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Comment I-35 Robert Heeter 
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Responses to Comment I-35 

I-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. 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-211

Comment I-36 Robert Heeter and Hui Chen 

Responses to Comment I-36 

I-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 I-37 John Hegstrom 
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Responses to Comment I-37 

I-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 I-38 Laurel Hickok 

Responses to Comment I-38 

I-38-1

See Master Response NOI-1 in regard to soundwalls in the project area. 
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I-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. 

I-38-3

The existing signalized intersections along SR 84 will be maintained. 

I-38-4

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

I-38-5

Rubberized asphalt pavement will be used throughout the project limits.  

I-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 I-39 Randall and Laurel Hickok 
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Responses to Comment I-39 

I-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. 

I-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 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-219

Responses to Comment I-40 

I-40-1 through I-40-7 

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

I-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.  

I-40-9

See Master Response TR-3 in regard to the speed limit and speed control measures on SR 

84.

I-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 I-41 Gary Hillman 

Responses to Comment I-41 

I-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). 

Quality-of-life issues are addressed in Master Response GEN-5. 
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Comment I-42 Hollingsworth 

Responses to Comment I-42 

I-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 I-43 David Huettig 
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Responses to Comment I-43 

I-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 I-580 has been planned since 1960, as described in Master Response 

GEN-4.

I-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.
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Comment I-44 Fariburz Jahanian 
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Responses to Comment I-44 

I-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 I-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 I-45 Rene Jansen 

Responses to Comment I-45 

I-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 
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Responses to Comment I-46 

I-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. 
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Comment I-47 Kulwant Johal 
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Responses to Comment I-47 

I-47-1

The commenter’s concerns are noted. 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 
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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 I-48 Kristi Kilbane 

Responses to Comment I-48 

I-48-1 through I-48-7 

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

I-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. 

I-49-2

The speed limit will remain at 50 mph in accordance with state law, as discussed in 

Master Response TR-3. 

I-49-3

Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits to 

reduce traffic noise. 

I-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.

I-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. 

I-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 
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Responses to Comment I-50 

I-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 I-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 

I-580 and I-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. 

I-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, I-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 
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Responses to Comment I-51 

I-51-1 through I-51-7 

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

I-51-8

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

I-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. 

I-51-10

Several public transit programs are planned for the area. The future BART extension to 

Livermore proposes a station at the I-580/Isabel Avenue interchange. The interchange 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

I-242 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

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-51-11

Master Response GEN-4 discusses the history and public notification steps for the 

proposed project. 

I-51-12

See the response to Comment I-07-13. 

I-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 I-52 Kerry and Jeannie Lamson 
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Responses to Comment I-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 I-53 Jerry Lau 
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Responses to Comment I-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 
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Responses to Comment I-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. 

I-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. 

I-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.  

I-54-5

The project’s effects on property values of nearby residences are discussed in Master 

Response GEN-3.

I-54-6

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

Responses to Comment I-55 

I-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 I-56 Noor Lodhi (1 of 3) 

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) 

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) 
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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 I-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 I-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 I-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 

Responses to Comment I-58 

I-58-1 through I-58-7 

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

I-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. 

I-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. 

I-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 I-580 has been planned since 1960, as described in Master Response GEN-4. See 

also the responses to Comments I-59-1 and I-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 I-60 Amer Malik 
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Responses to Comment I-60 

I-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 I-580 and I-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 I-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 I-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 I-680. A 

copy of the traffic study is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning 

Department. 

Comment I-61 James and Linda Mansour 
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Responses to Comment I-61 

I-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.



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

I-264 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

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 I-62 Ron and Staci Marchand 

Responses to Comment I-62 

I-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 I-63 Jenifer and John McIntyre 
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Responses to Comment I-63 

I-63-1 through I-63-15 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-15. 
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Comment I-64 Peter and Diana McIntyre 

Responses to Comment I-64 

I-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 

Responses to Comment I-65 

I-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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I-65-2

Rubberized asphalt pavement will be used throughout the project limits. 

I-65-3

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

Comment I-66 Robin McLaughlin 
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Responses to Comment I-66 

I-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 

Responses to Comment I-67 

I-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 I-68 Gary Moore 
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Responses to Comment I-68 

I-68-1

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

Comment I-69 Dr. Annemarie Neal 
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Responses to Comment I-69 

I-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 

Responses to Comment I-70 

I-70-1 through I-70-7 

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

I-70-9

The DED and supporting technical reports are available for review at the City of 

Livermore Planning Department. 

Comment I-71 Adrian Palma 
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Responses to Comment I-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 I-72 Pam Precizo 

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 I-73 Vidya Rangachari 

Responses to Comment I-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, Ihrig 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. 

