level as the rest of the berm to the North to reduce noise from
vehicles passing by on route 84. We can easily see the upper portions of larger vehicles and suspect the noise would
be reduced if the berm did not have the dip.

I-78-1
In the attached photo taken from Ida Holm Park looking West, you can see the berm sloping down on the right and a
truck driving on Route 84 through the gap in the berm (in line with the power pole).

I was disappointed that nobody at the meeting last week could tell me what happened to the comment I submitted in
20035 and trust that this time will be different.

Keith Rothenberg
23 Diamond Drive

Livermore, CA 94550

IME53524.JPG

Responses to Comment |-78

[-78-1

The project proposes to fill in the dip in the berm. Modifications to the equestrian trail
will also be needed to provide a traversable path over the regraded berm.
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Comment I-79 Jesse and Cynthia Sanchez

CALIFORN1A

j Public Information Meeting
| Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

" COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: _J Esse £ Oirna SAnlCrez. Date: “,T'ID?
Affiliation (ifapplicéble): ~ Ruery thee Resioenr

Address: ST MONTXA . Puepsanmon CA UToe
Comment/Question: __1thS WICEN WS FROTJECT A<
M TO QU (upU T ©OF
LFe. ouR Cricoeed U Re DEpRuon OF
i THe BeputY, Cleamitngss £ "RRTY © OF
THE LANDSCARE TH Cueesnmid Bt Wik
TS WDENNG BoTeer Comes AR 2 Nose
PoLuTion wiu_ Cepaneate ue Houes € sue
[ GOz .

1-79-2 |_ = Tlﬁg oELNG & U\i‘a/fm-,ﬁg e

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Cont.
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@ No concreTe BAteisrs/ pugses & —

PRoiiDE A MENFN CoNTNING TREES 2
s g _, i o

1-79-3

(%) Repuce seeed Limm TO 40w INsenn
oF SDwmeu.
(x) Provioe Enoues LANDSAANG TO Repucs

NOKE LEEL 2 TO Heud PP Toe

%ODmOMDrL, CAtesDN. MENOYCE.-

¥ = s Nevmmas, W Bousye Tedr TE
Mo COMMAR, AN NECEESARY . ]
¥ TS Breorngon WL IMPeokE Resxania CONNEETIOY
__Borween 0% LS50 Bur T wwe NOT IMELYE- Lock

— —

Responses to Comment 1-79
1-79-1
These issues are addressed in Master Response GEN-5.

1-79-2
No residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that exceed the noise abatement
criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in the project

SR 84
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(see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all potentially sensitive land
uses along the corridor.

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master Response
VIS-2. As described in Master Response TR-3, the speed limit on SR 84 will remain at
50 mph in accordance with State law.

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.

1-79-3

The project’s stated purpose and need includes improving local traffic congestion by
attracting regional traffic from local streets. As discussed in Section 2.7.3, the project
would improve future traffic operations at most intersections in the project limits,
benefiting local traffic.

1-79-4

The project is intended to help improve traffic on both a local and regional level, as stated
in the previous response. Traffic modeling for year 2030 conditions indicates that the
project would not substantially increase the number of vehicles on SR 84 coming from or
headed to the Central Valley via the Altamont Pass. Therefore, the project is not expected
to encourage growth in the Central Valley. See the response to Comment B-04-10 for
further discussion.
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Comment I-80 Domingo and Elsie Say (1 of 5)

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www .dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007,

Name: DOwiuGo 4 ELSILE 5/4}5? Date: /9‘{/ 3027
Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: 278 PRATD w/ate , LivsRmope | Ca. Jssuu
Comment/Question;_Coiceale z e  dececee & )
'-/ %M Gt i E«MW—LM_A
MM?. Gt oo d ARt o Tl bigir
fotgen Lo 5 @ Mﬂf shosnta al™ e ol il
23 Loakl L (o ; /Mu Ty
M,&;& b a m.«x-é cﬂ»&-«c—-"— .

Please continue on back if necessary.

1-80-1

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104,

i
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Responses to Comment |-80

1-80-1

See Master Response ClI-1 regarding the consolidated quarry access.

The comment does not state which sound barrier is perceived to be inadequate. A new
soundwall was considered for one location, as described in Master Response NOI-1, but
no residences would have noise levels that require consideration of additional noise

abatement.

Comment |-81 Elsie and Domingo Say (2 of 5)

1-81-1

1-81-2

Department of Transportation November 9, 2007
District 4, Attn: Ed Pang
P. O. Box 23660

"Qakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Sir;

In reference to the State Route 84 Expressway Widening Project. Here are our comments and
suggestions:

1,

To abate the impact on noise level into our community, enhancement of the existing wall on
Prima community, such as additional height and planting of trees, shrubs, or vines should be
considered.

Consolidation of private (quarry) driveways accesses on the west of the Isabel with exit at
Concannon will add noise, dust (from unpaved secondary roads) and diesel fuel tail pipe
emission. Furthermore, it encouraged the vehicles from the quarry to use Concannon more
often. Suggest that the consolidated access exit be relocated further north of Concannon,
maybe closer to Stanley/Isabel interchange where there are more open space and nof to close
to the residential community.

Is there any plan to landscape the safety median strip between lanes going N-S? To maintain
current visual serenity and tranquility in the area, suggest that landscaping such as trees,
shrubs or vines on the median strip (like the one on Concannon) should be considered.

What is the benefit to do this SR84 widening project now, while the completion of
SR84/580 & SR84/680 interchange projects is still years away. This would surely cause
stagnant traffic and more tailpipe emissions contributing to the deterioration of living
standard and health hazard.

We look forward to your response and thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on

this project.

/o
Elsie mingo Sa;?/
273 Prato way

Livermore, CA 94550
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Responses to Comment [-81

1-81-1

No residences along the project limits would have noise levels that exceed the noise
abatement criteria (see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all
potentially sensitive land uses along the corridor. Because the future noise levels with
the project are not predicted to exceed the Federal criteria for noise abatement at any
residences along the project route, no enhancement of existing soundwalls is required.

See Master Response ClI-1 regarding the consolidated quarry access.

A landscaped median is not feasible because of inadequate median width and safety risks
to motorists and maintenance workers. See Master Response VIS-2.

1-81-2

The 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange Project and Pigeon Pass Safety Project would be
completed before the proposed project. A future project is planned to complete widening
of SR 84 to four lanes to 1-680.

A detailed traffic study performed for the project showed that widening SR 84 between
Ruby Hill Drive and Jack London Boulevard, as well the improvements proposed for
Pigeon Pass Safety Project and 1-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project, would improve
traffic operations over the No Build scenario.
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Comment |-82 Domingo and Elsie Say (3 of 5)

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.govidistd/envdoc. htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660:
Qakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

Name: Domingo & Elsie Say  Date: November 9, 2007
Affiliation (if applicable).

Address: 273 Prato way, Livermore, CA 94550
Comment/Question: i3

1. Why can't you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a
residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is

1-82-1 best at Concannon & 84. The fact of adding traffic to this area is not very good planning.

2. 1 believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-82-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives'to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
1-82.3 during construction, estimated for 2020111 Please provide us some alternatives. This
shows a lack of planning.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
1-824 Ct, Cascata Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
1-82-5 replaced or replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
1-82-6 minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)

7. What can.be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
1-82-7 homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

For more infﬂrrﬁatl'on. contact Brigetta Sl;l'lith. Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ACTIA at 510-267-6104
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1-82-8

1-82-9

1-82-10

1-82-11
1-82-12

1-82-13

1-82-14

1-82-15

1-82-16

1-82-17

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

I ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD, Continued

8. Have you thought about making the route a passenger vehicle route only?

9. What thought has been put in for those that will lose value on their homes?

10.

Has there been thought to enhance or give an allowance to enhance the sound proof
windows to those who back up to the 847

11.

Has a full environmenté! impact study been performed?

12.

What is the timetable for funding for this project?

13.

Why not upgrade the 580, which was designed to handle this type of traffic?

14.
tho:

What kind of sound reducing landscaping or allowance is going to be provided to

se that back up to the 847

16.

The impact of this highway seems to be under estimated and rushed. My thoughts

are that this was passed under the radar for a reason.

16.

Why not set the top priority to upgrade the 580/680 interchange.

17. Stoneridge Dr. extension to Jack London will benefit tri-valley traffic circulation, what
is the current status?

Responses to Comment [-82
[-82-1 through 1-82-15
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-15.

1-82-16

See Master Response TR-2 in regard to the 1-580/1-680 interchange and other regional
traffic improvements.

1-82-17

The Jack London Boulevard extension is currently being designed under the El Charro
Specific Plan development. Jack London Boulevard will be extended from its existing
terminus south of the Livermore Airport to ElI Charro Road. The first phase of the Jack
London Boulevard extension will consist of a two-lane extension to El Charro Road,

where Stoneridge Drive is planned to extend into Pleasanton. Construction of the Jack
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London Boulevard extension is scheduled to begin in fall 2008 for completion a year
later.

Comment I-83 Domingo Say (4 of 5)
November 12, 2007

. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner
111 Grand Avenue
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Dear Mr. Pang,

Subject: Request for new Environmental Report on Rout 84 Expressway Widening
Project by an independent third party.

I am a Livermore resident and concerned parent who lives on the southwest corner of
Livermore (Prima Subdivision), and [ wish to register my opposition to the

Environmental Report on the proposed Route 84 Expressway Widening Project.
a1 I have seen and completely read the Environmental impact document. I object to the

quality of the existing report and with the data that justifies the expansion. The
conclusion based upon the study of the projected Air quality and Noise, Crime, Property
values, is based upon a limited study that concludes a set of predetermined objectives.

In my view, the Caltrans sponsored study (versus that by an independent third party), and
by a Caltrans pald pnvate consultant is:

1. Non objec' h,a.ncl sets assumptlons and. conclusions to suit the final PUrpose of
4 Jus.uiymg the expansion, without regard to the’ safety, traffic, air quahty and crime

concerns of directly affected citizens whose home located close proxunlty the
1-83-2 highway. The argument that the proposed widening project will not significantly
affect quality of air, noise and life is based upon a very limited study with limited
data that probably starts with assumptions that the project voter approved and so is a
good idea.

— 2. Non comprehensive in nature and includes linear extrapolations of current data to
- project environmental conditions after the expansion is completed. It is my opinion
1-83-3 ¢ and projection that Noise, Air quality and quality of life will deteriorate in non-linear
degrading model and the Caltrans model must consider more studies to prove the
proicclions.

3. There is no study for the aitemate exit route for the consolidated private dnvcwayb
from. thc ,quany opcraﬂon to the state route 84. In my view, the proposed location at

1-834 el’/.C cannon will mgmﬁcantly degrade the quahty of alr, l‘lOlS& and tranqull

enmeent m the Prlma commumty
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4. There is no discussion or study of machined/ground asphalt for reduced noise, or a
1-83-5 discussion of how speed will eventually be regulated.

1-83.6 5. Data needs to be collected along the streets; yards and homes of affected residents,

and followed by comprehensive projection models and analysis.

I request that a comprehensive Environmental Impact Study be conducted by an
independent third party with more comprehensive analysis of alternative, with projections
based upon the new data on the quality of life along the expansion route, with more direct
data relating to the residents impacted.

/E%’Zurs,

ming Ja
273 Prato Way
Livermore, CA 94550

1-83-7

Responses to Comment |-83
1-83-1
The commenter’s opposition to the DED for the project is noted.

The comment does not specify which data are being questioned with regard to justifying
the project. The technical studies and DED were prepared in accordance with CEQA and
NEPA requirements and under the same process that would apply to any other proposed
project by a public agency.

The analyses of air quality and noise impacts were conducted in accordance with State
and Federal standards and CEQA and NEPA requirements. The findings summarized in
the DED are based on the detailed technical reports prepared for the project (Air Quality
Analysis, Baseline Environmental Consulting 2008, and Noise Study Report, Wilson,
Ihrig and Associates 2007), which are available for public review at the City of
Livermore Planning Department. Additional information about changes in truck traffic
and noise levels has been included in the FED in response to public comments. See
Master Response GEN-2 for a description of the additional information and a detailed
explanation of the DED’s impact determinations.

The statements about crime and property value concerns related to the project are
difficult to address without additional detail. The comment does not present information
or data about the potential for crime rates to change as a result of the project. The issue of
property devaluation is addressed in Master Response GEN-3.
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[-83-2
See the response to Comment 1-34-2.

1-83-3
See the response to Comment 1-34-3.

1-83-4

To meet State expressway design standards, the private quarry access driveways on SR
84 must be relocated to a controlled intersection. Because of the physical constraint of
Arroyo del Valle, the only feasible location to connect the consolidated driveway system
to SR 84 is at Concannon Boulevard. The volume of traffic accessing the quarry is low
since mined materials are transported from the quarries from other access points. Master
Response CI-1 discusses the basis for the conclusion that replacing the existing quarry
driveways with a consolidated access at Concannon Boulevard would not have
significant impacts.

Relocation of the access roads was considered in the study area evaluation. The traffic
operations analysis accounted for the closure of the access roads and construction of a
new consolidated access at SR 84/Concannon Boulevard, and data from this analysis
were used to evaluate impacts to air quality, noise, and energy. No impacts to these
resources would result from the access relocation.

[-83-5 through 1-83-7
See the responses to Comments 1-34-5 through 1-34-7.
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Comment -84 Ted Schaefer

From: Ted Schaefer [mailto:tedschaefer@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 17, 2007 3:33 PM

To: Art Dao

Subject: CA 84 Widening--Livermore

[ As one who has lived within a 1/2 mile East of 84 {so of Concannon) for the past 9
years, | want to vehemently protest your allowing more traffic to flow through
1-8441] | ivermore, just because 1580 is so crowded. | cannot attend the meeting Oct 30th.

| know you are bent on destroying our local way of life, but could you at least

delay this 5§ more years, and prohibit heavy trucks from using this route, similar
to the Oakland Expressway??

Is your neighborhood similarly Caltrans-targeted for huge noise, diesel air
pollution, and excess 'of territory’ (i.e, San Joachin county) crossthrough
traffic??

1-84-1
Cont.

Pls forward to your Exec Director, too---

Responses to Comment 1-84

[-84-1

A detailed traffic study conducted for the proposed project indicates that it would
improve local circulation by reducing traffic volumes currently diverting to local streets.
The project is being constructed in conjunction with several other projects on SR 84, I-
580, and 1-680 to improve regional travel (see Master Response TR-2).

The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, but a
local agency may prohibit certain vehicles from using a highway or impose vehicle
weight restrictions on a roadway. See Master Response TR-1 for additional information.
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Comment -85 Susan Schena

1-85-1

-Public Information Meeting

Tuesday, October 30, 2007 .
Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Qakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: S-qur-—' e, hreaigve # .'Date:_li.b___?:
Affiliation (If applicable): e s1clet™ ol on gy 84
Address: <49 SO\nawG Cst. . Pleasanton A4S
Comment/Question: Tm wr\"rmq s acds ~+=
=t wld&wm\s o1 Qbuﬂ‘tgq A ndl uﬂj“fn\j
(jov +0 ?iﬂt “i—dlée_,_ ';*wé{) aced wntTte
[ 5 derls i Tle area. 7= wunmdevstand
\ljuuf needk Yo ogpdate the soad . Bl
elease dJO mbOre 40 bloek T Trof<_
novse ThAT will come oMttt e
%?‘13 V\lhjt»} V\ﬁ"«] % e heac "f\{uc/k—S cars,

=0 ed.v\a\ cars, gUnnins € ngmes , semi=fuck
! ~J Please cortinue on back if necessary. ;

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment I-85

1-85-1

The project is anticipated to increase noise levels at properties adjacent to SR 84 in this
area by about 5 dBA over existing levels by the year 2030. Since the noise levels do not
approach or exceed 67 dBA or increase noise levels by 12 dBA, these properties do not
qualify for noise abatement. Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used
throughout the project limits to reduce tire noise, and other methods to reduce noise
levels along SR 84 will be considered during the final project design phase. Additional
public outreach will be conducted during the final design and construction phases to
share updated project information with the public.

The project includes landscaping, as discussed in Master Response VIS-1, although
landscaping is not considered a noise abatement measure. Section 2.14.6 lists measures
that will be used to protect air quality during project construction. Air quality impacts
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from the proposed project would be minimal and are not expected to result in effects to
human health (see Master Response AIR-1).

Comment 1-86 Cynthia and Louis Schnierer

CALIFQRN1A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: |_ouisst C}m‘f‘ﬁ;a Schuierer Date: _[[-2-0%
Affiliation (if applicable): Ruh; Nill_Residents,
Address: _1070 Germano Wdu Pfezngim CA- ?7566

Comment!Questlon The ﬂ)ﬂa}gg zﬁmi bfgd ]EQ ﬁ QM

in the Rouwle 84 Prmec’f‘

MMLM%WLLWLM&M_S_

1-86-1 %}{aﬂdﬁggm median _insfead f concrede dlviders

_3) Maximumn _speed limit-of 40 mph 4 reduce noise level

4) Trees, shrubs, plants o help reduce roise ard
help absol carbon dioxide.,

. Thank j@u(

- Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment |-86

1-86-1

No residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that exceed the noise abatement
criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in the project
(see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all potentially sensitive land
uses along the corridor.

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master Response
VIS-2. As described in Master Response TR-3, the speed limit on SR 84 will remain at
50 mph in accordance with State law.

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal.
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Comment |-87 Bryan Shadish

1-87-1

1-87-2

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
Comment Card

Name: Bryan Shadish

Date: November 7, 2007

Affiliation: None (private citizen)

Address: 4318 Campinia Place, Pleasanton, CA 94566

I have one question and a comment.

Question: It is unclear to me if the report takes into account the impact of the proposed
Isabel / I-580 interchange. I see this mentioned towards the end, where the traffic impact
grades are provided, but cannot tell if existence of the interchange is assumed when
earlier traffic impacts are provided.

Comment: Alternative project
Generally, the two significant purposes of the project are;

¢ Improve SR 84 as a regional link between I-680 and I-580.
* Improve local traffic circulation, thereby decreasing regional traffic overflow onto
local streets.

I submit that an alternative project scope should have been considered for this project.
This is because the basic premise that an improved SR 84, by providing a link between I-
580 and I-680, would mitigate problems due to an overcrowded [-580, is flawed.

As someone who drives this route every day - and often more than once daily - [ perceive
that the vast majority of regional traffic that use SR 84 in combination with surface
streets actually originates or terminates in Livermore. Further, those who travel to or
from beyond Livermore do not generally use the [-580 Airway Boulevard interchange.
Instead, people so motivated want to avoid I-580 as much as possible.

With this in mind, an alternative project option was missed. Specifically, there is great
potential that widening SR 84 only from Stanley Blvd to Ruby Hill Drive would provide
optimum traffic benefit.

In the report, traffic conditions through 2030 are better with the project than without the
project, but only from Stanley Blvd to Ruby Hill Drive. Traffic actually worsens
meaningfully north of Stanley Blvd.

In addition, according to the report, there is very little difference in traffic conditions
through 2030 on I-580. A couple interchanges get marginally better while other
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interchanges see either no meaningful difference or worsen.

[~ Upgrading SR 84 to well serve the Livermore community without enconraging I-580 / I-
680 regional connectivity traffic to use SR 84 has the following benefits.

* Livermore traffic to/from the South Bay that currently uses I-580 because of the
traffic conditions of SR 84 would be able to utilize SR84, thereby removing traffic
from I-580.

* Even with an upgraded SR 84, even a little backup on a full-length improved SR 84

1-87-3 would encourage I-580 / I-680 connectivity traffic to start using local roads through
Pleasanton. It is possible that even more such traffic than today could end up on local
roads. The altemative I suggest would have no such impact.

* Tn the evening, encouraging I-680 / I-580 connectivity traffic would just introduce
another choke point on I-580 eastbound, thereby making the castbound I-580 backup
west of Airway Blvd worse than it is today. The partial widening alternative would
have much less of an impact on I-580 in the evening commute.

The report did not take into account the potential negative impacts suggested above:
| Affect on local roads, and affect on 1-580 west of Airway Blvd in the evening.

