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Introduction 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Transportation Authority of Marin 
(TAM) and the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA), propose to address 
congestion along US 101 between State Route 37 in Novato (Marin County) and just 
north of the Corona Overcrossing in the City of Petaluma (Sonoma County) by 
constructing high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and widening and realigning the 
highway. This proposed project is called the Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening 
Project (MSN Project). 

This document is Volume 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIR/S) for the MSN Project. It contains the comments submitted 
during the public comment period for the October 2007 Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/S), as well as Caltrans’ 
responses to these comments. The public comment period extended from October 16, 
2007 to December 14, 2007; comments on the DEIR/S were received from local 
residents, organizations, and businesses, as well as local, regional, state, and federal 
agencies.  

The commenters provided their comments in the form of letters and emails submitted 
to Caltrans during the public comment period, as well as spoken testimony and 
comment cards submitted at the two public hearings held for the MSN Project. The 
public hearings were held at the Sonoma-Marin Fairgrounds in Petaluma, California 
on November 6, 2007, and at the Novato Unified School District Board Room in 
Novato, California on November 14, 2007. 

This volume consists of three chapters: 

• Chapter 1, List of Commenters 
• Chapter 2, Master Responses 
• Chapter 3, Comments Received and Caltrans Responses 

Chapter 1, List of Commenters 

Chapter 1 presents a complete listing of the federal, state, regional and local agencies; 
business and community organizations; and individual citizens who submitted 
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comments on the DEIR/S, and explains the system of identifying codes assigned to 
each letter. 

Chapter 2, Master Responses 

Approximately 90 comment letters and emails, which contained more than 610 
individual comments, were received on the DEIR/S for the MSN Project. Although 
these comments reflect a wide variety of concerns regarding the project and the 
DEIR/S, many of the commenters expressed concerns on similar issues. In an effort 
to avoid excessive repetitiveness and redundancy in the responses, as well as provide 
thorough responses that comprehensively address all pertinent related issues, Master 
Responses were prepared for a number of issues that were raised by multiple 
commenters. The following Master Responses are presented in Chapter 2: 

• Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality (Section 2.1) 
• Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 2.2) 
• Master Response on Need and Purpose (Section 2.3) 
• Master Response on Induced Travel (Section 2.4) 
• Master Response on Range of Alternatives (Section 2.5) 
• Master Response on Smart Mobility Report (Section 2.6) 
• Master Response on Use of Current Information (Section 2.7) 

Chapter 3, Comments Received and Caltrans Responses 

Chapter 3 presents scanned copies of all comment letters, comment cards, and emails 
received during the public comment period for the DEIR/S, as well as transcripts of 
the public meetings held for this project. Most letters contained numerous distinct 
comments; each individual comment within each letter is delineated with black 
brackets in the left margin of the letter and identified with a unique sequential 
alphanumeric code based on the commenter codes described in Chapter 1. Chapter 3 
also presents Caltrans’ responses to all of these comments. Many responses are 
specifically tailored to the individual comment, while some responses refer the reader 
to one or more of the Master Responses in Chapter 2. 

Chapter 3 is presented in landscape format with each comment letter on the right half 
of the page and the corresponding Caltrans responses on the left. 
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Chapter 1 List of Commenters 1 

This chapter lists the agencies, organizations, groups and individuals who provided 2 

written and/or oral comments on the Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project 3 

(MSN Project) Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 4 

(DEIR/S) during the public comment period, which extended from October 16, 2007 5 

through December 14, 2007. A court reporter was present to take a verbatim 6 

transcript of the two public meetings, which were held at the Sonoma-Marin 7 

Fairgrounds in Petaluma, California on November 6, 2007 and at the Novato Unified 8 

School District Board Room in Novato, California on November 14, 2007; these 9 

public meeting transcripts are included with the rest of the comment letters and 10 

emails in Chapter 3 (see Section 3.6, Comments and Responses for Individual 11 

Citizens).  12 

Each comment letter, comment card and email submitted during the public comment 13 

period was assigned a unique identifying code consisting of one of the group codes 14 

shown below in Table 1-1 plus a sequential number.  15 

Table 1-1 Commenter Group Code and Type 

Group Code Commenter Type 
FA Federal Agency 
SA State Agency 
RA Regional Agency 
LJ Local Jurisdiction (City or County) 
LC Local Community/Business Group 
I Individuals 
 

Thus, comment letters submitted by federal agencies were designated FA1, FA2, 16 

FA3, etc.; letters from state agencies were designated SA1, SA2, etc., and so on.  17 