I-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) 

Responses to Comment I-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) 
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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 I-75 Mary Rizzo 

Responses to Comment I-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 

Responses to Comment I-76 

I-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 I-580, I-680, and the I-

580/I-680 interchange, as described in Master Response TR-2. 
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Comment I-77 Peter and Debbie Rood 
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Responses to Comment I-77 

I-77-1 through I-77-7 

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

I-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. 

I-77-10

Several public transit programs are planned for the area. The future BART extension to 

Livermore proposes a station at the I-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.  

I-77-11

See the response to Comment I-07-15. 

I-77-12

See the response to Comment I-07-13. 

I-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 I-78 Keith Rothenberg 

Responses to Comment I-78 

I-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 
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Responses to Comment I-79 

I-79-1

These issues are addressed in Master Response GEN-5. 

I-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 
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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.  

I-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. 

I-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) 
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Responses to Comment I-80 

I-80-1

See Master Response CI-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 I-81 Elsie and Domingo Say (2 of 5) 
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Responses to Comment I-81 

I-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 CI-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. 

I-81-2

The I-580/Isabel 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 I-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 I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project, would improve 

traffic operations over the No Build scenario. 
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Comment I-82 Domingo and Elsie Say (3 of 5) 
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Responses to Comment I-82 

I-82-1 through I-82-15 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-15. 

I-82-16

See Master Response TR-2 in regard to the I-580/I-680 interchange and other regional 

traffic improvements. 

I-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 El 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) 
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Responses to Comment I-83 

I-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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I-83-2

See the response to Comment I-34-2. 

I-83-3

See the response to Comment I-34-3. 

I-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. 

I-83-5 through I-83-7 

See the responses to Comments I-34-5 through I-34-7. 
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Comment I-84 Ted Schaefer 

Responses to Comment I-84 

I-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 I-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 I-85 Susan Schena 
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Responses to Comment I-85 

I-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 I-86 Cynthia and Louis Schnierer 
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Responses to Comment I-86 

I-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 I-87 Bryan Shadish 
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Responses to Comment I-87 

I-87-1

The traffic study included the I-580/Isabel 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 I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange 

Project.

I-87-2 through I-87-4 

The comment appears to suggest that the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project be built 

and the I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project not be constructed. The Department 

does not consider this an acceptable alternative because the I-580/Isabel 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 I-580 until the I-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 I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project as part of the No 

Build analysis. The study also included an extensive model area that included the I-580, 

I-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 I-580 and I-680 in the Tri-Valley area will be 

constructed before the SR 84 Expressway Widening Project. The I-580 and I-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 El 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 I-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 I-88 Emily Shadish 

Responses to Comment I-88 

I-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 
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purpose and need. The Pigeon Pass Safety Project will improve safety on that segment of 

SR 84 and will be constructed first; the I-580/Isabel 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 I-89 Natarajan Shankar 

Responses to Comment I-89 

I-89-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.  
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I-89-2

See the response to Comment I-34-2. The analyses accounted for effects to residences 

directly adjacent to SR 84. 

I-89-3

See the response to Comment I-34-3. 

I-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.  

I-89-5 through I-89-7 

See the responses to Comments I-34-4 through I-34-7. 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-321

Comment I-90 Steve Shiromizu 
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Responses to Comment I-90 

I-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 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-323

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). 

I-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 I-91 Kara Simone 

Responses to Comment I-91 

I-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 I-92 Deepa Singamsetti 
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Responses to Comment I-92 

I-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 I-93 Cindi Stephenson 
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Responses to Comment I-93 

I-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 I-94 Janet Stolowitz 
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Responses to Comment I-94 

I-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. 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-331

Comment I-95 Donald Sweeney 

Responses to Comment I-95 

I-95-1 through I-95-7 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-7. 
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Comment I-96 Mary Sweeney 

Responses to Comment I-96 

I-96-1 through I-96-7 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-7. 
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Comment I-97 Nancy and Daniel Tietjen 

Responses to Comment I-97 

I-97-1 through I-97-7 

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

Responses to Comment I-98 

I-98-1

The comment is noted. 
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Comment I-99 Louann Tung 

Responses to Comment I-99 

I-99-1 through I-99-3 

See the responses to Comments I-25-1 through I-25-3. 
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Comment I-100 Steve and Allyson Verbinski 
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Responses to Comment I-100 

I-100-1 through I-100-15 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-15. 
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Comment I-101 Bill Vierra 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

SR 84 Expressway Widening Project I-339

Responses to Comment I-101 

I-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. 

I-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 



Appendix I  Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 

I-340 SR 84 Expressway Widening Project

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). 