In addition, the report did not try to address what effect the project might have on
regional traffic to/from the San Joaquin Valley using Livermore local streets. People I
know who travel to/from there want to get off of I-580 as soon as possible. For those I
have talked to, this means using the First Street, Vasco Road, or even Greenville Road
interchanges. People motivated to find alternatives to the freeway aren’t going to bother
with [-580 backups until they reach the Airway Blvd or proposed SR 84 /I-580
interchange.

1-874

Responses to Comment [-87

1-87-1

The traffic study included the 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange Project as part of the No
Build analysis. Therefore, it was assumed that the interchange project would be in place
in future years with or without the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project. The analyses of
future noise and air quality conditions also included the 1-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange
Project.

[-87-2 through 1-87-4

The comment appears to suggest that the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project be built
and the 1-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project not be constructed. The Department
does not consider this an acceptable alternative because the 1-580/1sabel Avenue
Interchange Project was part of the SR 84 Transfer Agreement between Caltrans and the
City of Livermore. Furthermore, Airway Boulevard is considered a temporary connection
to 1-580 until the 1-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project is constructed in
approximately 2011.
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A detailed traffic study was performed for the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project by
Fehr & Peers and is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning Department.
The traffic study included the 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange Project as part of the No
Build analysis. The study also included an extensive model area that included the 1-580,
1-680, and SR 84 corridors as well as the local street system within this Tri-Valley
triangle area. The model addressed the SR 84 project’s effects on regional traffic to and
from the San Joaquin Valley using Livermore and Pleasanton streets.

Separate projects to improve congestion on 1-580 and 1-680 in the Tri-Valley area will be
constructed before the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project. The 1-580 and 1-680
freeway corridors will continue to be the primary route for regional traffic. SR 84 will
attract regional traffic that is currently using local streets in Pleasanton and Livermore,
thereby improving local circulation.

Table 2.7-1 in the DED reports the level of service (LOS) for intersections within the
project limits. The reported LOS for each intersection is the combined LOS for all legs of
the intersection. In the case of the SR 84/Jack London Boulevard intersection, the poor
operations would be largely due to heavy east-west traffic on Jack London Boulevard.
Jack London Boulevard will be widened and extended to EI Charro Road under a
separate project. The SR 84 operations (north-south) will operate at acceptable levels
(LOS D or better.)

Table 2.7-2 and the three bullet points after it (DED pages 2-31 and 2-32) compare
operations on interchange ramps with and without the project. Most of the 1-580 metered
on-ramps experience improved operations except at Airway Boulevard and westbound
Livermore Avenue, where there is a minor decrease in LOS that can be corrected by
adjustments to the ramp metering rates. Within the study area, the proposed project
would not cause any freeway mainline segments to deteriorate over the No Build
scenario.
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Comment |-88 Emily Shadish

CALIFORNIA

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Qakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/distd4/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: fm;/?’ 5‘44&6{5}’7 Date: NeaV. 77/5’*’7
Affiliation (if appilc;ilbie)
Address: 4318 Cd/ﬂ’\-ﬁ“""fﬁ p{m P/mwie‘vn\ 04 F¢s6L
[ Comment/Question: 9 Wf?““d o [’”*}“’J 2l
4 dove i 3 547‘4&: NAVA Tmece e [kt ¢
Mv?fmv:fzﬂ ompret- reperts for 2acd strae
1081 | o ye plotd Ve ore vfid otdic, toe
memm 2ffrets o 2ha entice M._

é”’v“\ﬁ’ d\e V‘Wff M.\_r 4,2{_,@’1’\-24::-( WM A
?’JWZM

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment |-88

1-88-1

The three projects referenced in the comment are the Pigeon Pass Safety Project, I-
580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project, and SR 84 Expressway Widening Project. Each
project will undergo a separate environmental evaluation process to address its specific

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project 1-317



Appendix I Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

purpose and need. The Pigeon Pass Safety Project will improve safety on that segment of
SR 84 and will be constructed first; the 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange Project will
complete the SR 84 transfer alignment and be constructed second; and the SR 84
Expressway Widening Project will upgrade the route to expressway standards. All
projects will improve traffic operations over No Build conditions. The SR 84 Expressway
Widening Project addresses the cumulative effect of all of these projects in Section 2.21.

Master Response GEN-4 discusses the history and public notification steps for the
proposed project.
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Comment 1-89 Natarajan Shankar

Novembcr 10% 2007, e
CahfommDepa:trncntofTranspor;ahon(Calhans), i e RS T
OfﬁoeofEnwmgmentalAn;u o Eooky ot SR LIRS Tl i - SR
Attn: Ed Pang,. Senlor.Envlmnmental P]a:m r,
111 Grand Avenue.Maﬂ POBox 23660
0aklaud,CA94610 P o e i o, ey s

Deaer. Pang,

Ref: Request for Second Independent Analysis on Environmental report
for Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

I am a Pleasanton resident and concerned parent and I wish to register my opposition to the
pmposed letc 84 Expressway W:denmg Projeu alnng Isabel Avenue.

1-89-1
I have seen and completely read the Environmental Impact document. I am very concerned about the
Caltrans sponsored study of the impact upon on. Traffic, H_uwe, Crime and Air guality.

In my view, the Caltrans sponsored study (versus our requested study by an independent third party
agency) by a private consultant is:

1-89-2 1). Non ohjective and sets assumptions and conclusions to suit the final purpose of justifying the
expansion, without more regard for concerns of directly affected citizens who live along Isabel avenue. The
argument that the extension will not significantly affect quality of air, noise and life is based upon very a
| limifed shidy of nion directly affected homes.

— 2) Non comprehenswe in nat,u.re and mcludes linear extrapolations of current data to project
exm.ronmemal oondll;lons aftel; the expansion is completed. It is my projection that Noise, Air Quality and
1-89-3 Quality.of Life will follow a non linear degrading model and the Caltrans models must be updated o reflect
—  this.

3). Does not contain comprehensive Environmental, Noise and Air and Pollution related data
collected from more directly affected residents whese homes line Isabel Avenue. A couple of data
1-89-4 points that are presented in the report are not a conclusive argument. My home on Trebbiano Place is closer
to Highway 84 than the home from which data was collected in support of the report. The new report must
| include data from direcily affected homes that linc Isabel Avenue.

4). Lack of a proposal and summary rejection for alternate road proposals, ones that lead away from
I: Isabel Avenue and Ruby Hill, along the same general corridor.

—  5). There is no discussion or study of machined/ground asphalt for reduced noise, a longer sound
1-89-6 wall,] ;‘Reegtlced speed areas, Signaled intersections, or a discussion of how speed will evenhlally be
regu

1-89-5

I request a new and second comprehensive Environmental Study be conducted by an independent
1-89-7 third party with more comprehensive analysis of alternatives, projections based upon the newly collected
B data:enithe air/noise/crime quality of life along the expansion route, with more direct data relating to the
| residents impacted

Rc .3

P
Natarajan Shankar
590 Trebbiano Place,

Pleasanton, CA 94566
(408) 888-3007

Responses to Comment [-89
[-89-1
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
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1-89-2
See the response to Comment 1-34-2. The analyses accounted for effects to residences
directly adjacent to SR 84.

1-89-3
See the response to Comment 1-34-3.

1-89-4

The comment appears to refer to Table 2.15-3, which lists 491 Trebbiano Place as a noise
measurement location (Receiver ID 22). Noise data were collected at a number of
residences along the project alignment, many of them directly adjacent to the roadway.
The Noise Study Report (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007; available for review at the
City of Livermore Planning Department) includes aerial views of the measurement
locations. Additional noise and traffic data were gathered in response to public
comments, as described in Master Response GEN-2. The data do not change the DED’s
conclusion that the project would have no significant environmental effects.

[-89-5 through 1-89-7
See the responses to Comments 1-34-4 through 1-34-7.
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Comment 1-90 Steve Shiromizu

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the

Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs,htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: __ Steve. Shiromizu Date: 11-b-07

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: __ 537 CCU+0 Covat P ic'av_c.q.‘d_l(w Ca 4 45(:-‘:

Comment/Question:

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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November 6, 2007

Caltrans )
Office of Environmental Analysis
111 Grand Ave/ P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Ed Pang,

1 am writing to you regarding the HWY 84 widening project. I am a resident of Ruby Hill
in Pleasanton. I am concerned about the additional noise and poltution that will be
generated due to increase amount of vehicles using this road after it is widened to four
lanes. The noise level is at or near the limit with the road in the present condition. I am in
1-90-1 the process of getting a decibel meter to get a qualitative number for you. When traffic is
at the speed limit or 50 miles per hour or better the tire and motor noise is loud. On
Monday mornings at 6:30am the noise is tolerable due to the fact that all the trafficisata
stand still. The 60 to 75 cars creeping along adjacent to Ruby Hill to pigeon pass is not
loud. On the weekends when the traffic is relatively light the speed of the cars and truck
increase. I can really hear the individual cars traveling at high speed. I can only imagine
what it is going to be like when all the cars are traveling at high speeds will sound like.

I am strongly advising that the speed is kept to 45 mph using one of those camera
detectors which records the speed, the driver, license plate number and automatically
sends the violator a ticket. Keeping the speed to 45 mph would greatly reduce the noise.
I regularly ride my bike to work along Concannon Blvd between Isabel and Holmes
though the four lane section the speed limit is 45 mph. The noise level seems tolerable in
that area although 1 do not live there. They have a cinder block sound wall to bounce the
sound away. A sound wall all the way along Isabel to Pigeon Pass road would help
reduce the noise in our circumstance as well. Landscaping between the two lands would
also be much more appealing than a concrete barrier. I have read portions of the Caltrans
report and 1 would like to know what we need to do to get our requests heard, Thank you
for reading my letter.

1-90-2

Sincerely
y(/
Steve Shiromizu

5%7 Cento Covet

PLeasanvtow  Ca
qYSiph -

435- 699 406+

J

Responses to Comment 1-90

1-90-1

The commenter’s concerns are noted. According to the noise study, existing noise levels
at a property on the same street (Table 2.15-3, Receiver ID 21) are 55 dBA and are
expected to increase to 61 dBA in 2030 with the project. Since the noise levels do not
approach or exceed 67 dBA or increase noise levels by 12 dBA, noise abatement is not
required. Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the project
limits to reduce tire noise, and other methods to reduce noise levels along SR 84 will be
considered during the final project design phase. Additional public outreach will be
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conducted during the final design and construction phases to share updated project
information with the public.

The increase in overall traffic on SR 84 will result in slight increases in levels of carbon
monoxide and other pollutants, but the levels would not exceed any standards established
to protect human health (see Master Response AIR-1).

1-90-2

The speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph in accordance with State law, as
discussed in Master Response TR-3. Options for monitoring and enforcing speed will be
considered during the final project design phase.

Soundwalls are not included in the project for the reasons described in Master Response
NOI-1.

A concrete median barrier is proposed for motorist safety. See Master Response VIS-2
for additional discussion.

The Department has read and responded to all comments, and each comment and
response is printed in the FED.
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Comment [-91 Kara Simone

Gfbrans

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www dot.ca,gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November

15, 2007.
Name: K&KO\ S:manz Date: Z2895  /[0/30/07
Affiliation (if applicable): rNone

Address: Ry Casaling Tt PI{ﬁS&n-fun CA TYSl L

Comment/Question: Cu«re..cﬂq Yere ot ND CroduigthS acrem

Vinigd Ave do i Loty thl] and Prona in

Lﬂwmom +o cron> H-wu\ &Y +U=n&b\a—m§? Iﬁ’f@ucn—}ﬁ
£ + CA: [drer r ]

1-91-1 T&Mﬂdﬁ hswﬁ Ov Crend Lia kS, VOu\ Can rad make
YaCrpss VF ansane durns |efd Boen fu cendis oo
&Y. Bodn dichons ar<d A ¥ Creydwathsa—e
veeled o Bofh Sides . Plecoe pod Yoot on poocts
A Y LMQ&L—&'\O;_DY’O\M 7L-«., a< r~aedee/ Nocse Divess

| g vemy Besh o b J(L s i m Pisass continue on back I necessery.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment 1-91

[-91-1

The project will provide crosswalks at the SR 84/Vineyard Avenue intersection. The
Isabel Trail will also be extended from Alden Lane to Vineyard Avenue to provide access
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to Livermore residents. The request to install crosswalks at the existing intersection has
been referred to City of Livermore staff for consideration.

Comment 1-92 Deepa Singamsetti

st ANIE ORI A

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route B4 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs,.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: De@(ﬁ%iﬂﬁam%{fh‘ ; pate: {11107
Affiliation (if applicable): RUJO% il Residasmt

Address: __ 40| Trelob oo | Pleasandzn €A 245G

. souund,
Comment/Question: Please wod ;vaf‘z?ﬂﬂs o (D inswut ?ry!ambahﬂkmg
aﬂJM%I‘G{E adl 0}, Rbdmﬁ thll adjocendt h e 8Y (f0 mjr‘ﬁwammd)al

S fedhivy ituus 1 WW{H*\) —He n irnganiy Molly bod ~we
stﬂzmd p?)mw w1y h&&nﬁ;jﬁ/:sa;d (€ widerg

19241 | @) have amedlanw)vees ¢ wa ingtesd 1) conehute
@) reeduu speed Limik by 40 mph
@ £ {amsam'm ﬁwﬁpJ\MWm‘ee loveds ¢ to odinbe gpotr=e

pes —-we wﬂﬂummuwwh dd o ik s
Mpdv%hmr

U AR ' ™" Please continue on pack if necessary.
. R | W (925} 21308
For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286- 5820 or

- Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment [-92

1-92-1

No residences at Ruby Hill would have noise levels that exceed the noise abatement
criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in the project
(see Master Response NOI-1). The noise evaluation included all potentially sensitive land
uses along the corridor.

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed, see Master Response
VIS-2. As described in Master Response TR-3, the speed limit on SR 84 will remain at
50 mph in accordance with State law.

Landscaping will be included in the project but is not considered a noise abatement
measure (see Master Response VIS-1). The presence of landscaping along the roadway
could theoretically help to absorb carbon dioxide from vehicles, although the reduction is
likely minimal.
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Comment 1-93 Cindi Stephenson

. ACAEIE O RN A

Gitirene

, Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project :
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: C}f?d/ \S%ZI_')MWW Date o et BT
Affiliation (if applicable): El,ub\/ E;‘// Eﬂé/W _

Address: __ 9375 Cam;//o CUU/‘?L /OZMZ<£(77‘{0Y7
Comment/Question: @ W LII+A W, MEM
widerurs o7 54 bows olegar dp -
Mu&q ﬁﬂm,é’wmm o A
b and roadsale. avas Qe i,
st | pobtul QUApoSts’ dm YO Qhwery pn B4 Drof
Yo W oY) Abas grnd homices)
wuoldo b inStatled naan, M@é@uﬁ@f
Nuuglinheods) - §4 15 by v /%’/54 ~ il

/mﬂg OW’[/LW zC/fmf& M limi it $ bt Tim

Please continue’on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project 1-327



Appendix I Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document
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Responses to Comment |-93
[-93-1
The commenter’s support for the project is noted.

Landscaping will be included in the project, but a concrete median barrier will be used
for motorist safety instead of a landscaped median (see Master Response VIS-2).

No residences along the project limits would have noise levels that exceed the noise
abatement criteria for consideration of soundwalls, and therefore none were included in
the project (see Master Response NOI-1). Section 2.15.2.2 describes the criteria for
consideration of noise abatement.

The speed limit on SR 84 will remain at 50 mph in accordance with State law, as
discussed in Master Response TR-3.
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Comment 1-94 Janet Stolowitz

MCJLIFO.NI‘ :

etrans

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: __ | pees + %l\'o&nu_:;'\‘zf Date: O-20-071
Affiliation (if applicable): -—\2\)\4}. N n-

' :
Address: M&M@
uestion: N\ OYR.e S B Aites DO B '\_

AR wefipheste oD g WL NG E =N ES R (W\%
~ \ .
e s £ oS NO 2 ‘s-_-.ka WO A LI MA OIS
ol
- ~ i /
X e Ty Can. 6350 el S

B C&_ns-k_m\ m?‘m\n\e. wls |
bepetin K

J: _\_\~€A ATe ﬁ\HV\jl‘Q.A

Plegse continue CF back if necessary.

_(%O\\ \ T&fo‘«r\ Ec %QQ(?«—Q\MI

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L, Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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Responses to Comment |-94

1-94-1

The use of coniferous trees and continued use of recycled water for irrigation will be
addressed in the landscape design for the project. Public and agency input will be sought
during development of the final landscaping plans.

The existing recycled water irrigation system will be maintained along the Isabel Trail.

Signage to deter use of compression braking will be considered during the final project
design phase. Rubberized asphalt pavement will be used throughout the project limits.

See Master Response GEN-3 in regard to property value effects.
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Comment 1-95 Donald Sweeney
ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS
'; ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT ]
COMMENT CARD

California Dept of Transportation

Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner
111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, Ca 94610

Name: _DOnAlA  Sup€éneA\ / Date:_ -8 04
Signatur@"’"@-g'/ ~ 5
Address: ‘56% PlTlﬂ CUMr‘f’ ) LlUW meye s G q‘H@

Comment/Question:

1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a
1-95-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why itis
’ best at Concannon & 84

2. | believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the muiti-use path
1-95-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
1-95-3 during construction, estimated for 2030!!! Please provide us some alternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria

1-95-4 Ct, Cascata Ct & Tourmaline Ct? Please offer some suggestions.
1-9 5' 5 5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
= replaced or replanted?
1-95-6 6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)
7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
1-95-7 homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

Responses to Comment |-95
[-95-1 through 1-95-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.
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Comment |-96 Mary Sweeney
ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS
ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT ]

COMMENT CARD

California Dept of Transportation

Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner
111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, Ca 24610

Name: M@r\U\J SW@@ n@ﬂ Date: 'Ild SJO Ei
Signature: U]\,/l %/MM‘(\)/

Address: ]5(/.7g H’f‘ ra CDW/'\‘,' t L—l‘V&V Mfﬂ'? C-.A GI%@

Comment/Question:

1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a
1-96-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
best at Concannon & 84

2. 1 believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-96-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc i

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path

1-96-3 during construction, estimated for 2020!!! Please provide us some alternatives.
4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
1-96-4 Ct, Cascata Ct & Tourmaline Ct? Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
1-96-5 replaced or replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
1-96-6 minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)

7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
1-96-7 homes as a result of the projected fraffic increases?

Responses to Comment |-96
[-96-1 through 1-96-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.
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Comment |-97 Nancy and Daniel Tietjen

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or o!?tgin a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

Name: _Nancy & Daniel Tietien Date:____11/08/07

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: _1660 Prima Drive

Comment/Question:

1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is nota-

Y Y ho
1-97-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
best at Concannon & 84

2. 1 believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-97-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
1-97-3 during construction, estimated for 2080!!! Please provide us some alternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria

1-97-4 Ct, Cascata Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.
5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
1-97-5
replaced or replanted?
1-97-6 6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)
7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
1-97-7 homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ACTIA at 510-267-6104

Responses to Comment 1-97
1-97-1 through 1-97-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.
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Comment 1-98 Gayle and James Travis

1-98-1

- 5 Lzmggé cue_espeililon B o
M@Waﬁmﬂﬁ. m/\ﬂ mf/ mzfﬁZ’lﬂ/

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner

111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

To view or obtain a copy of the
Environmental Document, visit
www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs.htm

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: :;,_/7;9%/7 *@{@TWS pate:_///02/0
Affiliation (if applicable): Lt
Address: SZ/ —7BeABripe 17, /%MJL/J. LB PY544

Comment/Question: — 24 AlﬁF L0 pcreart o TREM:

gzﬁﬁﬂm%gw/

ﬁ//ﬂonﬁfﬂ/m”ﬁ%\/\’ sd?z‘ja <o

7

an//‘/ /‘c:m/j //74‘__5{‘7 Wzﬂﬁﬂﬂ/@? 123420
sbenll) b oaiiill i

/);pxeovﬁ mmfg

il PR
Y 172 fo
U/J, Please trnue on back if ceséary
/EZH o?"
For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510} 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment |-98

[-98-1

The comment is noted.

1-334

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project



Appendix | Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Comment 1-99 Louann Tung

16 Rockrose Street
Livermore CA 94551-3964

November 13, 2007

Calirans District 4

Office of Environmental Analysis
Attn: Ed Pang

111 Grand Avenue

Oakland CA 94610

Dear Mr. Pang

I sincerely request that a full EIR be done on the 84 widening project and that the
comment period be extended. Here are my concerns that have not been addressed in the
environmental assessment that has been prepared and presented to the public.

Currently, 84 from Jack London south to 680 is two lanes. The proposal will increase the
section north of Stanley to 6 lanes and add the new interchange at 580. At the Oct. 30th
meeting, it was stated that the new interchange was designed to encourage truck traffic
to take the 84 cut-through to 680 rather than taking the 580/680 interchange. In
~1-991 addition, the section of 84 east of Pigeon Pass will remain two lanes because of
environmental issues. The already clogged commute through Pigeon Pass will certainly
become worse and more dangerous with added semi-truck traffic. In addition, that
blockage with the 'inviting' 6 lane section will encourage even more traffic to cut-through
| Pleasanton and onto Stanley. There are already accidents at the Isabel intersections with
— Jack London and with Concannon. Now mix in multiple lanes, traffic lights and more
semi-trucks, and the accidents will certainly increase. On Oct. 30th, Caltrans said that the
1-99-2 signals will be timed to minimize the impact of the multiple lanes. However, heavy trucks
with longer acceleration and deceleration times cannot have the same perfect timing as
— cars. The noise and pollution from the increased car and truck traffic 'encouraged' to
avoid the 680 interchange will certainly be significant. I disagree with the conclusions in
your environmental assessment and request that a full EIR be done to study these
issues in more detail. These highway funds should be spent on improving the 580/680
interchange and not encourage truck traffic next to residential neighborhoods.

1-99-3

Sincerely,

o&m—-Z.'T

Louann Tung

Responses to Comment [-99
[-99-1 through 1-99-3
See the responses to Comments 1-25-1 through 1-25-3.
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Comment I-100 Steve and Allyson Verbinski

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

[ ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

California Dept of Transportation To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.govidistd/envdoc.him

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments bjr the close of fhe comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

Name: _Stewe, < Eliopon Verunske ) pate:_\\/ /0T
Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: 3~ E\dlan Lan-e LLU-(J-_\'W"LM-Q._

Comment/Question:

1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a
1-100-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why itis
best at Concannon & 84

2. | believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-100-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
1-100-3 during construction, estimated for 2030!!l Please provide us some alternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
1-100-4 Ct, Cascita Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
1-100-5 replaced or replanted? :

1-100-6 6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)

7. What can be done abouft the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our

1-100-7 homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith; Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao,  ACTIA at 510-267-6104
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ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS
I ' RoUTr-:-a*éx’s"‘&éﬁE’sSWAY-Wt‘D’EN‘tN'G‘ PROJECT H
'COMMENT CARD, Continued
1-100-8 | 8. Have you thought about making the route a passenger vehicle route only?
1-100-9 I 9. What thought has been put in for those that will lose value on their homes?
i 10. Has there been thought to eﬁhance or givé an allowance to enhance the sound proof
1-100-10 windows to those who back up to the 847
1-100-11 E 11. Has a full environmental impact study been performed?
1-100-12 W 12, What is the timetable for funding for this project?
1-100-13 13. Why not upgrade the 580, which was designed to handle this type of traffic?
1-100-14 il 14. What kind of sound reducing landscaping or aﬂolwance is going to be provided to
= those that back up to the 847 :
1-100-15 F 16. The impact of this highway seems to be under estimated and rushed. My thoughts

are that this was passed under the radar for a reason.

Responses to Comment [-100
[-100-1 through 1-100-15
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-15.
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Comment [-101 Bill Vierra

]
November 13, 2007 Cp,, ¥
RECEIvED
Ed Pang -
Senior Environmental Planner Nov 13 2007
Office of Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation (CalTrans), ACT] A

111 Grand Avenue
Oakland, CA 94610

RE: District 4, EA 297600
Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental
Assessment - Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

Dear Mr. Pang,

| am writing both as a Pleasanton resident and member of a larger group of citizens, to
register opposition to the quality of the Environmental Assessment Report, and further
1-101-1 question the legality of proceeding with this project under a Negative Declaration. Given

the extent of this proposed widening, | (we) argue this project does not qualify for a
Negative Declaration and absolutely requires further study under a full and
L comprehensive Environmental Impact Report. As it relates to the current Environmental
Assessment, we respectfully request the comment period be extended for a minimum of
1-101-2 ninety (90) days beyond November 15, 2007.

I have read the Environmental Assessment document and object, in part, to some specific
base line assumptions, and thus their conclusion related to cumulative impacts. | object to
the quality of the existing report and with a conclusion that deems the project having little
to no adverse impacts. It appears the conclusions reached in the current assessment; that
of minimal to non-existent impact to Air quality, Noise, and Property values, is based upon
L a limited study that only serves to support predetermined objectives.

1-101-3

A complete Environmental Impact Report is required and must be considerate of the
following:

1) Unbiased, objective and comprehensive. An EIR must be based upon assumptions and
conclusions not to suit the final purpose of justifying the expansion, but to completely
evaluate the safety, traffic, air quality and quality of life for the community and citizens
residing within the project area. Any argument that the proposed project will not
significantly and adversely affect qualities of air, noise and life cannot be supported by the
findings contained within the limits of the current assessment document.

1-101-4

2) More complete as to the project alternates. The current environmental assessment
contemplates an improper segmentation or “piece mealing” of the full project. It fails to
fully recognize all sources for current funding, and lacks detail on any future projects [and -
1-101-5 funding] referenced as subsequent or required improvements and/or mitigation phases.
Further, under the current assessment, required mitigation measures that are potentially
omitted under a costs-based justification, appear to be considered without proper
evaluation under any alternative scenario studies. Under CEQA, a complete EIR requires
L that any and all alternatives being considered must be studied.

==7722
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3) The EIR must be accurate in nature as the current assessment relies on linear
extrapolations of flawed base line data as the basis in calculating projected post-
completion environmental conditions. It can also be argued that Noise, Air Quality and
Quality of Life will follow a non-linear degrading model and the project proponent’s model
must undertake more complete studies to prove their projections. There is also insufficient
detail on the cumulative affect of greenhouse gas emissions that will be a direct result of
the project. In addition, it should be clearly noted this is a semi-rural “gateway” to our
community. As such, the visual impact resulting from the project is significant and the
current assessment lacks sufficient detail as to specific mitigation measures, ie, landscape
enhancements, alternatives to solid concrete medians, etc. Other potential mitigation
alternatives, such as the prohibition against all heavy truck traffic, slower vehicle speeds,
enhanced sound walls and increased plantings, etc, were omitted and should be
evaluated under an EIR.

1-101-6

4) | strongly suggest more accurate base line data needs to be collected along the
regional connecting streets and homes within proximity of the project. Any resident in the
vicinity of this project will be affected, and the magnitudes of the impact need to be
accurately and completely divulged by comprehensive projection models and analysis.
The negative economic implications resulting from this expansion also need to be
reconsidered for residential properties that are in close proximity to the project.

1-101-7

As a policy matter, the Cities of Livermore and Pleasanton need to seriously consider the
perception [or lack thereof] that a stripped-down version of state highway will portray to
commuters traversing through our city. This is our “front door” and | am eminently certain
that more attention to the aesthetic details of comprehensive visual enhancements will
help offset some of the negative impact and perhaps yield slightly greater benefit to our
communities.

1-101-8

Respectfully,

Bill Vierra

billvierra@att.net
925-285-2132

cc: ACTIA »
City of Livermore
County of Alameda, District 1

Responses to Comment 1-101

[-101-1

The DED, an Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental
Assessment, is the appropriate level of environmental documentation. In light of the
whole record, there is no substantial evidence that the project would significantly impact

the environment.

1-101-2
In response to the strong interest in the project and public concerns raised, the public
comment period was extended to December 28, 2007, to provide additional opportunity
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for public comment (a total of 74 days—more than twice the comment period required by
CEQA and NEPA for an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment).

1-101-3

The determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental
effects was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area.
Environmental studies for the proposed project began in January 2005 and included
preparation of the 15 technical reports listed in Chapter 7 of the DED. These studies were
prepared by consultant experts in each subject and were reviewed by experienced
Caltrans environmental or engineering staff prior to the studies being approved and
finalized for reference and inclusion in the DED. It is important to note that the same
technical studies are prepared whether the ultimate environmental document is an Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment or an EIS/EIR. Moreover, the impact determinations
discussed in the DED were based on the findings of the technical studies; the technical
studies were not prepared to support predetermined objectives as suggested.

The DED analyzed potential effects to air quality, traffic, and other resources in
accordance with CEQA standards of significance, which are included verbatim in
Appendix D. The project’s potential effects on air quality and noise were evaluated in
accordance with State and Federal standards. Additional information about changes in
truck traffic and noise levels has been included in the FED in response to public
comments. See Master Response GEN-2 regarding the additional information and a
detailed explanation of the DED’s impact determinations.

The DED does not conclude that the project would have “minimal to nonexistent”
impacts on air quality and noise, as the comment states. Potential impacts to air quality
and noise are discussed in DED Sections 2.14.3 and 2.15.3, respectively.

Property value effects related to the project are difficult to address without additional
detail. No information or data are included in comment regarding the potential for
property values to change as a result of the project. See Master Response GEN-3 for
additional discussion of property value effects.

1-101-4

See the response to Comment 1-101-3. As stated in Master Response GEN-2, the Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment level of documentation instead of an Environmental
Impact Report was based on the technical studies’ findings that no significant impacts
would result, or that impacts would be avoided.

1-340 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project



Appendix | Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

The project’s potential effects on air quality and noise were evaluated by qualified
consultants in accordance with State and Federal standards. Quality of life is an
intangible factor that cannot be measured in the same way as other physical changes to
the environment, as discussed in Master Response GEN-5.

For more information about the basis for the impact significance determinations
presented in this document, see Table D-1 in Appendix D.

1-101-5

The DED does not, as the comment states, improperly segment the project. As discussed
in Master Response GEN-6, the project by itself has logical termini, independent utility,
and adequate length for consideration of alternatives.

The project includes a mixture of local, State, and Federal funds, which are identified in
Section 1.4.1.7 of the FED.

The statement that the DED lacks detail on future projects and funding referenced as
subsequent or required improvements and/or mitigation measures is general and non-
specific.

The comment that required mitigation measures that are potentially omitted under a
costs-based justification appear to be considered without proper evaluation under any
alternative scenario studies is confusing and difficult to address. The only project
mitigation measures for which cost is a factor relate to noise abatement, as discussed in
Section 2.15.4. For more information on noise abatement, see Master Response NOI-1.

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

1-101-6

The comment that the DED relies on linear extrapolations of flawed baseline data to
project future environmental conditions and that noise, air quality, and quality-of-life
effects will follow a nonlinear degrading model does not specify what aspects of the
baseline data are being questioned. As stated in the response to Comment 1-101-3, the
project’s potential effects on air quality and noise were evaluated in accordance with
State and Federal standards.

Project-related air quality changes were modeled using CALINE4 (CAlifornia LINE
Source Dispersion Model, version 4) 1.31, the standard Caltrans modeling program used
to assess the dispersion of air pollutants near transportation facilities. The methods used
for the analysis are reported in detail in the Air Quality Analysis (Baseline Environmental
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Consulting 2008). CALINEA4 is a nonlinear model that predicts worst-case concentrations
of pollutants based on future maximum levels of traffic and maximum exposure of the
nearest potentially impacted sensitive location. The worst-case levels were added to
maximum measured background levels. The results showed levels well below applicable
air quality standards, which were the basis for the conclusion that the project would have
a less-than-significant impact.

Future noise levels were predicted in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis
Protocol (Caltrans 2006) using the FHWA'’s Traffic Noise Model version 2.5. The overall
procedure consists of developing a computer model of existing conditions, calibrating the
model with field measurements, and modifying the model based on the proposed project
changes to calculate expected future noise levels. The FHWA model is also nonlinear and
accounts for site-specific conditions including terrain, existing barriers, and surface
conditions. The model and the techniques used in the noise study have been developed
over decades of use and refinement. The model’s accuracy is tested during the study by
comparing predicted levels at measured locations with modeled outputs, and, if
necessary, calibration factors are used to ensure that the levels are accurate. Maximum
future traffic levels (including maximum future truck traffic) are then applied in the
model to predict future worst-case noise levels. The methods used for the analysis are
reported in detail in the Noise Study Report (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007).

The evaluations were conducted by qualified consultants and reviewed by Caltrans
environmental or engineering staff. Additional noise data have been collected as
discussed in Master Response GEN-2. Quality of life is an intangible factor that cannot
be modeled (see Master Response GEN-5).

Cumulative effects of the project’s GHG emissions are discussed in Section 2.22. As
described in the response to Comment B-01-8, no regulatory or legislative standards have
established methodology or criteria for GHG emission impact analysis.

The commenter notes that the project area is a semi-rural gateway to the community, and
the project could have a significant visual impact. The DED’s determination that the
project’s visual impacts would be less than significant was based on the CEQA standards
of significance (see Appendix D, under the heading “Aesthetics”) and the detailed
discussion of that determination in Section 2.8 and the Visual Resources Impact Report
(Haygood and Associates 2007). Landscaping and replanting will be included in the
project, as stated in the DED, including conceptual landscaping treatment. The specific
layout and design of landscaping (at a level of detail suitable for contractor bidding) will
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be specified in detail during the design phase and will include public involvement/input.
The landscape design will be subject to maintenance agreements between Caltrans,
ACTIA, and the City of Livermore, which are also developed during the final design
phase. The reasons concrete median barriers are proposed instead of other median
alternatives are discussed in Master Response VIS-2.

Prohibition of heavy trucks would not constitute mitigation but could be pursued
independently, as discussed in Master Response TR-1. Master Response TR-3 discusses
the 50 mph speed limit on SR 84. Soundwalls and landscaping are addressed in Master
Responses NOI-1 and VIS-1, respectively.

1-101-7

The noise study for the project was conducted in accordance with State and Federal
guidelines. A copy of the report is available for review at City of Livermore offices
(contact Mike Mikasa). In December 2007, additional measurements were collected to
determine if noise levels changed since the original noise analysis was conducted. The
new noise level data showed minimal differences from 2005 levels, ranging from a
decrease of 1.4 dBA to an increase of 0.8 dBA. These data were determined to not affect
the conclusions of the original analysis. This information has been added to Sections
2.15.2.1 and 2.15.3.1 of the FED. Additional data collected for the FED in response to
public comments are described in Master Response GEN-2.

See Master Response GEN-3 regarding the economic implications of the project for
residential properties.

1-101-8
See the Response to Comment 1-101-6.
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Comment [-102 Carol Waksdal

Gfbrarns

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

i Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

' Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: __ (Javs| \/\[dksa&:sf Date: _ /O =300 7
Affiliation (if applicable): RUL(J.IJ [l re-5rA¢=n_{_‘ S
Address: J('ﬂ:ﬁ" LA antpry

Comment/Question' Ar@. D —D

Plast o wall o-F—I-rc:‘-_-.s,—:Qum_zr in—the. D-D ayea

1-102-1

k Please continue on back if necessary.
£ c
\ ™ 5\{

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment 1-102

[-102-1

A separate landscape project is proposed that will install highway planting for the
roadway widening project. See Master Response VIS-1 for details about landscaping in
the project area.

See Master Response TR-1 regarding truck restrictions on SR 84.
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Comment 1-103 Jimmy and Carol Waksdal

| /
!
|

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Raute 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - To view or obtain a copy of the
' Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660 '

Oakland, CA 94610
)

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007« =

“a—r’ i N\ K‘:‘Dde\ e
Name: Oa«(‘o AHW&J \ ' Date: // e ’07
! _ Affiliation (if applicable): Quéu J'(
! Address: _ 535 Moﬂ‘(’?_’) Pl C‘l_ pfea%cm“f‘nm /‘7‘5Qé

Co nt/Question: /
[\r ‘\L‘FUC kS o 8‘7L NO SO éf?rr/e'/_;

oV ‘{'feeis wil | /r:..«sse.m Do((d‘l"mn no/Se_

[
1-103-1 | _NOr g;&ﬁ‘:l_é’ !’ + _{L(.D ?L)f (‘Ommz)m;‘éxj C?}")C?/

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment [-103
1-103-1
See Master Response TR-1 regarding restriction of trucks on SR 84.
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Comment I-104 Rick Werner

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca,gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: ﬁu’l’( Weehe Date: IZQZLZL%[éj )

Affiliation (if applicable):
Address: _E 783 T{,&f’ 111D 9%/’?26/’ B Livermore \G%f 82y, /
Comment/Question
A Lo/ Tuck Trde, N ol
7 Tt *fM C;Aw// be a‘//suzr/

Pl Trees (£ Rbeond ) sof tres At
sre _She//

1-104-1

Flease continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.

Responses to Comment 1-104

1-104-1

See Master Response TR-1 regarding restriction of trucks on SR 84 and Master Response
VIS-1 regarding landscape improvements.
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Comment I-105 Madeleine White

"1-105-1

1-105-2

1-105-3

1-1054

1-105-5

1-105-6

1-105-7

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
Califomnia Dept of Transportation To view or abtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007 )

Name: mb/u_sxelelw\@_.. Coohite pate:_ N Q2609
Affiliation (if applicable). CRGS\&&NYE\)
Address: L 18 \feﬁ‘(&‘“ﬁaﬁ“ﬂ ; L.\ug,rmo(‘e: CH— qaesso

Comment/Question:

1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a
residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it s
best at Concannon & 84

2.1 believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
during construction, estimated for 2080!!! Please provide us some alternatives.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
Ct, Cascata Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
replaced or replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)

7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
homes as a result of the projected increase in traffic?

For mare information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ACTIA at 510-267-6104

Responses to Comment 1-105
[-105-1 through 1-105-7
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7.
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Comment I-106 Cindy and Gene Williams

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
2007

Name: Cindy and Gene Williams Date: November Sth
Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: 89 Terra Way., Livermore, CA 84550
Comment/Question:
1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Blvd, which is not a

1-106-1 residential area? Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
’ best at Concannon & 84. The fact of adding traffic to this area is not very good planning.

2.1 believe it is imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path
1-106-2 along 84 to provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for
community bikers, joggers, etc ]

3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the multi-use path
1-106-3 during construction, estimated for 20p0!!! Please provide us some alternatives. This
shows a lack of planning.

I 4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
-106-4 Ct, Cascata Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be
1-106-5 replaced or replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to
1-106-6 minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)

1-106-7 7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
gt homes as a result of the projected traffic Increases?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ACTIA at 510-267-6104
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1-106-8

1-106-9

1-106-10
1-106-11

1-106-12

1-106-13
1-106-14

1-106-15

| 11

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD, Continued

8. Have you thought about making the route a passenger vehicle route only?

9. What thought has been put in for those that will lose value on their homes?

10. Has there been thought to enhance or give an allowance to enhance the sound proof
windows to those who back up to the 847

11. Has a full environmental impact study been performed?

12. What is the timetable for funding for this project?

13. Why not upgrade the 580, which was designed to handle this type of traffic?

14. What kind of sound reducing landscaping or allowance is going to be provided to
those that back up to the 84?7

15. The impact of this highway seems to be under estimated and rushed. My thoughts
are that this was passed under the radar for a reason.

Responses to Comment 1-106
[-106-1 through 1-106-15
See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-15.
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Comment I-107 Jim and Betsy Wilson

R
MATL

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS
ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PRbJEC’T
COMMENT CARD
To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental Document, visit:
www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdoc.htm
California Dept of Transportation
Office of Environmental Analysis
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner
111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610
Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15, 2007

Name: Sim & gd‘sj Wilssa Date: uh hﬂ

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: \glg Vetria Drive Lwemot A 9YSFO

Comment/Question:

1-107-1 [ 1. Why can’t you leave the Quarry mining access solely to Stanley Bivd, which is not a residential area?
|__ Please explain why an access must be provided on 84 and why it is best at Concannon & 84

[ 2. I believe itis imperative to provide trees and dense high foliage to the multi-use path along 84 to
1-107-2| provide privacy, absorb carbon dioxide and screen the unsightly highway for community bikers,

| _joggers, etc

[ 3. Have you explored alternatives to the proposed realignment of the muiti-use path during construction,

K103 | estimated for 20301l Please provide us some alternatives.