I-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. 

I-101-4

See the response to Comment I-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. 
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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. 

I-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. 

I-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 I-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). CALINE4 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. 

I-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. 

I-101-8

See the Response to Comment I-101-6. 
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Comment I-102 Carol Waksdal 

Responses to Comment I-102 

I-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 I-103 Jimmy and Carol Waksdal 

Responses to Comment I-103 

I-103-1

See Master Response TR-1 regarding restriction of trucks on SR 84. 
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Comment I-104 Rick Werner 

Responses to Comment I-104 

I-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 

Responses to Comment I-105 

I-105-1 through I-105-7 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-7. 
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Comment I-106 Cindy and Gene Williams 
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Responses to Comment I-106 

I-106-1 through I-106-15 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-15. 
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Comment I-107 Jim and Betsy Wilson 

Responses to Comment I-107 

I-107-1 through 7 

See the responses to Comments I-07-1 through I-07-7. The response to Comment I-07-4 

also applies to Vetta Drive.  
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Comment I-108 Eric Wood 
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Responses to Comment I-108 

I-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. 

I-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, I-580, 

and I-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 I-109 James Cable 

Responses to Comment I-109 

I-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 I-580 that will be constructed under the I-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. 

I-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. 

I-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) 

Responses to Comment I-110 

The Department responded directly to this comment in the attached letter.  
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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.
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Responses to Comment I-111 

I-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. 

I-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 I-680 and I-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 I-580 and I-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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I-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 I-580. This information has been added to the FED in Sections 2.7.2.4 and 

2.7.3.3.

I-111-4

The comment is noted. See the response to Comments I-111-1 and I-111-3.  

I-111-5

A separate study of the I-580/I-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 

I-580 and I-680. See Master Response TR-2 for additional details. 
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Comment I-112 Richard, JoAnn, and Amanda Koobatian (1 of 2)  
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Responses to Comment I-112 

I-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 I-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.  

I-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.

I-112-3

The modifications to the I-580/I-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 I-580/I-680 interchange, the maximum 

operational benefit occurs when all of the projects addressing the facility are ultimately 

completed. The I-580/I-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 I-580 

and I-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 I-580 and I-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 I-580/Isabel Avenue interchange but is not currently funded. Transit 

projects are funded by separate sources. 

I-112-4

Most of this comment is directed toward Councilman Jeff Williams. The Department 

notes the commenters’ concerns.

I-112-5

Some commenters pointed out that the berm near Ida 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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I-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 I-113 Don Pickett  
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Responses to Comment I-113 

I-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. 

I-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 I-580 that will be constructed under the I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange 

Project.

I-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 I-580/Isabel 

Avenue Interchange Project will provide motorists with a direct route from I-580 to SR 

84.

I-113-4

Other regional traffic improvements are planned or under way to address congestion on I-

580, as discussed in Master Response TR-2. 

I-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 I-114 Marilyn Maher  
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Responses to Comment I-114 

I-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. 

I-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 I-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 I-580. The proposed project would widen SR 84 to six 

lanes between Stanley Boulevard and Jack London Boulevard. The I-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 I-580, and provide direct access to 

and from I-580 at Isabel Avenue.  

Master Response GEN-3 addresses the issue of property values. 

I-114-3

As stated in the response to Comment I-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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I-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 I-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. 

I-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  
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Responses to Comment I-115 

I-115-1

See the response to Comment I-114-4.  

I-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 I-580/Isabel Avenue 

interchange, would improve traffic operations over the No Build scenario. 
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With or without the project, some motorists will reach I-580 using the roads mentioned in 

the comment. However, the proposed project and the I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange 

Project would provide a four- to six-lane thoroughfare between Ruby Hill Drive and I-

580 with direct access to and from I-580 at Isabel Avenue. The I-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 I-580) and East Stanley 

Boulevard; therefore; truck traffic is not expected to divert to Concannon Boulevard, 

Holmes Street, or Railroad Avenue. 

I-115-3

See the response to Comment I-114-4. 

I-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.  

I-115-5

See the response to Comment I-114-4. 
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Comment I-116 Robert Allen  

Responses to Comment I-116 

I-116-1

The commenter’s support for the project is noted.

I-116-2

No plans are currently in place to extend SR 84 to Vasco 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 I-680. 
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Comment I-117 Rosemary Newman  

Responses to Comment I-117 

I-117-1

The height of the berm next to Ida Holm Park will be raised as part of the project.  