1-107-4["" 4 \What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria Ct, Cascita Ct
e '0/3% Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions.

1107 _5[ 5. Where will the 3.2 acres of vineyards being removed to move 84 at Vallecitos be replaced or
replanted?

6. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to minimize delays on
I-107-6|  concannon. (e.g. - early mornings)

7. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our homes as a result of
I-107-7| the projected traffic increases?

http://us.f322.mail yahoo.com/ym/ShowLetter?box=Inbox&Msgld=3336_9143184_56991... 11/9/2007

Responses to Comment [-107

[-107-1 through 7

See the responses to Comments 1-07-1 through 1-07-7. The response to Comment 1-07-4
also applies to Vetta Drive.
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Comment [-108 Eric Wood

1-108-1

CALIEORE 1A

Public Information Meeting

; Tuesday, October 30, 2007 ;
Route 84 Expressway Widening Pm}ect '

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be depositéd in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) - To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environiental Planner ¥ www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm |
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November
15, 2007.

Name: ER.\C. V\)OGE Date: \\ IU ‘;}_oo"!

Affiliation (if applicable): _ R es) d eny

Address: _ 2303 Cawlle C.I—.‘ Pleasanton , CH 945LL

Comment/Question: _ T\t {aicw«. v widen voule 84wl

aa-'tl\fw\-elq‘ ?W\‘Pm.r my \n.t.igl«&mf hesd. Thi  conStvuchanm:

Cud Ve -\*a‘w‘\«ﬁ \io\au_ on Teule ¥4 betw e

pigesw pqbs ard Tsabel is sufficenr, However,
W Sivaler w:demt‘vq‘ 's undeyyeken  sub s-l—ah»-?c.HT
\V\CMQQSH-S e velwwe o) IvaMhc Flovine payl-
my neighborheol  pleere bold sound bevriors
G med\m uwﬁ&'w\ﬁq Vees e s.\amia‘p%

posy o Speed \\w\’ o Ho MPB (4 helo veduce

Please continue'on back if necessary,

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104.
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1-108-1 V\o?s(._._ \eve,\ oD ;‘)'tomur ch_o\:h}'cw. \aws 'S'Lt\lpfv\..gl
com._q\éw-c‘ AN ey F?we.-\lqb 2 ) 'be'ﬁwr_ -\-La.
(Lunds beim uwsed 4o widue vene Y
|-1os-znus°,;\.& ‘oo L{,uof gotkeldd VH dhoc.ed—c) 4+

gu—\;\‘ff- AWom s ad  alyer ol Q,\Agys\.: P\rosf‘m& \

Responses to Comment 1-108

[-108-1

Soundwalls were evaluated as discussed in Master Response NOI-1. Rubberized asphalt
concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce traffic noise.

For an explanation of why a concrete safety barrier is proposed instead of a landscaped
median, see Master Response VIS-2. See Master Response TR-3 in regard to the speed
limit on SR 84. Master Response VIS-1 discusses landscaping in the project area.

1-108-2

The SR 84 Expressway Widening Project is a priority project for Alameda County
Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) and the City of Livermore to improve
local circulation by reducing traffic volumes currently diverting to local roads. The
project is being constructed in conjunction with several other projects on SR 84, 1-580,
and 1-680 to improve regional travel (see Master Response TR-2). Several public transit
programs are also planned for the area, including the BART extension to Livermore.
Transit projects are funded by separate sources.
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Comment [-109 James Cable

name: James Cable

email: jamescable@sbcglobal.net
telephone: 925-273-8284

comment ;: Office of Environmental Analysis
Attn: Ed Pang

I am very concerned about the proposed widening of hwy 84 to s=ix lanes.
The overall wvalue of such a project, since hwy 84 will remain 2 lanes
1-109-1 past Stanley, is minimal, but the impact on the neighborhood will be
huge. More noise, pollution, traffic, and danger for my neighborhood.
When we moved here there was no Isabel road, and there were burrowing
1-109-2 owle that lived in the fields where the road now passes. There needs to
| be a full EIR before this is approved.
In reality, the most effective way to spend this money would be to fix
1-109-3 the 580/680 interchange and add a lane to the 580 between pleasanton and
livermore. Creating more cut through traffic is not the answer and it
| has a terrible impact on the gquality of life in our cities.

Responses to Comment [-109

1-109-1

As stated in Section 1.4.1.1, SR 84 would be widened from two to four lanes between
Ruby Hill Drive and Stanley Boulevard, and from two to six lanes between Stanley
Boulevard and Jack London Boulevard. The segment from Stanley Boulevard to Jack
London Boulevard would be six lanes to conform to the six-lane section between Jack
London Boulevard and 1-580 that will be constructed under the 1-580/Isabel Avenue
Interchange Project.

The project will add capacity to SR 84, resulting in a greater volume of automobile and
truck traffic. The technical studies conducted for the project concluded that slight
changes in noise and air quality would occur; however, these changes were found not to
be significant under State or Federal criteria (see Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-1).
The project’s additional lanes, wider median, and concrete median barrier would increase
safety on SR 84, and the project includes safety features at the SR 84/Vineyard Avenue
intersection and other locations to accommodate non-motorized traffic.

1-109-2
The comment is noted. The DED notes that, overall, most segments of SR 84 are rural.
See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to preparation of an EIR.

1-109-3

See Master Response TR-2 for a discussion of regional traffic improvements and
elimination of cut-though traffic on Livermore streets. Quality-of-life changes related to
the project are discussed in Master Response GEN-5.
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Comment I-110 Nancy and Gary Harrington (4 of 4)

The Honorable Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger CD_,U—WI 2007

Governor's Office
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Governor,
We are writing to you over our concern over the development of the Highway 84 Expressway. We are over
30 year residents of Pleasanton (3 different homes over those years), currently living in Ruby Hills, a
gated community next to Highway 84. We knew when we moved here that 84 would one day become an
1-110-1 expressway. We realize the widening of 84 is important both for safety and the flow of traffic. However,
after attending the public information meeting by CalTrans a few weeks ago, we are quite distressed by the
lack of information they provided, and we left the meeting feeling that the widening would take place
without thought to residents of Ruby Hills and the environment. Please help us by putting pressure on
| CalTrans to reconsider their proposed plan.
It was by accident we found out CalTrans proposed plan included:
1. The road to Livermore (Holmes) being moved (it was already moved once)
1-110-2 2. Concrete barriers being placed in the middle of the expressway
3. A large part of the slope (by Ruby Hills) will be cut away and a retaining wall built.
4. No plan for landscaping
This area along 84 and Vineyard {alongside Ruby Hills) is a beautiful, guiet and peaceful community. If you
1-110-3 have ever driven through this area you would see that the wvineyards provide an aura reminiscent of the
Napa Valley. The area teems with birds, turkeys, raccoons, possums, red fox, deer, squirrels and other
wild animals. The idea of the 84 Expressway causes anxiety because of the disturbance it may cause to this
— environment. It seems to us that the approach for CalTrans should be more of creating an Expressway that
is conducive to, and that enhances, our environment, as much as is possible. To us this means creating a
median island (no.more than 4 feet wide—see Concannon—because of the width of the expressway) with
1-110 -4 some trees, shrubs and rock or brick. Landscaping the hillside by Ruby Hills with evergreens and native
plants (to beautify and reduce noise). We also suggest that sound walls NOT be placed where they are not
needed (example: by Ruby Hills park/poal area).
The other two issues we have concerns about are the increased truck use of 84 when the expressway
opens, and the speed limit. The increased truck use is a problem not only because of the noise some of these
trucks make and their pollution, but also because Isabel (84) is OUR only access road to other roads to
11105 | Pleasanton or Livermore or 580. Otherwise we must use a 2 lane road (Vineyard) and go out of our way to
get to our destinations. We have already expressed this concern to the City of Pleasanton and the need to
extend Stoneridge Drive or Los Positas to Jack London Blvd. Hopefully, they will make the best decisions
about these roadways for the ENTIRE community. We also feel lowering the speed limit on the expressway
to 45 MPH from Vineyard to Ruby Hill's entrance on 84 will help decrease the noise of the traffic.

We believe CalTrans needs to reconsider its proposed plans for this area from Vineyard to Ruby Hill's
entrance on 84. By utilizing this philosophy of ‘enhancing the environment’, Caltrans will create an
1-110-6 expressway that the community will accept and will feel they were listened to and heard. We hope you can

help CalTrans reconsider their proposed plan.

Sincerely,
cy . Harrindgton 5
444 ia Court 3

Pleasanton, CA 94566

Responses to Comment |-110
The Department responded directly to this comment in the attached letter.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE

P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 .
PHONE (510) 286-5900

FAX (510) 286-5903 Pt i
TTY 711 : :

January 29, 2008

Mr. and Mrs. Harrington
1556 Aria Court
Livermore, CA 94551-3964

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Gary Harrington:

I have been asked to respond to your letter to Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger regarding the
Route 84 Expressway Widening Project and your comments on the Draft Environmental
Document (DED). We appreciate your input and acknowledge the concerns that you have
expressed. To date, we have received more than 100 comments from the community in the area
of the proposed State Route (SR) 84 Expressway Widening Project, all of which are being
addressed. All comments—including your letter—will be included in the Final Environment
Document (FED) for the proposed project along with their responses. We would also like to take
this opportunity to respond directly to the issues and concerns that you have raised in your letter.

The first issue you mentioned was that the public meeting you attended lacked information and
you felt that the project would take place without regard to Ruby Hill residents and the
environment. The concems of Ruby Hill residents and the project’s environment are integral to
the California Department of Transportation (Department) ultimate decision on how the project
will be implemented. In an cffort to address these concerns, the Department requires public
outreach meetings and consideration for all public comments on transportation projects, which is
the primary reason why the October 30, 2007 meeting was held. i

We are very concerned that you found out about some project components as you said “by
accident”. We always strive to keep the project stakeholders fully informed. Our intention has
always been to make all project information readily available to everyone. In fact, a public
informational meeting about the project was held in July 2005, for which more than 4,750
mailers were sent to residents, property owners, and elected officials. Advertisements were also
placed in local newspapers. Moreover, the (DED), which contains a complete description of the
proposed project and its environmental effects, was issued for public review on October 15,
2007. A public notice announcing the availability of the DED and the October 30, 2007 public
mecting was distributed to more than 8,500 property owners, elected officials, city staff, special
interest organizations, libraries, and neighborhood groups. An advertisement announcing the
availability of the DED and the public meeting was placed in the Livermore Independent
(10/18/2007), Tri-Valley Herald (10/15/2007), Pleasanton Weekly (10/19/2007), and Valley
Times (10/15/2007). Project information was also posted on the Department and Alameda
County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) websites.

¥ “Caltrans improves mobility across California™
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Mr. and Mrs. Harrington
January 29, 2008
Page 2

In regard to the four project components you listed we have the following response:

1. Route 84 was shifted from downtown Livermore (Vallecitos Road/Holmes Street) to Isabel
Avenue in 2003 under a Route Transfer Agreement between the Department and the City of
Livermore. The Vallecitos Road itersection was reconstructed in 2007 to provide a continuous
alignment for Route 84. To address safety concemns for an expressway facility, the Vallecitos
Road intersection will need to be relocated approximately 450 feet to the north of its current
location. Several other design options were considered for this intersection and the findings are
documented in Appendix B of the DED. Holmes Street (Vallecitos Road) will not be moved or
affected in any way by the proposed project.

2. The proposed project does include a 22-foot median with a concrete safety barrier from north
of Vallecitos Road to Jack London Boulevard except at intersections. The purpose of the
concrete barrier in the middle of the expressway is to reduce the risk of an out-of-control vehicle
crossing the median and colliding with opposing traffic. In addition, as compared to a median
island, a concrete barrier is more effective in preventing cross over accidents and requires less
maintenance, thus reducing exposure of our highway workers to high speed traffic.

3. The proposed project includes construction of a new retaining wall on the west side of the
expressway between Ruby Hill Drive and Vallecitos Road. The retaining wall is needed to allow
for widening SR 84 while avoiding the environmental conservation area located to the east. The
wall will vary in height up to a maximum of 30 feet. An architectural treatment will be applied
to the face of the wall. Some concepts for what the architectural treatment would look like were
presented at the public information meeting and will be developed in more detail during the final
design phase of the project.

4. The proposed project will include landscaping. Preliminary landscape plans for the proposed
project have been developed. A detailed landscaping plan is typically developed during the final
design phase of the project, with the public’s input.

Your letter also mentions that the project may cause disturbance to the quiet, scenic nature of
your community and the wildlife that live nearby, and that the Department should create an
expressway that keeps this in mind as much as possible. The project will have some effects on
noise levels and visual qualities of the SR 84 corridor, as described in the DED, but we have also
proposed potential measures to minimize these effects. These measures will be considered
during the final design phase and include such items as landscaping to increase the aesthetic
quality of the SR 84 corridor.

In regard to wildlife, extensive field studies have been conducted to assess wildlife conditions in
the project area and potential impacts that they could experience. Two roadway alignments south
of Vallecitos Road were originally considered for the project, and the current proposed roadway
alignment was selected primarily because it would have the smallest potential effect on the
natural habitat. The Department is also consulting with environmental resource agencies
including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on avoidance measures to further protect wildlife
and their habitat in the project area. These measures could include elements such as preservation
of wildlife passages, preconstruction surveys, and high-visibility fencing to keep sensitive species
out of the construction zone.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. and Mrs. Harrington
January 29, 2008
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The Department notes your suggestion to include a median island with trees, shrubs, and rock or
brick; to Jandscape the hillside by Ruby Hill with evergreens and native plants; and to place
soundwalls only where they are needed. The main reason that a median barrier is included rather
than an island is for safety, both for the motorist and the highway workers who must maintain it.
In addition, the median is not wide enough to accommodate an island that is more than two-feet
wide. Due to the relatively high speed of the facility, safety policies dictate that trees or other
fixed objects not be placed within 30 feet of traffic. However, the Department will consider

 aesthetic treatments such as color, texture, and pattern options for the concrete safety barrier to
make it more visually harmonious with the surrounding area.

The conceptual landscaping plans for SR 84 propose to keep the native vegetation south of
Vineyard Avenue in order to maintain the rural setting. Also, the Department understands the
importance to nearby residents of maintaining the scenic quality of this corridor, and thus will
seek input on the landscaping plan from the community and local agencies.

In regard to placing soundwalls only where they are needed, your letter mentioned one is not
necessary by the Ruby Hill park/pool area. The noise studies conducted for the DED indicated
that this is the only area of the project corridor that will approach (but not exceed) the Federal
criteria for noise abatement after project construction. In order to reduce traffic noise in this area,
the DED proposes the placement of a six-foot-high soundwall. Ultimately, the Department will
consider public input on whether or not to include this soundwall in the project.

The fourth paragraph of your letter describes your concerns about the increased truck volumes
and speed limit on the new expressway, Over time, the number of vehicles including trucks that
use SR 84 will increase due to projected regional growth. This project will increase the capacity
on SR 84 to help accommodate future growth and improve existing congestion on local streets.
Although truck volumes would increase slightly over the no-project condition, a significant
portion of these trucks are servicing the community, not transiting through the corridor. This
conclusion is supported by the decreasing truck volumes with increasing distance from I-580 as
indicated in the attached Route 84 Truck Traffic Summary table.

An additional concern from your letter was the need for Stoneridge Drive or Las Positas
Boulevard to be extended to Jack London Boulevard. This is not within the scope or study limits

of this project. We suggest that you forward these comments to the Cities of Pleasanton and
Livermore.

The maximum speed limit on an expressway such as SR 84 is set by California Vehicle Code
Section 22349(a) at 65 mph. However, the design speed of this segment is 55 mph. As such, the
initial speed limit is set at 55 mph. After the new expressway is open to traffic, we will take a
speed survey to confirm or adjust the speed limit, if necessary, in accordance with California
Vehicle Code Section 22354.

Finally, your letter states that the Department should reconsider its proposed plans for the area
between Vineyard Avenue and the Ruby Hill entrance on SR 84 and put a greater emphasis on
enhancing the environment. As stated above, the concerns of Ruby Hill residents and other

“Calirans improves mobility across California”
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Page 4

Finally, your letter states that the Department should reconsider its proposed plans for the area
between Vineyard Avenue and the Ruby Hill entrance on SR 84 and put a greater emphasis on
enhancing the environment. As stated above, the concerns of Ruby Hill residents and other
members of the community will be taken into account in the Department’s ultimate decision on
how the project will be implemented. The Department is considering the comments provided in
your letter as well as other public comments on the project and will make every feasible effort to
balance the needs of the nearby community with long-term transportation goals for the region,

Thank you for providing your comments and concerns. If you have any further questions or need
additional information, we encourage you to contact the project manager, Issa Bouri, at
(510) 286-5220.

Sinc

Fi L/ .ﬁ:\o x I
BUJAN '
Distric or

Attachment

¢: Art Dao, ACTIA
Chen Sheets, City of Livermore
Mike Mikasa, City of Livermore
Joshua Pack, City of Pleasanton
Mike Tassano, City of Pleasanton

“Calirans improves mobility across California”
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Table 1
Route 84 Truck Traffic Summary
(all numbers are average weekday two-way traffic)
z-weﬂ(ﬂljf Daily Vehicle Mix (Average Monday - Friday)
ADT | AXLE | 3-AXLE | 4AXLE | S-AXLE | S-AXLE | Trucks
Existing (July :
T 20534 | 22 65 10 154 5 515
South of Jack London Bivd | 2030 No 26,111 | 561 129 19 305 9 1,023
3030 With
Proiect 41,333 655 151 23 158 11 1,198
Existing (July
2007) 20,708 284 65 10 153 : 5 517
North of Stanley Blvd gﬁ 21,55 | 565 129 20 304 9 1,027
2030 With
A 39667 | 660 151 4 356
5.,5- 2 66 5 1 1202
o 16800 | 234 46 10 157 5 45
North of Concannon Blvd | 2030 ’:" 21,556 | a6s o1 21 33 10 9200
2030 With ;
Emr ¥ s 35,333 557 108 25 mn 12 . 1,075
sting (July
2007) 12,005 198 i 11 157 5 408
North of Vineyard Ave ﬁ:ﬂ:" 23667 | 393 74 n 312 10 811
2030 With
Project 31,556 478 S0 27 a7 12 086
Existing (July :
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Buisting (Quly | o47as [ ar2 6 18 287 6 788
North of Ruby Hill AL o 50,556 | 819 129 3s s71 13 1,567
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Source; Fehr & Peers, 2007, and URS, 2007
"Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Comment I-111 Morris Reinisch (3 of 3)
Note: An identical letter was submitted to Art Dao of ACTIA. The same responses apply.

1-111-1

1-111-2

1-111-3

11114

Morris N. Reinisch
456 Cabonia Court
Pleasanton, CA 94566

December 18, 2007

Caltrans District 4

Office of Environmental Analysis
Attn: Ed Pang

111 Grand Avenue

Qakland CA 94610

Dear Mr. Pang
I sincerely request that a full EIR be done on the 84 widening project. Here are my
concerns that have not been addressed in the environmental assessment that has been
prepared and presented to the public.

I am originally a native of New York. I have always admired Californians for their
commitment to nature and the safckeeping of the environment. Even today, living in the
Ruby Hill community of Pleasanton, I am reminded of that type of progressive thinking
and attitude on a very frequent basis - a salamander habitat preserve right outside the
gates of Ruby Hill; the concern for butterflies at the Callippe golf club where players are
not permitted.to retrieve their balls in the habitat of the Callippe butterfly; people sitting
in trees in Berkeley to prevent their being chopped down; etc. ete.

I-Iowcvcr, when it comes to people and their welfare, well being and quality of life,
something terribly has gone wrong! The widening of 84 to encourage traffic, particularly
diesel truck traffic, to cut-though to 680 rather than take the 580/680 interchange clearly
does not take into account the impact that this will make on the people living in the
residential neighborhoods adjacent to this proposed widening.

Clearly, you must understand that this widening is not occurring along a stretch of
wineries or barren stretches of land where people are not living. This is happening right
outside and in the backyards of many, many residential neighborhoods, including Ruby
Hill where I live and where I back up directly next to Isabel Avenue. The noise and
pollution from the increased car and truck traffic 'encouraged' to avoid the 680
interchange will certainly be significant and cause a major impact on our health and
community. As you undoubtedly know, it is a well proven fact that diesel particulates
CAUSE CANCER. Would you like to have continuous stream of diesel trucks stream by
your backyard 24 hours/day, 7 days a week? I think not. Then why would you permit
such activity to occur in our backyards’? : ,

How can it be that Callformans care so much about trees,. ﬁsh, salamander birds, dIlEl the
like and care so little for their fellow mankind? This can’t be happenmg and is simply not
right. It should not be allowed.

1=
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Mr. Ed Pang December 18, 2007

I disagree with the conclusions in your environmental assessment and request that a full
1-111-4, | EIR be done to study these issues in more detail. I believe that if such a full EIR is
Cont. | done, and done on a fair basis, that there can be no doubt that the increase in noise and in
carcinogenic pollutants will be untenable such that this widening cannot be condoned.

These highway funds should be spent on improving the 580/680 interchange and not
I-111-§ | encouraging truck traffic (or any additional traffic) immediately adjacent to residential

neighborhoods.
Sincerely,
/97% &L:/MM

Morris N. Reinisch

Responses to Comment I-111

-111-1

The commenter’s concerns are noted. Master Response GEN-2 describes why an Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment was prepared for the proposed project. It is important
to note that the technical background research that was conducted for the DED was the
same that would have been prepared for an EIR. Additionally, the DED’s conclusions
about the levels of significance of project impacts are based on the same criteria that
would apply to an EIR (see the CEQA checklist in Appendix D). More details about the
DED’s conclusions regarding specific issues raised in this letter are provided below.

1-111-2

A primary purpose of the proposed project is to attract regional traffic away from local
streets. As described in Section 1.3.2, congestion on 1-680 and 1-580 has forced regional
travelers to find alternative routes using local streets in the Cities of Livermore,
Pleasanton, and Dublin. Local and sub-regional traffic that would otherwise use the
freeway corridors is also diverting to local streets. Increasing capacity on SR 84 and
completing other regional traffic improvements will relieve congestion on local streets as
well as on 1-580 and 1-680. Master Response TR-2 discusses the other regional traffic
improvements that are expected to reduce cut-through traffic.

The DED thoroughly evaluates and considers the effects of the proposed project as well
as other regional transportation and development projects on residents along the SR 84

corridor. In response to public comments on the DED, additional details about potential
project effects have been added to the FED, as described in Master Response GEN-2.
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1-111-3

Some drivers use SR 84 as a regional route and will continue to do so in the future with
or without the proposed improvements. The project will add capacity to SR 84, resulting
in a greater volume of automobile and truck traffic, and this is reflected in the
environmental studies summarized in the DED. However, the increases in noise and
pollution would not exceed any applicable State or Federal thresholds. For example, the
detailed technical research conducted for the DED indicates that the project would
increase future noise levels from 1 to 6 dBA, although no State or Federal noise
abatement criteria would be exceeded at any residences.

The project’s potential effects on air quality were evaluated in detail in the Air Quality
Analysis report (Baseline Environmental Consulting 2008) in accordance with State and
Federal standards. The project would meet State and Federal air quality conformity
requirements. Construction activities would temporarily increase dust and combustion
emissions, but the DED proposes measures to avoid or minimize these effects. Master
Response AIR-1 provides a detailed discussion of air quality effects of the proposed
project, including the issue of diesel particulates identified in the comment. As stated in
Section 2.14.1, the proposed project must conform with the Clean Air Act on both the
regional level and the project level to be approved.

In response to comments that requested specific information about changes in truck
traffic, additional data were gathered to test the modeling and projections used in the
traffic studies. Although truck volumes will increase slightly over the No Build condition,
a significant portion of these trucks will be servicing the community, not transiting
through the corridor, as demonstrated by a decrease in truck volumes with increasing
distance from 1-580. This information has been added to the FED in Sections 2.7.2.4 and
2.7.3.3.

-111-4
The comment is noted. See the response to Comments 1-111-1 and 1-111-3.

-111-5

A separate study of the 1-580/1-680 interchange began in 2006 to identify improvements
for regional traffic operations on those freeways. The proposed project is part of a series
of regional traffic improvements designed to reduce congestion on local streets as well as
1-580 and 1-680. See Master Response TR-2 for additional details.
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Comment [-112 Richard, JoAnn, and Amanda Koobatian (1 of 2)

————— Original Message-----

From: Richard Koocbatian [mailto:rhkoobatian@comcast.net]
Sent: Sat 12/29/2007 10:33 AM

To: Williams, Jeff

Subject: Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

Dear Councilman Williams
RE: Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

We are Livermore residents whose house faces Isabel Avenue and are
adamantly copposed to the State Route 84 widening project through

1-112 -1 Livermore. For the city of Livermore to essentially allow an interstate
to be put in a residential area is nothing less than obacene, dangerous,
and outright fool-hearty and makes absclutely no sense.

It would seem that we are being penalized for living where we thought
was a guiet neighborhood. The people that will be using the new roadway
live in different counties. 2All you are doing is encouraging more
growth in sleeper communities like Tracy and Brentwood and the

1-112-2 congestion will grow even larger. The fact that those commuters cannot
afford housing in the greater bay area is not my concern and I should
not have to foot the bill, emoticnally or monetarily, to accommodate
their choice to live in those outlying areas. They don't even pay
property taxes in Alameda County!

This seems to me to be an answer to the failure of the 580 -680
interchange that was completed just 8 years ago. That too was meant to
relieve 580-680 congestion but obviously it did not. Because that
project was not successful and my tax dollars were wasted on that, now
you want to spend even more of my tax dollars to =zee 1f another option
1-112-3 will do the trick. Road building and municipal planning are not supposed
to be trial and error concepts. Spending taxpayers' money is serious
business and should not involve frivolity. What are you going to do if
the Isabel Widening doesn't relieve traffic congestion? Are you then
going to authorize a super-skyway toll road that is elevated over
Pleasanton & Livermore?

What a disaster in the making. Where's that urgency we 2aw in you when
the city ultimately terminated plans to allow Wal-Mart to build a
Super-Store in the Isabel area? Also, look at the success Pleasanton
residents just had telling Home Depot "thanks but no thanks" to the

1-1124 proposed new store on Bernal & Stanley. That too was a congestion issue
and the people spoke!! You've got an obligation to listen to the
residents that voted you in. We live in the affected area. Caltrans

engineers and the commuters do not!

We've spoken with the Livermore planning department. They say the Berns
were built between us and Isabel Avenue to lessen the noise. You need
to come to our part of town and listen to the traffic on Isabel. From
1-112-5 our house, you can hear each car driving on Isabel loud and clear. HNow
we will hear even more vehicles if this project goes through. There's
no need to waste more money on further environmental impact studies.

our neighborhood is already noisy from Isgabel traffic and more cars will
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1-112-5, increase that problem. Not to mention the increased pollution that will
Cont be generated in our area from the additicnal traffic.

Again, there is no good public policy for allowing the widening project.

1-112-6 A}l the arqument; have been made. Tbe st?ongest co?sideration should ke
given to the residents whose properties will essentially be "taken away"
from them if the project goes forward.

Please do what you can to stop the Isabel Widening project.

Sincerely,

Richard, JoAnn, and Amanda Koobatian
1145 Crystal Circle

Livermcore, CA 94550

925-454-59644

Responses to Comment [-112
1-112-1
The commenters’ opposition to the project is noted.

It is important to note that the proposed project would not make SR 84 into an interstate
but would widen the existing SR 84 and upgrade it to expressway design standards. SR
84 has been an expressway since 1959, and the California Highway Commission adopted
the alignment along Isabel Avenue from Vallecitos Road to 1-580 in 1960. The project’s
additional lanes, wider median, and concrete median barrier would increase safety by
reducing the potential for cross-centerline collisions.

[-112-2

Traffic modeling for year 2030 conditions indicates that the project would not
substantially increase the number of vehicles on SR 84 coming from or headed to the
Central Valley via the Altamont Pass. Therefore, the project is not expected to encourage
growth in the Central Valley. See the response to Comment B-04-10 for further
discussion.

1-112-3

The modifications to the 1-580/1-680 interchange, the proposed project, and other
regional traffic improvements are not trial-and-error attempts at relieving traffic
congestion and are not planned in a vacuum. Most individual roadway projects are
intended to improve circulation within both a specific area and a broader regional
context. In some cases, the work needed to relieve congestion cannot feasibly be funded
all at once and must be prioritized based on the most urgent circulation needs and the
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available funding. In the Bay Area, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP; MTC 2005) sets priorities and specifies a detailed set
of investments and strategies to coordinate all transportation projects planned for the
region through the year 2030. The RTP is updated every three years to reflect new
planning priorities, changing projections of growth and travel demand, and a realistic
forecast of future revenues. Each update of the RTP is developed with extensive public
involvement.

On large-scale transportation facilities such as the 1-580/1-680 interchange, the maximum
operational benefit occurs when all of the projects addressing the facility are ultimately
completed. The 1-580/1-680 interchange work completed in 2002 was a set of
improvements made to address circulation needs based on available funding. Other
projects are planned or under way to improve operations at the interchange and on 1-580
and 1-680, as described in Master Response TR-2. The improvements will relieve
congestion both at the interchange and on a broader regional basis.

The proposed project was designed to relieve traffic congestion by attracting traffic away
from local streets in Livermore and Pleasanton and by providing an alternate route
between [-580 and 1-680. Together with other planned transportation improvements, the
project would result broader regional traffic benefits.

In addition to surface transportation improvements, several public transit programs are
also planned for the area, including a BART extension to Livermore. A BART station is
proposed at the 1-580/1sabel Avenue interchange but is not currently funded. Transit
projects are funded by separate sources.

1-112-4
Most of this comment is directed toward Councilman Jeff Williams. The Department
notes the commenters’ concerns.

[-112-5

Some commenters pointed out that the berm near 1da Holm Park is lower than in other
areas and may not be effective in blocking roadway noise. The height of the berm will be
raised as part of the project.

Future traffic volumes on the widened SR 84 will result in increases in noise and certain
air pollutant levels, but none of the increases would exceed State or Federal standards.
Master Responses NOI-1 and AIR-1 address project-related noise and air quality
changes, respectively.
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1-112-6

It should be noted that the proposed project was authorized and funded under Measure B
sales tax program, which was passed by Alameda County voters in 1986 and reauthorized
in 2000. However, the concerns of the community will be taken into account in the
Department’s ultimate decision on how the project will be implemented.

Comment 1-113 Don Pickett
" ..G..A'l.;:Fél..H 1A # m

Public Information Meeting
Tuesday, October 30, 2007

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Comment sheets may be deposited in the comment box tonight or mailed to:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) To view or obtain a copy of the
Office of Environmental Analysis Environmental Document, visit
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm
111 Grand Avenue/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94610 |

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday, November

15, 2007. B
Name: rbq—nzgc&.-s?%é Date: /R-7-O7

Affiliation (if applicable):

Address: /742 Touewmaleine= Cf.

Comment/Question: _See epcliscd copmeqrs

Please continue on back if necessary.

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at (510) 286-5820 or
Arthur L. Dao, ACTIA at (510) 267-6104. |
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Highway 84 Expansion
*1, as many Livermore residents oppose the Highway 84 expansion project as it is proposed today
and request that a complete EIR be conducted to address residents concerns. The preliminary

11131 engineering and environmental analysis conducted by Caltrans and the Alameda County

| Transportation Improvement Authority is inadequate.

[ Ive lived here for 10 years and was aware of the expansion going to 4 lanes, but 6 lanes on any
section of this road is excessive and out of scale for the surrounding neighborhoods and amount
of traffic, current and projected.

1-113-2

1 live the traffic patterns every morning and every evening during commute time and the current
lane configurations are adequate to handle it, though I do believe and would support expanding
all sections to 4 lanes from Jack London south to Vineyard will improve the overall appearance
and safety as it is poorly marked and there have been several accidents as a result.

Based on current traffic patterns commuters are still entering Livermore from Patterson Pass Rd,
Greenville Rd, and Vasco Rd due to the backup on 580. Widening Isabel will not change that if
1-113-3 commuters can’t get to Isabel and Livermore residents along those alternative streets will still
have to endure central valley and Livermore commute traffic.

Traffic backup problems on 580 must be resolved in order for Isabel to be an effective alternative
for commuters, otherwise traffic will continue to exit the freeway in search of faster routes to go
south. If you look at the number of single occupancy vehicles on 580, HOV lanes will not have a
sigiiificant impact on reducing backups.

1-1134

The bottleneck entering and exiting south Livermore via Velocities and Hwy 84 during commute
times can only be resolved by mitigating the traffic conditions coming over the Altamont Pass. If
1-113-5 more effort and funding were used to bring BART to east Livermore (Greenville) a REAL impac
' to this Tri-Valley problem could be realized.

Don Pickett

1742 Tourmaline Ct, Livermore, CA

Responses to Comment [-113

1-113-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 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 same technical studies must be prepared whether the
ultimate environmental document is an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment or an
EIR. See Master Response GEN-2 for additional discussion.

1-113-2
As stated in Section 1.4.1.1, SR 84 would be widened from two to four lanes between
Ruby Hill Drive and Stanley Boulevard, and from two to six lanes between Stanley
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Boulevard and Jack London Boulevard. The segment from Stanley Boulevard to Jack
London Boulevard would be six lanes to accommodate future travel demand north of
Stanley Boulevard and to conform to the six-lane section between Jack London
Boulevard and 1-580 that will be constructed under the 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange
Project.

1-113-3

With or without the project, some commuters will continue to travel to or through
Livermore using the roads mentioned in the comment. The completion of the 1-580/Isabel
Avenue Interchange Project will provide motorists with a direct route from 1-580 to SR
84.

-113-4
Other regional traffic improvements are planned or under way to address congestion on I-
580, as discussed in Master Response TR-2.

1-113-5

The comment regarding the need to improve traffic conditions in the Altamont Pass area
is noted but is not within the scope of this project. A BART station is proposed at the I-
580/Isabel Avenue interchange but is not currently funded. Transit projects are funded by
separate sources.
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Comment |-114 Marilyn Maher
ACTIA LIVERMORE  CALTRANS

l ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT |

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of Transportation To Murom::na copy of the Envirenmantal
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, vis
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner .ot ca govidistdlenvdoc. itm
111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Eox 23660
Oaklend, Ca 94610
Name: Z\A&ri’%&h Meder Date “#‘4/‘22

Affillation (if applicable);__Prima Development__ &——
address: Jp 4 Proto Wway - [Lyver more, @ogysso

Comment/Question:

B My list of complaints — issues with the widening of Route 84 — to our Prima
Neighborhood.

We have lived in Livermore for not quite 2 years and having chosen a home in the Prima
development, I cannot believe that Livermore can, in good faith, totally ruin our beautiful
neighborhood. As a new resident — I was impressed with this neighborhood with its

1-114-1

This project will:
Increase the traffic flow tremendously, and add big loud trucks with a increase in NOISE.
1 understand the Quarry entrance/exit will be changed right at the Concannon Road Area.
Concannon already has its own noise and traffic problem.
The safety of the school children with increased traffic on Concannon — because once
the’traffic hits its bottleneck — these cars will exit on Concannon and any other way they
can find to get over to another route to 580. Believe me, it will happen.
The homes in this development will take a loss in value with this project. We do not
| deserve to suffer a loss because of this project.
[ This project, as I understand it, has been around for a lot of years (which we did not know
and now all of a sudden without a lot of warning — we are faced with this and very little
time for studies to be done that would at least give us some options and time to deliberate
| with the City and CalTrans about “OUR” needs and “OUR” wants.
[ This area is a bottleneck now — what will it be with more traffic? The flat area coming
off 680 is, as I understand it, not going to be widened — the road is going to back up again
1-114-4 and even more so with more traffic approaching the horrific 580 problem.
We need a permanent fix — Fix 580 — Bring BART into Livermore — these are permanent
solutions.

1-114-2

1-114-3

[ WE NEED AND WE WOULD LIKE A MORE COMPREHENSIVE STUDY OF THIS
1-114-5 PROJECT WITH WE THE CITIZENS INVOLVED IN THE PLANNING — THIS
| IMPACTS US TREMENDQUSLY — AND FEEL THAT THIS IS ONLY FAIR.

Marilyn J. Maher, 202 Prato Way — Livermore, 94550

Thank You!
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Responses to Comment I-114

1-114-1

The comment is noted. The routing of SR 84 along Isabel Avenue was planned since
1960 and completed in 2003. The Department began public outreach on the project in
2005, as described in Master Response GEN-4.

1-114-2

The project will add capacity to SR 84, resulting in a greater volume of automobile and
truck traffic, and this is reflected in the environmental studies summarized in the DED.
However, the increases in noise and pollution would not exceed any applicable State or
Federal thresholds. For example, the detailed technical research conducted for the DED
indicates that the project would increase future noise levels from 1 to 6 dBA, although no
State or Federal noise abatement criteria would be exceeded at any residences.

The project vicinity has multiple quarries and quarry operators, some with access to SR
84 and some with access to Stanley Boulevard. A limited amount of quarry traffic uses
the SR 84 access points, which will be closed and consolidated to a single shared access
road on the west side of the Concannon Boulevard intersection. A City of Livermore
ordinance limits trucks that weigh 3 tons or more to SR 84 (along with the existing Kitty
Hawk Road to Airway Boulevard route to 1-580) and East Stanley Boulevard. Other
traffic is not expected to use Concannon Boulevard as an alternative to SR 84 because SR
84 will become six lanes from Stanley Boulevard (the next intersection to the north of
Concannon Boulevard) north to 1-580. The proposed project would widen SR 84 to six
lanes between Stanley Boulevard and Jack London Boulevard. The 1-580/Isabel Avenue
Interchange Project, which will be completed before the proposed project, will widen SR
84 to six lanes between Jack London Boulevard and 1-580, and provide direct access to
and from 1-580 at Isabel Avenue.

Master Response GEN-3 addresses the issue of property values.

[-114-3

As stated in the response to Comment 1-114-1, the Department began public outreach on
the project in 2005. The public coordination conducted for this project is described in
detail in Master Response GEN-4. All public comments have been considered and
addressed in the FED, and the concerns of the community will be taken into account in
the Department’s ultimate decision on how the project will be implemented.
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1-114-4

The detailed traffic study (Fehr and Peers 2006) performed for the project showed that
the proposed project, as well the improvements proposed for Pigeon Pass and the I-
580/Isabel Avenue interchange, would improve traffic operations over the No Build
scenario. A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes to I-
680. Other regional traffic improvements are planned or under way to address congestion
on 1-580, as discussed in Master Response TR-2. A BART station is proposed at the I-
580/Isabel Avenue interchange but is not currently funded.

1-114-5

As described in Section 3.1, notices were sent to 4,750 property owners/residents to

invite them to the initial project scoping meeting in July 2005. See Master Response
GEN-4 for additional information about public communication regarding the project.

Comment I-115 Thomas Maher

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

[ ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD

Califomia Dept of Trahsportation

Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner
111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660

Oakland, Ca 94610

Name: WD\S \M&“—BL pate _NVEC \2, Zco?

Affiliation (if applicable):__Prima Developme el

Addross: 2 Prato Wk
Veewoee, (1RO

Comment/Question:

SEE ATAHED

To view of obitain a copy of the Environiental
Document, visit
wwww.dot ca govidistdlenvdoe. im
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HIGHWAY 84 EXPANSION

1) IF WIDENING 84 BRINGS IN A LARGE NUMBER OF
TRAFFIC AS FORCASTED, IT WILL STOP OR JAM 84
1-115-1 BECAUSE 580 IS ALREADY JAMMED EVERY DAY WITH
THE WEST TRAFFIC IN THE MORNING AND THE EAST
TRAFFIC AT NIGHT.