I-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  

Responses to Comment I-118 

I-118-1

A separate project, the I-580/Isabel 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 I-119 Richard Good  

Responses to Comment I-119 

I-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 I-580 that will be constructed under the I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange 

Project.
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Comment I-120 Brian Cross  

Responses to Comment I-120 

I-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 I-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 I-121 Domingo and Elsie Say (5 of 5)  

Responses to Comment I-121 

I-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.

I-121-2

The freeway segments listed in Table 1-1 are not intended to represent all segments of I-

580 and I-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 I-580 

and I-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 I-680.  

I-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. 

I-121-4

See the response to Comment I-07-4. 

I-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.  

I-121-6

See the response to Comment I-07-7. 

I-121-7

No plans are in place to evaluate an entirely new surface road connection between I-580 

at the Altamont Pass and I-680 or I-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 I-580, are discussed in Master Response TR-2.
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Comment I-122 Julia Stephens Orvis  

Responses to Comment I-122 

I-122-1

The comment is noted.  
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Comment I-123 Carey Bailey  
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Responses to Comment I-123 

I-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.  

I-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, Ihrig 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/hq/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.  

I-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 I-124 M Guillory (first name indecipherable)  

Responses to Comment I-124 

I-124-1

Some commenters pointed out that the berm near Ida 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 I-125 Jackie Guillory  

Responses to Comment I-125 

I-125-1

See the response to Comment I-124-1. 
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Comment I-126 Kevin Watts  

Responses to Comment I-126 

I-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.
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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. 

I-126-2

Road surface gaps or unevenness are a maintenance issue and would be addressed as part 

of the proposed bridge widening.   

I-126-3

No soundwall is proposed for the Arroyo Mocho Bridge. 

I-126-4

Rubberized asphalt concrete pavement will be used throughout the project limits, 

including the bridge surface. 

I-126-5

The comment is noted. 

I-126-6

The comment is noted. 
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Comment I-127 Janine Youngbird  
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Responses to Comment I-127 

I-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. 

I-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.

I-127-3

Improving SR 84 as a regional connection between I-680 and I-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. 

I-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.  

I-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 I-128 Karen and Scott Crowson  
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Responses to Comment I-128 

I-128-1

A future project is planned to complete widening of SR 84 to four lanes from Pigeon Pass 

to I-680. Other regional traffic improvements planned or under way to address congestion 

on I-680 are discussed in Master Response TR-2.

The I-580/Isabel Avenue Interchange Project will construct a new connection between I-

580 and SR 84 and is expected to relieve congestion at the existing I-580/Airway 

Boulevard interchange. 

I-128-2

See Master Response CI-1 regarding quarry access at the SR 84/Concannon Boulevard 

intersection. 

I-128-3

See Master Response VIS-1 for details about landscaping in the project area. 
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I-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. 

I-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.

I-128-6

See the response to Comment I-07-7. 

I-128-7

See the response to Comment I-07-8. 

I-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. 

I-128-9 through I-128-11 

See the responses to Comments I-07-11 through I-07-13. 

I-128-12

See Master Response TR-2 regarding improvements to the I-580/I-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 I-580. Both projects would improve traffic 

circulation in the area and are not related. 

I-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 I-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 I-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 I-680. A 

copy of the traffic study is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning 

Department. 

I-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 I-129 Randy and Shannon Reeser  
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Responses to Comment I-129 

I-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.   

I-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 I-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. 

I-129-3

See the response to Comment I-129-1. 
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Comment I-130 Mikel De Sanctis  

Responses to Comment I-130 

I-130-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. See Master Response GEN-5 in 

regard to quality-of-life effects.

I-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 I-131 Philip Pagoria  
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Responses to Comment I-131 

I-131-1

See the response to Comment I-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 I-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 I-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 I-680. A 

copy of the traffic study is available for review at the City of Livermore Planning 

Department. 

I-131-2

See the response to Comment I-25-2. 

I-131-3

See the response to Comment I-25-3. 
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Comment I-132 Penelope Jorge Da Silva  
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Responses to Comment I-132 

I-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. 

I-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 I-133 Richard, JoAnn, and Amanda Koobatian (2 of 2)  
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Responses to Comment I-133 

I-133-1 through I-133-5 

See the responses to Comments I-112-1 through I-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  

Responses to Comment I-134 

I-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 
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existing Kitty Hawk Road to Airway Boulevard route to I-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. 

I-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.  

I-134-3

See the response to Comment I-134-1. 
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State Clearinghouse Statement 

The following is not a comment and is included for public information purposes only.  
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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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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 

Feature Type and Label* 
Delineated

Acres 

Potentially 
Impacted

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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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.:  

In accordance 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.  

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.

If on-site mitigation is not practicable or feasible, credits could be purchased at 

an approved mitigation bank.  

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. 