2) WITH THE JAMMING OF 580 AT PRESENT THE TRAFFIC
THAT COMES OVER 84 THROUGH LIVERMORE WILL BE
STOPPED ON ISABEL AND A LOT OF THE TRAFFIC WILL
TURN ON CONCANNON, HOLMES, AND RAILROAD AND
JAM THE DOWN TOWN AREA TRYING TO GET ON
PLUGGED 580.

1-115-2

3) TRUCK TRAFFIC COMING DOWN FROM PLEASONTON
ON STANLEY THEN TURNING
ON ISABEL TO GO TO 580 WILL ALSO BE STOPPED AND
PLUGGED BECAUSE OF 580.

1-115-3

4) IF YOU WALK DOWN MURDELL IN LIVERMORE
AND STOP AT AN INTERSECTION ROAD THAT
CONNECTS MURDELL AND TRAVELS WEST

11164 TOWARDS ISABEL, YOU CAN HEAR THE ISABEL

TRAFFIC NOW. IF ISABEL TRAFFIC IS DOUBLED

THE NOISE ON THESE ROADS WILL BE BAD.

5) HOW CAN ALL THIS MONEY BE SPENT ON THESE
ROADS THAT ARE TO BE WORKED ON AND NOT
PROVIDE ANY BETTER MEANS TO GET FROM 680 TO 580
BECAUSE 84 WILL STILL BE RESTUCTED BECAUSE
THERE IS STILL A TWO LANE ROAD IMMEDIATELY ON
84 AFTER 680. AND AFTER THE TRAFIC GETS ON THIS
PATH 580 IS STOPPED EVERY MORNING AND EVENING
SO ALL TRAFFIC WILL BE STOPPED.

1-115-6

Responses to Comment I-115
1-115-1
See the response to Comment 1-114-4.

1-115-2

One of the purposes of the proposed project is to improve local traffic circulation by
adding capacity on SR 84 and including intersection improvements, thereby attracting
regional traffic away from local streets and back onto the SR 84 corridor. The detailed
traffic study (Fehr and Peers 2006) performed for the project showed that the proposed
project, as well the improvements proposed for Pigeon Pass and the 1-580/1sabel Avenue
interchange, would improve traffic operations over the No Build scenario.
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With or without the project, some motorists will reach 1-580 using the roads mentioned in
the comment. However, the proposed project and the 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange
Project would provide a four- to six-lane thoroughfare between Ruby Hill Drive and I-
580 with direct access to and from 1-580 at Isabel Avenue. The 1-580/Isabel Avenue
Interchange Project will be completed before the proposed project. The additional
capacity on SR 84 is expected to reduce the amount of traffic diverting to local streets. In
addition, the City of Livermore limits trucks that weigh 3 tons or more to SR 84 (along
with the existing Kitty Hawk Road to Airway Boulevard route to 1-580) and East Stanley
Boulevard,; therefore; truck traffic is not expected to divert to Concannon Boulevard,
Holmes Street, or Railroad Avenue.

[-115-3
See the response to Comment 1-114-4.

-115-4

As described in Master Response NOI-1, the project would increase future noise levels
from 1 to 6 dBA, although no State or Federal noise abatement criteria would be
exceeded at any residences.

1-115-5
See the response to Comment 1-114-4.
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Comment I-116 Robert Allen

223 Donner Avenue
Livermore, CA 94551-4240

13 December 2007
Caltrans District 4
Office of Environmental Analysis Attn: Ed Pang
111 Grand Avenue
Oakland, CA 94610

RE: IS/EA, Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

I strongly support widening and upgrading State Route 84/Isabel Avenue between Ruby
Hill Drive and Jack London Blvd.

Together with improvements of SR 84 over Pigeon Pass and the planned I-580/SR-84
interchange, this project would:

I-116-1 * Quiet calls for a costly, wasteful west-south flyover at I-580/1-680;

Save most drivers 4 miles between 1-580 over the Altamont and Mission Pass;
Reduce congestion on about 7 miles of 1-5380;

Reduce congestion on about 9 miles of [-630;

Enhance air quality in the oft-polluted Tri-Valley.

L B S

I hope that you will plan on later extending State Route 84 northeasterly to Vasco Road
and on to the Route 4 By-Pass and State Route 160. (Heavily-trafficed Vasco Road
really should be part of the State Highway System linking Eastern Contra Costa County
1-116-2 with the job-rich Silicon Valley.) This would reduce congestion on another five miles or
s0 of I-580 and at the I-580/Vasco Road interchange.

Please also push to widen and upgrade SR-84 all the way to 1-680.

Toh Ao

obert S. Allen
(925) 449-1387
BART Director (1974-1988)
Retired railroad cost analyst

Ce: - ACTIA
City of Livermore

Responses to Comment I-116
1-116-1
The commenter’s support for the project is noted.

1-116-2
No plans are currently in place to extend SR 84 to VVasco Road and SR 4 or SR 160, but
the commenter’s recommendation will be considered.

A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes to 1-680.
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Comment |-117 Rosemary Newman
‘ Dec. 16,2007

Hello,

1live at 15 Diamond Dr. in Livermore, just across from Ida Holm Park next to Route
84. The berm next to Ida Holm Park is very low and the roadway rises here just before
the traffic light at Concannon. Not only can we actually see the traffic on 84 from our
house, we believe the dip in the berm and the height of the roadway at that location
L allows a great deal of traffic noise to enter the surrounding neighborhood.
S We believe that some changes need to be made to the roadway, most likely lower it,
and berm at this point needs to be built up at least as high as the berm to the north and
south of it to help mitigate the noise. I made this suggestion in writing at a meeting at
Emma Smith School prior to the October meeting and I see that it was given no
consideration in the Environmental Report.

Also, the trail extension from Alden Lane to Vineyard Ave needs to be worked into

1-117-2
| the plan.

Sincerely,

Rosemary Newman

Responses to Comment [-117
1-117-1
The height of the berm next to Ida Holm Park will be raised as part of the project.

[-117-2
The Isabel Trail will be extended from Alden Lane to Vineyard Avenue as part of the
project.
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Comment I-118 Glenn Hage
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Responses to Comment 1-118

1-118-1

A separate project, the 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange Project, will improve access to I-
580 by replacing the partial interchange at Portola Avenue with a full interchange at
Isabel Avenue. Project construction will begin in 2009 and will be completed before the
SR 84 Expressway Widening Project.
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Comment [-119 Richard Good
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Richard F. Go
i 296 Alden Lax?;l
; Livermore, CA 94550

Responses to Comment [-119

1-119-1

As stated in Section 1.4.1.1, SR 84 would be widened from two to four lanes between
Ruby Hill Drive and Stanley Boulevard, and from two to six lanes between Stanley
Boulevard and Jack London Boulevard. The segment from Stanley Boulevard to Jack
London Boulevard would be six lanes to accommodate future travel demand north of
Stanley Boulevard and to conform to the six-lane section between Jack London
Boulevard and 1-580 that will be constructed under the 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange
Project.
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Comment 1-120 Brian Cross

CAL TRAN‘? \
R.EGARDING “HIGHWAY 84 WIDENING 19 December 2007

i 8 ) B R S SRS S
LS

DEAR CAL/TRANS

% | THINK IT WOULD BE IN EVERYONES BEST
INTEREST TO RESTRICT TRAILER TRUCKS
FROM THIS ROUTE. MEANING FROM STANLEY
1120-1 | BLVD, TO SUNOL.

IT WILL KEEP RESIDENTS SOMEWHAT HAPPIER BECAUSE OF A
REDUCTION IN NOISE, WHICH IS GOING TO INCREASE DRAMATICALLY
WITH THIS WIDENING.

Thank you,

BRIAN CROSS © i1 -

2011 ALTAIR- AVE

LIVERMORE, CA. 94550

EMAIL ~CROSS5@COMCAST.NET

Responses to Comment 1-120

[-120-1

The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, but as
described in Master Response TR-1, a local agency may prohibit certain vehicles from
using a highway or impose vehicle weight restrictions on a roadway. Note that the
proposed project limits do not include the portion of SR 84 from south of Ruby Hill
Drive to the 1-680 intersection.

Although truck volumes would increase slightly over the future No Build condition,
traffic studies performed for the project show that the majority of trucks that will use SR
84 will be accessing local businesses such as supermarkets.

Future traffic volumes on the widened SR 84 would result in an increase in noise, as
discussed in Master Response NOI-1.
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Comment |-121 Domingo and Elsie Say (5 of 5)
ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

g ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

R

COMMENT CARD

California Dept of Transportation ? To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner www.dot.ca.gov/distd/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail; PO Box 23660
Qakland, Ca 94610

Please subp@hments by the close of the comment period, Friday December 28, 2007
A

Name: Domlngo C. Say & ElsigT. Say Date: December 26, 2007

R

Affiliation (if applicable):

" Address: _ 273 Prato Way, Livermore, CA 94550

Comment/Question:

1. What is “Freeway Standard” design? Is that means entrance and exit ramps will be

1-12141 part of the design.

27T Tab!e 11, Comparison of 1995 and 2005 Traff‘c volumes data on 1580 (west bound}
does not include the portion from Airway Blvd, to 580/680 interchange; why? | wouldn’t
1-121-2 be surprise to find out that most of the gridlock on | 580 were cause by the traffic.on .
* Santa Rita, Hacienda, Hopyard and 1680/580 interchange area. Wouldn't it be more
beneficial f.o use the avallable fund to upgrade existing interchange now, than to
widening 84 to4'lanes and yet, keep the.existing 2 lane from plgaon pass tol 680

3. Enhancement of our current mass transit system through Tracy area will certainly
reduce the commuter traffic on | 580 and improvement of Stanton ship channel will

1-121-3 reduce the truck traffic. | hope these alternates approach are consider in your study
and save our planet by curbing carbon emissions.
4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on Aria
1-121-4 Ct, Cascita Ct & Tourmaline Ct. Please offer some suggestions,

5. When and how often will you assess changes to turn signals at 84/Concannon to

" minimize delays on Concannon. (e.g. - early mornings) and why the access
1-121-5 consolidations to the quarry and other business operation on the west side of 84 has
to be located at Concannon. Is there an alternative location study been perform?

6. What can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollutlon that Wlll mvade our
1-121-6 homes as a.result of the- prolected trafF ic. mcreases" P

FAsY Ao

— -k E R I T € W

7. Is'there other alternate route been evaluated to. connect I580 (at Altamont pass} to |
1-121-7 :  680and | 880 (at Dumbarton Bndge) Is there a-master plan in place to solvel 580
traﬁ" ic problem? . ;

For more information, contact Brigetfa'Smifh. Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, . ACTIA at 510-267-6104

Responses to Comment [-121

1-121-1

It appears that the comment refers to expressway standards, since the project does not
propose to make SR 84 a freeway. Entrance and exit ramps are not proposed. The project
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components that relate to expressway standards are (1) limiting access to intersections
rather than allowing private driveways, (2) relocating utilities such as telephone poles out
of the State right-of-way, and (3) improving the roadway geometry to meet a design
speed of 55 mph.

[-121-2

The freeway segments listed in Table 1-1 are not intended to represent all segments of I-
580 and 1-680 in the project region but rather the closest segments of those freeways to
their intersections with SR 84.

Other regional traffic improvements planned or under way to address congestion on 1-580
and 1-680 are discussed in Master Response TR-2. A future project is planned to
complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes from Pigeon Pass to 1-680.

[-121-3

Although the improvements mentioned in the comment may help to reduce traffic on I-
580, they are not within the scope of the project, and they would not address the purpose
and need of improving local circulation by reducing traffic volumes currently diverting to
local roads. In addition, the improvements would be funded by entirely different sources
than the proposed project. Therefore, they would not be viable as project alternatives.

1-121-4
See the response to Comment 1-07-4.

[-121-5
See Master Responses TR-4 and CI-1 in regard to signal timing and the relocated quarry
access at the SR 84/Concannon Boulevard intersection, respectively.

1-121-6
See the response to Comment 1-07-7.

1-121-7

No plans are in place to evaluate an entirely new surface road connection between 1-580
at the Altamont Pass and 1-680 or 1-880 at the Dumbarton Bridge. The funds required for
right-of-way acquisition and construction of such a connection would greatly exceed
those available for at least the next two decades. Other regional traffic improvements,
including for 1-580, are discussed in Master Response TR-2.
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Comment |-122 Julia Stephens Orvis

December 26, 2007
226 Joyce St.
Livermore, CA 94550

T am writing fo express my opinion regarding the widening of Isabelle Avenue. I am
concerned that a small group of people with special interests will impact planning that
will benefit the entire region. Public agencies represent the community at large and must
make their decisions based on what is best on a regional basis.

Special interest concerns should be heard and all reasonable efforis should be made to
1-122-1 mitigate those concerns. However, special interests should not outweigh important
regional planning that will benefit the entire community (I live on a very busy four lane
road — Patterson Pass- that was open fields when I purchased my house 25 years ago).

Isabelle Avenue is a key piece of the regional roadways in this valley. The decision to
widen this important artery must be made based on what is best for all the constituents
represented by the public agencies making the decision.

Serving as a member of a public agency means representing the entire public and making
the hard decisions that benefit that public at large. Sometimes it is difficult to know what
choice will actually serve the entire community best. I don’t think this is one of those
times.

Sincerely,

ulia Stephens Orvis, D.V.M.

Responses to Comment [-122
1-122-1
The comment is noted.
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Comment I-123 Carey Bailey
December 25, 2007

Caltrans District 4

Office of Environmental Analysis
Attn: Ed Pang

111 Grand Ave.

Oakland, CA 94610

Subject: State Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
Dear Mr. Pang,

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the proposed Negative Declaration
for the State Route 84 Widening Project.

Based on my review of the Environmental Assessment I fail to understand how the writer
could factually back up the following statement from page iii:

The proposed project would have no effect on cultural resources, energy,
hydrology and floodplains, and population and housing (relocation). In addition,
the proposed project would have no significant effect on air quality, emergency
services, geology and soils, growth, hazardous waste and materials, land use,
1-123-1 noise, watér-quality and stormwater runoff, traffic and transportation, utilities,
and visual/aesthetics resources.
T happen to live approximate 0.25 miles to the east of Highway 84 on Spinel Ct. and can
tell you from personal experience that the traffic noise from the prior phase of this project
has already significantly impacted my personal life. My master bedroom is upstairs in a
two-story home and faces to the west. Since the construction of the last phase-of the
project the noise from traffic in my bedroom with the windows open, as they often are in
the summer, has increased significantly.

On page viii the writer states that:

Future noise levels would increase from 1 to 6 dBA, No increases or maximum
levels predicted would exceed the FHWA/Department Noise Abatement Criteria
(NAC) at any residences.

1-123-2 A
A 3dBA increase in sound pressure level represents a doubling of the perceived volume
level. A 6 dBA increase in sound pressure level represents a_fourfold increase in the
perceived volume level for residents. If I am already having difficulties sleeping at night
due fo traffic noise from Highway 84 how am I to believe that the proposed widening and
promised 1 to 6 dBA noise increase won’t be a negative environmental impact to me and
my family personally?
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Memo to Caltrans
December 25, 2007
Page 2
1-123-2, I can’t imagine what the noise level will be like for those that live with their backyards on
Cont. Isabel Ave.

Because traffic is the number one concern for me, and many others living in the
Livermore Valley, I am in favor of any transportation project that will move traffic more
efficiently. I’m also not going to say, “Not in my backyard.” Therefore I would like to
111233 express my support for this project in general.

However, I would respectfully like to request that Caltrans strongly consider adding
additional sound-deadening features to this project in order to mitigate the environmental
impact from the traffic noise to the Sandhurst neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Mr. Carey O. Bailey

1421 Spinel Ct.

Livermore, CA 94550-8608
1 (925) 449-4947
carey.bailey@comcast.net

Ce:

City of Livermore Public Works Dept.

Responses to Comment 1-123

[-123-1

The determination that the proposed project would not have significant effects on noise
and traffic was based on a detailed and comprehensive technical review of these study
areas, the findings of which are summarized in Sections 2.15 and 2.7, respectively.
Additional noise measurements and traffic data have been collected since the DED was
circulated for public review and comment, but the results did not change the conclusions
of the DED (see Master Response GEN-2).

The comment about construction of the last phase of the project appears to refer to the
realignment of the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection completed in 2007. The
intersection realignment was a separate City of Livermore project to direct through traffic
on SR 84 and improve sight distance for turning movements to and from Vallecitos Road.
Some intersection modifications would be made under the proposed project to maintain a
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design speed of 55 mph, which is required as part of SR 84’s expressway designation (see
Section 1.4.1.1). Additional noise measurements collected in December 2007 indicate
that there have been minimal changes in noise levels at this location. For more
information, see Section 2.15.3 of the FED.

1-123-2

The comment refers to logarithmic increases in sound pressure levels. These increases
relate to actual volume but not to loudness, which is the human response to changes in
noise levels. As stated in the Noise Study Report, people generally cannot perceive
changes in environmental noise levels of 3 decibels or less (Wilson, lhrig and Associates
2007, Section 4.3, p. 15). A change of 5 decibels is usually clearly perceptible by most
people, and an increase of 10 decibels is usually perceived as a doubling in loudness. For
a detailed discussion of human response to changes in noise levels, see the Caltrans
Technical Noise Supplement
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/env/noise/pub/Technical%20Noise%20Supplement.pdf),
Section N-2211.

It is important to note that the significance determination for noise impacts is based on
specific numeric thresholds under State and Federal law for highway projects. As stated
in Section 2.15.1.2, a significant noise impact occurs when the future noise level with the
project either increases by 12 dBA or more, or approaches (that is, comes within 1 dBA)
or exceeds the noise abatement criteria, which is 67 dBA for residences. Neither the
detailed noise analysis for the project (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007) nor the
additional noise data collected in response to public comments indicate that the project
would exceed State or Federal noise abatement criteria.

1-123-3
The commenter’s general support for the project is noted.

Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits. In
addition, a section of berm along Ida Holm Park will be heightened, which may help
block traffic noise in the Sandhurst development.
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Comment [-124 M Guillory (first name indecipherable)
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Responses to Comment |-124

[-124-1

Some commenters pointed out that the berm near 1da Holm Park is lower than in other
areas and may not be effective in blocking out roadway noise. The height of the berm

will be raised as part of the project.
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Comment [-125 Jackie Guillory
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Responses to Comment [-125
[-125-1
See the response to Comment 1-124-1.
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Comment [-126 Kevin Watts

1-126-1

1-126-2

1-126-3
1-126-4

1-126-5

1-126-6

I 1rnri

Kevin Watts

92 Rockrose Street,
Livermore,

CA 94551

(925) 449-4113

December 21, 2007

Re: Route 84 Expressway Widening Project IS/EA

Attn: Ed Pang,

Caltrans District 4,

Office of Environmental Analysis,
111 Grand Ave,,

Oakland,

CA 94610

Dear Sir:

I am the owner of a Rocktose Street property adjacent to the Arroyo-Mocho bridge. 1 have specific
concerns about the following noise contributions from the proposed project:

e The gap in the earthen berm structure in the region of the bridge results in no noise abatement
provision for adjacent Rockrose residents.

» The subsidence, settling or lack of bridge maintenance has resulted in a strong impulsive noise
component as trailer trucks such as gravel trucks, bounce their loads as they cross the bridge. This
may be due to road surface discontinuities at the bridge to roadway interface or an uneven bridge
surface. This type of impulsive noise will tend to average out in a weighted noise measurement and
may not be emphasized in your noise study. Measurements of any noise impact should be made when
a convoy of gravel trucks are using the bridge crossing at maximum expressway speed.

* There is a lack of a sound wall on the bridge itself to deflect noise away from Rockrose residents.
* The surface of the bridge generates more noise than the asphalt road surface.

s There is a potential for amplification and channeling of noise towards Rockrose residents due to
the bridge and water channel.

‘e The additional noise due to increased traffic flow using the new expressway.

I request further consideration of these noise issues, especially the impulsive noise issue leading to a
noise abatement plan for Rockrose residents.

Sincerely,
Key., wds LACIVICE

Kevin Watts

Rockrose resident

Responses to Comment [-126

1-126-1

The gap in the berm at this location accommodates Arroyo Mocho and the trail
connection to Rockrose Street. SR 84 passes under Stanley Boulevard at this location.

1-388
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The Noise Study Report (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007) conducted for the project
included an assessment of the Rockrose Street area and concluded that noise levels
(existing and forecast) do not meet the Federal and State criteria to warrant mitigation or
abatement.

1-126-2
Road surface gaps or unevenness are a maintenance issue and would be addressed as part
of the proposed bridge widening.

1-126-3
No soundwall is proposed for the Arroyo Mocho Bridge.

1-126-4
Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits,
including the bridge surface.

[-126-5
The comment is noted.

[-126-6
The comment is noted.
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Comment |-127 Janine Youngbird

1-127-1

1-127-2

Mr. Ed Pang

Caltrans District 4

Office of Environmental Analysis
111 Grand Avenue

Qakland, CA 94610

Dear Mr. Pang

Detailed below are comments on the draft environmental document (ED) that is being
circulated for the Route 84 Expressway Widening Project (between Jack London
Boulevard and Ruby Hill Drive) in Livermore.

The ED is deficient in characterizing and documenting the current and future vehicle
traffic; this information is necessary for the public to understand the impact and scale of
the project. There was no discussion on the percentage or number of trucks that are
anticipated with respect to the proposed project. Rumor has it that four trucks a minute
are anticipated. If factual, this could create a very dangerous situation. According the
ED there are three intersections (Standly Boulevard, Discovery Drive, and Jack London
Boulevard) approximately 30 second apart at a design speed of 55 MPH. The
combination of speed, close proximity of intersections, and heavy truck traffic will create
an unsafe condition when truckers suddenly have to cut across multiple lanes of traffic to
make their appropriate turn. We request the Discovery Drive exit that is currently being
constructed, be eliminated and access be provided to the industrial center via Jack
London Boulevard. This will improve traffic operations and reduce the noise associated
with acceleration and deceleration. If trucks are using SR84, truck should be advised and
restricted from “J braking” to prevent excessive noise,

Residences have voiced concerned about how this project will fit into the environment
and looked for clarification on landscaping, however the ED provides no tangible details
so the public can decide if their concerns are being addressed.

According to the ED, “The Ruby Hill development tennis courts and adjacent recreation
fields would approach the NAC. Existing and future noise levels would exceed the NAC
at the Isabel Trail, but due to it transitory use this trail docs not qualify as a sensitive
receptor.” Based on reviewing the noise data and Section 4F, I strongly disagree that the
tennis courts are sensitive receptors while the people who utilize the Isabel Trail are not!
The section 4F is deceptive and should be rejected! The 4F document made absolutely no
mention that the noise levels along the Isabel Trail would exceed the maximum
acceptable NAC on a long-term basis. In addition the 4F and noise study did nothing to
detail the distance along the trail that would be impacted, which appears to be over a mile
in length, This issue was not even considered as part of the cumulative affects.
Additional sound monitoring needs to be install along the pedestrian trail to accurately
determine the extent the trail will be impacted. Ifind it despicable that you are will to
pay to protect the private tennis courts and recreation trails of the wealthy which don’t
even reach the maximum allowable NAC levels, while the ED find violation of the
maximum allowable NAC level along the Isabel Trail in the poor neighborhood
acceptable! The time it takes to navigate the trail could be just as long as tennis matches

1-390
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1-127-2,
Cont.

1-127-3

1-1274

11275

on the private tennis courts. In addition, it should be noted, the already loud noise levels
along the Isabel Trail are causing some people make and navigate their own uncven
footpaths at the top of the earthen beam and behind, risking twisting an ankle, in attempt
to escape the persistent road noise. While sound wall are not a good solution due to the
visual resources of the area, there are several other solutions that could be viable options
to preserve the viability of our recreational trail. While reviewing the noise data, it was
also discovered that no noise data was gather for Chalmette Road even though it
terminates at the end of the protective earthen buttress but before the protective masonry
sound walls. Sound data should also be collected in this area to confirm the noise
standards are being preserved.

Stated in the ED on page 1-11, “At the request of the City of Pleasanton, no widening of
Vineyard Avenue west for SR84 is proposed to deter regional traffic form using Vineyard
Avenue as a detour route.” 'We want the same opportunity as the City of Pleasanton.
According to the ED, “The added capacity to SR 84 is expected to attract more regional
traffic to SR 84...”(Page 1-8) We are requesting regional truck traffic be prevented from
using SR 84, how many signatures and what information is need for this request? We do
not feel this an unreasonable request since Pigeon Pass was a natural barrier that

restricted trucks from using SR-84-as-a regional truck route-and the ED for Pigeon Pass——
stated their would be no impact / increase in traffic.

The cumulative effects in the ED should be revisited. For example, consider the area
between Jack London and Standly boulevards, this used to be undeveloped rural land
until approximately 2002 when a two-lane road posted at 35 MPH was constructed. Now
the current proposal is to increase this stretch to six-lanes at 55 MPH with a projected
47,198 vehicles per day at 55 MPH. On a side note, the noise studies in the ED will need
to be revised because they are based on a design speed of 50 MPH which conflicts with
the stated design speed of 55 MPH.

Since it is obvious, this environmental document is in need of revisions; I will give you
an opportunity to correct the major deficiencies prior to issuing the rest of my comments.
Issues such as those above are why a comprehensive environmental impact report (EIR)
is needed so as not to understate the project impacts or project scope. The EIR should
also include the proposed 580 interchange because neither project has logical termini
with out the other project being constructed.

Thank you for your assistance in resolving these issues!

Janine Youngbird
205 Chalmette Road
Livermore, CA 94551

CC:
Mayor, Marshall Kamena, City of Livermore
Caltrans District Director, Bijan Sartipi

Responses to Comment [-127

1-127-1

In response to comments that requested specific information about changes in truck
traffic, additional data were gathered to test the modeling and projections used in the
traffic studies. These data are summarized in Sections 2.7.2.4 and 2.7.3.3 of the FED.
With the project, the truck volumes would increase slightly over the No Project condition
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in the year 2030. The total increase ranges from 100 to 175 trucks per day, depending on
the roadway segment, and the maximum number of trucks per day is estimated at less
than 1,700. The basis for the estimate of four trucks per minute is unknown and is not
supported by the data.

The Discovery Drive intersection at SR 84 must be maintained because it was included in
the 2003 Route Transfer Agreement between the City of Livermore and Caltrans. Note
that the north end of Discovery Drive will connect to Jack London Boulevard.

Signage to deter use of engine brakes will be considered during final project design.

1-127-2

Landscape plans for the proposed project are preliminary and will be developed during
the project design phase. Public comment on the landscaping will be sought through
focused neighborhood meetings, and we urge you to participate in that process. See
Master Response VIS-1 for additional information.

The DED’s statement that the Isabel Trail is not a sensitive receptor is based on the fact
that the trail users who would be affected by noise from SR 84 are present on the trail
sporadically and not in fixed locations. People who use the trail are unlikely to stay on
the trail, or in any one location on the trail, for a longer time than is required to reach an
intended destination or to travel an intended distance (for example, to walk 2 miles for
exercise). In contrast, the Ruby Hill tennis courts and park represent destinations where
people stay in one location for more than a brief time.

Noise abatement for both the Ruby Hill recreation facilities and the Isabel Trail was
considered and is discussed in Section 2.15.4. The comment refers to but does not
identify other viable options for noise abatement on the Isabel Trail.

Under the FHWA’s Nationwide Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval
screening criteria, project impacts on noise, aesthetic values, and other resources should
not impair the use of Section 4(f) resources for their intended purposes. The 1 to 2 dBA
future increase in noise levels from the project at the Isabel Trail would not be a
perceptible change and would not interfere with the trail’s continued use.

Chalmette Road appears to be within 800 feet or less of three other residences considered
in the noise analysis (Table 2.15-3, Receiver IDs 4, 5, and 6), which have existing noise
levels of 50 to 53 dBA. The project would increase noise levels at these locations by 2 to
3 dBA. Although noise levels at different residences in the vicinity may vary, they are
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unlikely to reach the 66-67 dBA threshold at which abatement measures must be
considered.

[-127-3

Improving SR 84 as a regional connection between 1-680 and 1-580 consistent with other
programmed projects is a stated purpose of the project. In addition, the project was
included in the Measure B Expenditure Plan approved by Alameda County voters (see
Master Response GEN-4).

The Department cannot restrict truck traffic on any roadway as part of a project, but a
local agency may prohibit certain vehicles from using a highway or impose vehicle
weight restrictions on a roadway. See Master Response TR-1 for additional information.

1-127-4

It is not clear what aspect of the cumulative effects assessment needs to be revisited. The
traffic analysis accounts for the widening of SR 84 from two to six lanes between Stanley
Boulevard and Jack London Boulevard. As stated in Section 2.21.3.1, the traffic
projections include future growth in land use through the study year of 2030, based on
regional development planning and approved or planned transportation network
improvements. The evaluation of project impacts incorporates projections of cumulative
growth in traffic as well as planned or proposed changes in the local and regional
roadway network.

Master Response TR-3 discusses why SR 84 would have a design speed of 55 mph but a
posted speed limit of 50 mph.

1-127-5
See Master Responses GEN-2 and GEN-6 regarding the need to prepare an EIR and the
logical termini of the project, respectively.
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Comment 1-128 Karen and Scott Crowson

ACTIA LIVERMORE CALTRANS

| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD
California Dept of 'Transportatlnn N To view or obtain a copy of the Environmental
Office of Environmental Analysis tiis ’ Document, visit:
Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental F‘Ianner www.dot.ca gov/distd/envdoc.htm

111 grand Ave/Mail: PO Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94610

Please submit comments by the close of the comment period, Thursday November 15,
Name: Karen & Scott Crowson - Date: December 28th
Affiiaton (i applicable), .~ -

Addljes_s: 40 Sparrow St_‘{,: Livermore, CA 94551
Cbmlﬁénmdaﬁdn*
1. What is bemg done, at the 84!680 mterchange to handle the forecasl:ed doubling of

1-128-1 traffic onto 84?7 Sincethe Airway entrance is always backed up now, what is the plan for
the traffic that will bal:k up waliting for ffeeway access? i

2. W!ly can't you leave, ﬂle Quarry mining access solely to Stanley BMI which is not a
1-128-2 residential area? Please explain w‘hy an access must be provided on 84 and why it is
best at Concannon & 34.

3. Trees and a dense foliage area along the path beside 84 to will help create a
1-128-3 semblance of privacy, helping keep it more visually appealing to folks in the community
for walking, biking, jogging.

4. What can be done to minimize the projected increase in noise for homeowners on
1-1284 Rockrose St., Sparrow.St., Yosemite Dr.? Please offer some suggestions.

1-128-5 5. -Are any of these interchange medifications being done to accommodate future
expansion of the Livermore Airport?

1-128-6 6. Wh_ag can be done about the increased dirt, dust and pollution that will invade our
homes as a result of the projected traffic increases?

For more information, contact Brigetta Smith, Caltrans at 510-286-5820 or Arthur Dao, ~ ACTIA at 510-267-6104
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| ROUTE 84 EXPRESSWAY WIDENING PROJECT

COMMENT CARD, Continued

1-128-7 7. Have you thought about making the route a passenger vehicle route only?

8. What thought has been putin for those that will lose value on their homes? For some
1-128-8 of us, we have increased airport noise, and now a freeway, not just a 4 jJane connector
that was oﬂginally discussed when we purchased our homes.

1-128-9 9. Has a full environmental impact study been performed?
1-128-10 10. What is the timetable for funding for this project?
1-128-11 11. Why not upgrade the 580, which was designed to handie this type of traffic?

12. What studies have been performed that allowed for this choice verse improving the
1-128-12 580/680 interchange?

13. 1 don’t see the logic in moving 4-6 lanes of traffic eventually to 84 where it's reduced
|_'1 28-13 to two lanes wrapping through the hills.

14. I've also heard that there will be traffic signals at intervals along this passageway.
1-128-14 Have you considered the noise impact this will have as large trucks and motorcycles
stop and go all day and night behind residential homes?

Responses to Comment 1-128

[-128-1

A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes from Pigeon Pass
to 1-680. Other regional traffic improvements planned or under way to address congestion
on 1-680 are discussed in Master Response TR-2.

The 1-580/1sabel Avenue Interchange Project will construct a new connection between I-
580 and SR 84 and is expected to relieve congestion at the existing 1-580/Airway
Boulevard interchange.

1-128-2
See Master Response CI-1 regarding quarry access at the SR 84/Concannon Boulevard
intersection.

1-128-3
See Master Response VIS-1 for details about landscaping in the project area.
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1-128-4

Noise levels on properties adjacent to SR 84 in this area are anticipated to increase by 1
to 3 dBA over existing noise levels by the year 2030, and the project would increase
noise levels by 1 to 2 dBA. Since the noise levels do not approach or exceed 67 dBA or
increase noise levels by 12 dBA, these properties do not qualify for noise mitigation or
abatement. See Master Response NOI-1 for additional information.

1-128-5

Although the City of Livermore is considering plans to expand the Livermore Municipal
Airport, this potential development is unrelated to the SR 84 Expressway Widening
Project.

[-128-6
See the response to Comment 1-07-7.

1-128-7
See the response to Comment 1-07-8.

1-128-8
Master Response GEN-3 addresses the issue of property values.

It is important to note that the proposed project would not make SR 84 into an freeway
but would widen the existing SR 84 expressway and upgrade it to expressway design
standards.

1-128-9 through 1-128-11
See the responses to Comments 1-07-11 through 1-07-13.

[-128-12

See Master Response TR-2 regarding improvements to the 1-580/1-680 interchange. The
SR 84 Expressway Widening Project was studied separately as part of a series of
improvements to upgrade the route to expressway standards, improve local circulation in
Livermore, and improve connectivity to 1-580. Both projects would improve traffic
circulation in the area and are not related.

1-128-13

A detailed traffic study performed for the project showed that widening SR 84 between
Ruby Hill Drive and Jack London Boulevard, as well the improvements proposed for
Pigeon Pass Safety Project and 1-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project, would improve
future traffic operations over the No Build scenario (2030 conditions). Six lanes will be
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provided on SR 84 from 1-580 to Stanley Boulevard, and four lanes will be provided
between Stanley Boulevard and south of Pigeon Pass, where SR 84 will conform to two
lanes. A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes to 1-680. A
copy of the traffic study is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning
Department.

1-128-14
The existing signal intersections within the project limits will be maintained. No
additional signal intersections are currently planned within the project limits.
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Comment 1-129 Randy and Shannon Reeser

Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

COMMENT CARD

Ca. Dept. Of Transportation

Office of Environmental Analysis

Attn: Ed Pang, Senior Environmental Planner
111 Grand Ave./Mail PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94610

Name: Randy and S
Date December 28, 2007
Address:2168 Grape Leaf Lane, Livermore, CA 94550

Comments/Questions:

1. Our first area of concern is that only the Tri Valley Conservancy has
told us of Cal Trans’ plans to cut through our property of vineyards at
the corner of Isabel and Holmes. Cal Trans has not said anything to us.
We are very concerned because we are now building a home on the site
and are concerned about the impact of traffic: sight of traffic, sound of
traffic. We have worked long and hard to own what we own and the
thought of the state taking it from us is devastating. We have no plans
1-129-1 of giving it up. It is a beautiful entrance into Livermore and represents
the city well. The look of retaining walls and expressway has no place
in Livermore.

Some people have asked where the vineyards will be replaced. It
cannot be replaced. It is ours.

The City of Livermore and The Tri Valley Conservancy have given us
their support in stating it is not the best solution to cut through our
property. We would expect Cal Trans to at least show other options for
the road.

1-129-2 |_ 2. We have the same concerns as all the others whom have written

concerning the trees, the traffic impact, the loss of value of homes, ;

"; 29;2’ upgrading 580 and why this has been so hush-hush.
ont.

If the State is even thinking about taking someone’s property, the
property owner should be the first to know and should be worked with to
11293 | find a better solution. We find this to be slimy in all aspects. The only
way we found out about this is because the Tri Valley Conservancy tries
to follow these things and thankfully alerted us.

Randy and Shannon Reeser
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Responses to Comment [-129

[-129-1

The project has been modified to avoid the acquisition of the vineyard land identified in
the comment.

The design and location change for the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection described in
the DED was proposed to satisfy highway design standards and address concerns about
driver safety. During the preparation of the FED, the Department met with the City of
Livermore and other parties to discuss concerns about impacts to agricultural land, the
Tri-Valley Conservancy easement, and the commenter’s property, and to consider other
options for the SR 84/Vallecitos Road intersection. Additional technical studies
conducted after the DED was circulated for public review indicated that the intersection
could remain in its current location with additional modifications (see FED Section
1.5.2). The project design was subsequently changed to include the modified intersection
to avoid impacts to agricultural land, meet the needs of the community, and satisfy
highway design and safety requirements.

Federal law requires the Department to not approach the owners of properties for which
acquisition is planned until after the environmental review process for the project has
been completed (23 CFR 710.203). That is why the commenters had not been contacted
by Caltrans Right of Way staff.

[-129-2
The project would remove up to 26 native oak trees to accommodate roadway widening
in the southern project limits and proposes to replant 58 oaks to replace them.

A detailed analysis of the project’s traffic effects was conducted, and the findings are
discussed in Section 2.7.3. The potential for effects on property values is discussed in
Master Response GEN-3. For information about upgrades to 1-580, see Master Response
TR-2.

The Department’s intention has always been to make all project information readily
available to everyone. The history of the proposed project’s development and public
outreach efforts is described in Master Response GEN-4. Additional public outreach will
be conducted during the final project design and construction phases to keep the public
informed of project decisions and progress.

1-129-3
See the response to Comment 1-129-1.
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Comment 1-130 Mikel De Sanctis

Mikel De Sanctis 87 Cascata Court
Livermore

, CA 94550
Phone: 1-825-960-0401

December 28, 2007

Caltrans District 4,

Office of Environmental Analysis
Atin: Ed Pang

111 Grand Ave.

Oakland, CA 94610

Dear Sir or Madam:

I'm writing to express my concem and opposition to the “Route 84 Expressway Widening Project’. After
careful review of the IS/EA document for the project, it's clear to me that the study has no concemed for
the impact to the quality of life to the communities right next to Isabel Ave., such as Ruby Hill, Prima,
and Sand Hurst.

1-130-1
When we moved to Livermore, we chose the area for the tranquility, surrounding undeveloped areas,
light traffic, and the skies full of stars at night All these characterisics, which the IS/EA report
comments very superficially, will be totally lost as a result of this project.

The impact on noise pollution, air pollution, and light pollution will be deeply damaging. Not to mention
the increase of accidents by the truck and vehicle traffic that will travel at higher speeds as a result of
1-130-2 the widening. The benefits of this project will be to the area around the 580-680 intarsection, not to the
Livermore residents, especially not to the residents along isabel Ave, who will {ake the entire burden of
the project during construction, and will end up with a deteriorated quality of life at project is completion.

Sincerely,

Mikel De Sancfis
Concemed neighbor

Responses to Comment [-130

1-130-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. See Master Response GEN-5 in
regard to quality-of-life effects.

1-130-2

The project would result in increases in noise and the levels of certain air pollutants, but
no increases would exceed State or Federal standards (see Master Responses NOI-1 and
AIR-1). Additional lighting is not proposed. Although existing traffic signals and lights at
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intersections would be moved to the new edge of roadway, in most cases they would be
out of sight lines or screened from residents’ views by trees, berms, or soundwalls.
Section 2.8.3 of the FED has been revised to include this information.

The project’s additional lanes, wider median, and concrete median barrier would increase
safety on SR 84, and the speed limit would remain at 50 mph. As discussed in Section
2.7.3, the project will improve future traffic operations at most intersections in the project
limits, benefiting residents adjacent to SR 84.

Comment |-131 Philip Pagoria

Ed Pang

Senior Environmental Planner
Caltrans District 4

111 Grand Ave.

Oakland, CA 94612

Philip Pagoria
93 Canary Ct.
Livermore, CA
94551

Dear Mr. Pang,

Currently 84 is two lane highway from Jack London south to 880 and we believe it should stay
that way. There is a proposal that will increase the section north of Stanley to 6 lanes and add the
new interchange at 580. At the Oct. 30th meeting, it was stated that the new interchange was
designed to encourage truck traffic to take the 84 cut-through to 680 rather than taking the
1-131-1 580/680 interchange In addition, the section of 84 east of Pigeon Pass will remain two lanes
because of environmental issues. If this is true then widening Hwy 84 through Livermore will only
create more congestion over the pass and become relatively unattractive to trucks and
commercial vehicles. The 6 lanes will only encourage more traffic to cut-through Pleasanton and
onto Stanley which is not what is intended. There are already accidents at the intersections of
L Isabel with Jack London and Concannon Bivd. Now mix in multiple lanes, traffic lights and more
—  semi-trucks, and the accidents will certainly increase. On Oct. 30th, Caltrans said that the signals
) will be timed to minimize the impact of the multiple lanes. However, heavy trucks with longer
1-131-2 acceleration and deceleration times cannot have the same perfect timing as cars. The noise and
pollution from the increased car and truck traffic 'encouraged’ to avoid the 680 interchange will
— certainly be significant.
We believe a full EIR be done to study these issues in more detail.
1-131-3 These highway funds should be spent on improving the 580/680 interchange and not
encourage truck fraffic next to residential neighborhoods.

Sincerely,

Fhdy ﬂjﬁu

Philip Pagoria
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Responses to Comment [-131
[-131-1
See the response to Comment 1-25-1.

A detailed traffic study performed for the project showed that widening SR 84 between
Ruby Hill Drive and Jack London Boulevard, as well the improvements proposed for
Pigeon Pass Safety Project and 1-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project, would improve
future traffic operations over the No Build scenario (2030 conditions). Six lanes will be
provided on SR 84 from 1-580 to Stanley Boulevard, and four lanes will be provided
between Stanley Boulevard and south of Pigeon Pass, where SR 84 will conform to two
lanes. A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes to 1-680. A
copy of the traffic study is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning
Department.

[-131-2
See the response to Comment 1-25-2.

1-131-3
See the response to Comment 1-25-3.
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Comment |-132 Penelope Jorge Da Silva
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Responses to Comment [-132

1-132-1

As shown in Table 2.15-3 (Receiver ID 16), noise measurements for the project were
taken in the backyard of 63 Tourmaline Avenue, the address identified in the comment.
The noise level at this property is anticipated to increase by 3 dBA over existing noise
levels by the year 2030, and the project would increase noise levels by an additional 2
dBA. It is important to note, however, that noise impacts are defined according to
specific numeric thresholds under State and Federal law for highway projects. As stated
in Section 2.15.1.2, a noise impact occurs when the future noise level with the project
either increases by 12 dBA or more, or approaches (that is, comes within 1 dBA) or
exceeds the noise abatement criteria, which is 67 dBA for residences. Neither the detailed
noise analysis for the project (Wilson, Ihrig and Associates 2007) nor the additional noise
data collected in response to public comments indicate that the project would exceed
State or Federal noise abatement criteria.

1-132-2

Since the noise levels do not approach or exceed 67 dBA or increase noise levels by 12
dBA, this property would not qualify for noise mitigation or abatement. However,
rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to reduce
traffic noise.

The commenter will be advised of any upcoming meetings about the project.
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Comment 1-133 Richard, JoAnn, and Amanda Koobatian (2 of 2)

1-133-1

1-133-2

1-133-3

Richard, JoAnn, and Amanda Koobatian
145 Crystal Circle ~ Livermore, CA 94550
925-454-9644

January 2, 2008

Caltrans District 4

Office of Environmental Analysis
Attn; Ed Pang

111Grand Avenue

Oakland, CA 94610

RE: Route 84 Expressway Widening Project

Dr. Mr. Pang:

Please don’t allow an Expressway to be put in our
neighborhood 111111011110000100000000008000ntTeentteeensey

LA A R A R R R R R R A R A R R A R R R R R R R R R R ]

We are Livermore residents whose house faces Isabel Avenue and are adamantly opposed
to the State Route 84 widening project through Livermore. For the State Of California to
essentially allow an interstate to be put in a residential area is nothing less than obscene,
dangerous, and outright fool-hearty and makes absolutely no sense.

It would seem that we are being penalized for living where we thought was a quiet
neighborhood. "The people that will be using the new roadway live in different counties.
All you are doing is encouraging more growth in sleeper communities like Tracy and
Brentwood and the congestion will grow even larger. The fact that those commuters
cannot afford housing in the greater bay area is not our concern and we should not have
to foot the bill, emotionally or monetarily, to accommodate their choice to live in those
outlying areas. They don't even pay property taxes in Alameda County!

This seems to us to be an answer to the failure of the 580 -680 interchange that was
completed just 8 years ago. That too was meant to relieve 580-680 congestion but

. =obviously it did not. Because that project was not successful and our tax dollars were
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wasted on that, now you want to spend even more of our tax dollars to see if another
option will do the trick. Road building and municipal planning are not supposed to be
1-133-3, trial and error concepts. Spending taxpayers’ money is serious business and should

Cont. not involve frivolity. What are you going to do if the Isabel Widening doesn’t relieve
traffic congestion? Are you then going to authorize a super-skyway toll road that is
elevated over Pleasanton & Livermore?

What a disaster in the making. We live in the affected area. Caltrans engineers and the
commuters do not! Caltrans says the Berns were built between us and Isabel Avenue to
lessen the noise. You need to come to our part of town and listen to the traffic on
Isabel. From our house, you ¢an hear each car driving on Isabel loud and clear.
1-133-4 Now we will hear even more vehicles if this project goes through. There's no need to
waste more money on further environmental impact studies. Our neighborhood is
already noisy from Isabel traffic and more cars will increase that problem. Not to
mention the increased pollution that will be generated in our area from the additional
traffic. Car emissions are like cigarette smoke. They are not constrained by physical
barriers.

Again, there is no good public policy for allowing the widening project. All the
arguments have been made. The strongest consideration should be given to the residents

1-133-5 whose properties will essentially be “taken away” from them if the project goes forward.

Please do what you can to stop the Isabel Widening project.

Sincerely,

KM&% AMIN0S fooB fa]

Richard, JoAnn, and Amanda Koobatian
1145 Crystal Circle

Livermore, CA 94550

925-454-9644

Responses to Comment [-133
[-133-1 through 1-133-5
See the responses to Comments 1-112-1 through 1-112-6.

The comment about car emissions is noted. The project would result in a slight increase
in CO and other contaminants but would not violate any standards established to protect
human heath. See Master Response AIR-1 for a summary of air quality effects related to
the project.
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Comment I-134 Debbie Nelson

1-134-1

[-134-2

1-134-3

Mike & Debbic Nelson
1755 Prime Dr
Livermore. Calif, 94550

January 15. 2008

Calif. Dept of Transportation
Lnvironmental Analysis

[T1 Grand Ave

P.0O. Box 23680

Oakland. Calil. 94610

Aftiliation PRIMA DEVELOPMEN
Dear Mr. Pang.

We wanted to share our thoughts about the Hwy 84 Widening project. Both my husband
and 1 are in construction and development. so we are not here to ask you to stop the
widening of Hwy 84 as we knew this when we purchased our home and we understand
all about growth. supply and demand. However. what we would like to bring forward the
issue ol the Quarry entrance.

We know the quarry is there till they run out ol materials”™ to mine. however there is NO
reason why there needs to be o Quarry entrance adjacent to our homes, There is plenty of
commereial entry sites Tor the quarries to use starting at Jack London where the traffic
and noise will not effeet families and homeowners,

As a homeowner here we already deal with dust and quarry noise all throughout the day
and middle of the night. We here backup alarms on the quarry equipment in the middle
of the night so we must sleep with our windows closed as not (o interrupt or sleep. Then
we have to run the air conditioner which adds to our PG & 1 hills.

We deal with traltic in this arca already and adding an entrance with heavy duty
equipment is going 1o make iteven worse.  This is a place to raise families NO'T run

Heavy Equipment.

There are better places to keep the quarry entrances” like where they are on Stanly no
family homes and lives are drastically affected.

Please take our concerns into the consideration.

Sincerely.
N e~

Debbie Nelson

Responses to Comment 1-134

1-134-1

The reasons why a consolidated quarry access road is proposed at Concannon Boulevard

are discussed in Master Response CI-1. It should be noted that SR 84 (along with the

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project
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existing Kitty Hawk Road to Airway Boulevard route to 1-580) and East Stanley
Boulevard are officially designated truck routes; therefore, Jack London Boulevard
would not be a feasible alternative access point.

Mining operations at the quarries will continue through 2030. After 2030, the Specific
Plan for Livermore-Amador Valley Quarry Reclamation (Alameda County 1981) will be
implemented to create deep basins and a “chain of lakes,” access roads, landscaping and
other measures that will be managed primarily for groundwater recharge and flood
control by Zone 7 Water Agency. The reclamation plan is discussed in Section 2.1.1.2.

1-134-2

The commenter’s address appears to be almost directly across SR 84 from an existing
quarry access road that would be closed as part of the project. The proposed access road
at Concannon Boulevard would be somewhat farther away from the commenter’s home.
Noise levels on properties adjacent to SR 84 in this area are anticipated to increase by 3
dBA over existing levels by the year 2030, and the project would increase noise levels by
an additional 2 dBA.

The commenter is advised to refer the issue of nighttime noise from the quarries to the
City of Livermore. Noise from mining operations may be subject to the City of
Livermore’s Municipal Code Noise Ordinance requirements. The Noise Element of the
Livermore General Plan includes a policy (Objective N-1.4, P3) that states, “Consider
methods to restrict truck travel times in sensitive areas.” In addition, Objective N-1.5 sets
limits for noise levels during different times of the day.

1-134-3
See the response to Comment 1-134-1.
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State Clearinghouse Statement
The following is not a comment and is included for public information purposes only.

éﬁ@ﬂﬂ’l&\f%%
STATE OF CALIFORNIA g * Ny
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH . %\g g
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT oo
ARKOLD SCHWARZENEGGER - CYNTHIA BRYANT
DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR
November 15, 2007

Ed Pang

California Department of Transportation, District 4
PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0060

Subject: State Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
SCH#: 2007102077 i

Dear Ed Pang:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Joint Document to selected state agencies for review.
The review period closed on November 13, 2007, and no state agencics submitted comments by that date.
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the

environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse mmmber when contacting this office.

]

Tem_.r Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

Sinc:;_rely,

1400 10th Street P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613 PAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov
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Appendix | Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2007102077
Project Title  State Route 84 Expressway Widening Project
Lead Agency Calirans #4
Type JD  Joint Document
Description  The proposed project would widen and upgrade SR 84 to expressway standards from approximately
Jack London Blvd. to Ruby Hill Drive. The purpose is to improve SR-84 as a regional route, improve
traffic circulation, upgrade SR 84 fo an expressway, and improve bicycle and pedestrian access.
Lead Agency Contact
Name EdPang
Agency California Department of Transportation, District 4
Phene (510) 286-5609 Fax
email
Address PO Box 23680
City QOakland State CA  Zip 94623-0060
Project Location
County Alameda
City Livermore
Region
Cross Streets SR 84 between Jack London Bivd. and Ruby Hill Drive
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways 84
Airports  Livermore Municipal
Railways UPRR
Waterways Arroyo Mocho, Arroyo del Valle
Schools Smith and Rancho Elementary Schools
Land Use Existing state highway right-of-way with some minor acquisition of portions of parcels.
Project Issues  Assthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biclogical Resources;
Cumulative Effects; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Floeding; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Minerals;
Noise; Recreation/Parks; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Wetland/Riparian
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Office of Historic Preservation;
Agencies Depariment of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, Division of
Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Department
of Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission
Date Received 10/15/2007 Start of Review 10/15/2007 End of Review 11/13/2007

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Appendix J Wetlands Only Practicable
Finding and Floodplain
Determination

Wetlands Only Practicable Finding

Executive Order 11990 requires all federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible
adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to
avoid new construction in wetlands wherever a practicable alternative exists.
Construction in wetlands is to be avoided unless there is no practicable alternative to
the proposed construction and the project includes all practicable measures to
minimize harm to wetlands. Economic, environmental, and other pertinent factors are
taken into account in making this required finding.

Alternatives to the Proposed Project

During the early project programming stage (Caltrans 2003), an alignment was
proposed between Ruby Hill Drive and Vallecitos Road that would shift SR 84 east of
the existing roadway to eliminate the S-curve within this roadway segment
(Alignment A). The option would encroach into and bisect property on the east side
of SR 84 that was established as a biological mitigation site by the developer of the
Ruby Hill community. The property is privately owned and managed as an
environmental conservation easement by the Tri-Valley Conservancy and the City of
Livermore. This option would also result in removal of numerous mature native oak
trees, impacts to species habitat for the protected California tiger salamander and
California red-legged frog, loss of riparian habitat and protective floodplain, and
longitudinal encroachment and diversion of a creek tributary of Arroyo del Valle.
Alignment A would require extensive cuts into a steep hillside and result in highly
visible cut slopes up to 80 feet high, and would require creek channelization and new
culvert crossings to accommodate the realigned roadway and associated fill slopes.
This option was eliminated from further consideration because of the severity of these
effects and because the other alignment option (Alignment B) that follows the
existing route avoids many of these impacts.

Alignments A and B were evaluated for biological impacts in the Natural
Environment Study (URS 2007a). The study reported that Alignment A would affect
0.024 acre of potentially jurisdictional nonwetland waters of the U.S., and Alignment
B would impact 0.45 acre of jurisdictional nonwetland waters. In December 2007, a
wetland field verification identified that Alignment B, which was ultimately included
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Appendix J Wetlands Only Practicable Finding and Floodplain Determination

in the Build Alternative, would affect 0.136 acre of potentially jurisdictional wetlands
and 0.029 acres of potentially jurisdictional other waters of the United States (see
Table J-1).

Table J-1  Potentially Jurisdictional Waters in the Study Area
and Potential Project Impact Areas

Potentially
Delineated | Impacted
Feature Type and Label* Acres Acres
Wetlands

Perennial Drainage WL-2 (Arroyo del Valle) 1.206 0.015
Intermittent Drainage WL-4 (Tributary to Arroyo del Valle) 0.142 0.000
Ephemeral Drainage WL-5 0.121 0.121
Intermittent Drainage WL-6 0.763 0.000
Wetlands subtotal 2.232 0.136

Other Waters of the U.S.
Intermittent Stream OW-1 (Arroyo Mocho) 0.868 0.029
Ephemeral Drainage OW-3 (Tributary to Arroyo del Valle) 0.010 0.000
Other waters of the U.S. subtotal 0.878 0.029
Total 3.11 0.165

Source: URS 2008
* Potentially jurisdictional waters are shown in the figures in Appendix C.

The Build Alternative minimizes impacts to potentially jurisdictional wetlands and
waters of the United States by following the existing roadway alignment. At Arroyo
Mocho and Arroyo del Valle, the existing bridges would be widened and new piers
may be added, but the drainage channels would be maintained in their same locations
and any new piers would be located outside of the perennial water channel. The
widening of SR 84 would affect Ephemeral Drainage WL-5, but shifting the roadway
alignment to the east to avoid this wetland would encroach on active vineyard land
under a Tri-Valley Conservancy easement.

Other alternatives and options for the intersections of Vallecitos Road, Stanley
Boulevard, and Vineyard Avenue with SR 84 were considered and found infeasible
because of safety concerns, right-of-way conflicts, and unacceptable environmental
impacts (Section 1.5). None of these alternative and options would affect potentially
jurisdictional waters. The No Build Alternative (Section 1.4.2) would avoid impacts
to wetlands but would not meet the purpose and need of the project.

Measures Included to Minimize Harm to Wetlands
Measures have been adopted or incorporated into the preliminary design of the
project to minimize impacts to wetlands and other waters of the United States.
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Appendix J Wetlands Only Practicable Finding and Floodplain Determination

Construction Impact Avoidance and Minimization. The project appears to qualify
for a Section 404 Nationwide Permit authorization, potentially Nationwide Permit 14,
which applies to stream crossings. A 401 Water Quality Certification from the
RWQCB and a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG would be
required for the project. Impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. will be minimized
by designating work area restrictions on the contractor and seasonal restrictions on
timing of the work.

Temporary construction impacts will be minimized through restrictions on the
contractor’s allowable work area, which will also minimize impacts to waters of the
U.S. Measures to avoid or minimize these impacts are discussed below.

In general, disturbance to existing grades and vegetation will be limited to the actual
project site and necessary access routes. Placement of all roads, staging areas, and
other facilities will avoid and limit disturbance to wetland habitat. Existing ingress or
egress points will be used. Following completion of the work, the area will be re-
contoured and returned to preconstruction condition or better.

Erosion control and sediment detention devices (e.g., well-anchored sandbag
cofferdams, straw bales, or silt fences) will be incorporated into the project design and
implemented during construction and afterward if necessary to minimize sediment
impacts to wetlands and waters of the United States. These devices will be placed at all
locations where there is a likelihood of sedimentation. Erosion control materials will
available for small sites that may become bare and for sediment emergencies.

All disturbed soils at each site will undergo erosion control treatment prior to the
rainy season and after construction is terminated. Treatment includes hydroseeding
and sterile straw mulch, and erosion control blankets for disturbed soils on gradients
of over 30 percent.

Work within the arroyos or the unnamed creeks will be restricted and scheduled
accordingly by season. It is expected that regulatory permits will specify no work
within the channels between mid-October and mid-April.

Compensatory Mitigation. Under Federal and State guidance and rules, adverse,
unavoidable impacts to wetlands and other aquatic resources require offsetting or
compensatory mitigation. Generally, impacts should be offset by enhancement of the
affected site. The USACE may not require mitigation for impacts to waters of the
U.S., but the RWQCB normally does. One or more of the following options will be
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implemented to compensate for potential project impacts to wetlands and other waters
of the U.S.:

e Inaccordance with the February 2008 Biological Opinion for the project, 34.17
acres of habitat will be purchased at a local USFWS-approved mitigation bank to
benefit endangered species (Section 2.19.4). Creation of new wetlands within the
mitigation acreage will be investigated.

e  An opportunity for on-site wetland enhancement exists at Arroyo Mocho, where
a mitigation site was developed to offset the impacts associated with the original
construction of Isabel Avenue. The existing channel could be widened or
recontoured to allow for expansion of the existing wetland area to offset the
proposed project.

e If on-site mitigation is not practicable or feasible, credits could be purchased at
an approved mitigation bank.

e If a mitigation bank is not available or feasible at the permit stage prior to project
construction, the USACE may allow use of an in-lieu fee arrangement where
payments fund other restoration projects or programs.

Mitigation for wetland impacts must be approved by the USACE and RWQCB.

Finding

Based on the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable
alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed project
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may result from
such use.

Floodplain Determination
The project would not result in a significant encroachment of a floodplain, as
documented in Section 2.10.3.
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Appendix K Resources Evaluated Relative
to the Requirements of
Section 4(f)

This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges

and historic properties found within or adjacent to the project area that do not trigger
Section 4(f) protection either because: 1) they are not publicly owned, 2) they are not
open to the public, 3) they are not eligible historic properties, 4) the project does not

permanently use the property and does not hinder the preservation of the property, or
5) the proximity impacts do not result in constructive use.

The project would have no permanent adverse impacts on any of the public parks or
recreation facilities in the study area. The Isabel Trail will be temporarily closed
during some construction periods. The trail parallels the east side of SR 84 in the
project area between Jack London Boulevard and Alden Lane, and is separated from
the roadway by a landscaped buffer. Where feasible, the trail will remain open during
construction; however, temporary trail closures or detours are anticipated to preserve
public safety. The trail will be realigned where it fronts the former Orchid Ranch, and
ultimately an extension of the trail from Alden Lane to Vineyard Avenue is planned,
which would benefit this facility. The City of Livermore concurred with ACTIA’s
finding that the project would have no adverse impacts on the Isabel Trail (see
Appendix G). Therefore, no permanent impacts would occur to a Section 4(f)
resource.

Because of the temporary nature of the impacts from project construction, the project
will not impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the Isabel Trail for
protection under Section 4(f). Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not
triggered.
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