The subsections below list the agencies, organizations, and individuals in each 18 

commenter group who submitted comments, along with the identifier code that was 19 

assigned to each one. 20 
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1.1 Federal Agencies 21 

The name in parentheses indicates the representative of the agency who signed the 22 

comment letter.  23 

FA1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) (Connell Dunning) 24 

FA2 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) (Dick Butler) 25 

FA3 U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) (David Sulouff) 26 

 27 

1.2 State Agencies 28 

The name in parentheses indicates the representative of the agency who signed the 29 

comment letter.  30 

SA1 California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) (Scott Wilson) 31 

SA2 California Assemblymember Jared Huffman, Sixth District 32 

SA3 California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) (Kevin Boles) 33 

SA4 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco District 34 

(RWQCB) (Brendan Thompson) 35 

 36 

1.3 Regional Agencies 37 

The name in parentheses indicates the representative of the agency who signed the 38 

comment letter.  39 

RA1 Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District (GGBHTD)  40 

(Alan Zahradnik) 41 

RA2 Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) (Paul Helliker) 42 

RA3  North Marin Water District (NMWD) (Drew McIntyre) 43 

RA4 Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) (Suzanne Smith) 44 

RA5 Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) (Lillian Hames) 45 

RA6 Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) (Connie Munger) 46 

RA7 Sonoma County Regional Parks Department (Kenneth Tam) 47 

RA8 Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) (Dianne Steinhauser) 48 
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1.4 Local Jurisdictions 49 

The name in parentheses indicates the representative of the City or County who 50 

signed the comment letter.  51 

LJ1 County of Marin, Department of Parks and Open Space (James Raives) 52 

LJ2 County of Marin, Department of Public Works (Eric Steger) 53 

LJ3 Marin County Supervisor, District 5, Judy Arnold 54 

LJ4 City of Novato (David Wallace) 55 

LJ5 City of Petaluma (Vincent Marengo) 56 

 57 

1.5 Local Community/Business Groups 58 

The name in parentheses indicates the representative of the organization or group 59 

who signed the comment letter. A skipped identifying code number is the result of a 60 

comment letter that was deleted from the comments database after initially being 61 

assigned a code in error (e.g., duplicate versions of the same letter). 62 

LC1 Petaluma River Council (David Keller) 63 

LC2  Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition (Christine Culver) 64 

LC3  Sustainable Novato (Edward Mainland) 65 

LC4 Marin County Bicycle Coalition (David Hoffman) 66 

LC5 North Coast Rivers Alliance (Frank Egger) 67 

LC7  Petaluma Chamber of Commerce (Onita Pellegrini) 68 

LC8 Sierra Club (Doug Wilson) 69 

LC9 Marin Audubon Society (Barbara Saltzman) 70 

LC10 Marin Conservation League (Roger Roberts) 71 

LC11 Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF)  72 

(Marc Chytilo) 73 

 74 

1.6 Individual Citizens 75 

These are the individual citizens who submitted comment letters, cards and emails. A 76 

skipped identifying code number is the result of a comment letter that was deleted 77 

from the comments database after being initially assigned a code in error. In cases 78 

where individuals submitted comments more than once, distinguishing information is 79 

supplied in parentheses. 80 
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I1 Ana Flores 81 

I2 Angela Garvin 82 

I3 Mary Glardon (11/6/07 comment card) 83 

I4 Melissa Abercrombie 84 

I5 Rhonda Berberich (email) 85 

I6 Rhonda Berberich (comment card) 86 

I7 Ruth and Norm Lynch 87 

I8 Sean Buckley 88 

I9 Tim Hurley 89 

I10 Steven Seifert 90 

I11 Residents of Arlington Drive [petition signed by multiple individuals] 91 

I12 Tinoco Family 92 

I13 Brian Redroci 93 

I14 Marla Fields 94 

I15 Bill Kortum 95 

I16 Marge and Bob Schram 96 

I17 Carla OCodhain 97 

I18 Dennis Coleman 98 

I19 Connie Ritchie 99 

I20 Claire McCarthy 100 

I21 Dominga Lopez 101 

I22 Greg Abell 102 

I23 Chip Worthington 103 

I24 Lisa Pedrani 104 

I25 Eleanor Sluis 105 

I26 Frank Penry 106 

I27 Eva Andrews 107 

I28 Heracleo Munoz 108 

I29 Ed and JoAnn Johnson 109 

I30 John Silvestrini 110 

I31 Jonathan Kopp 111 

I32 Les Pierce 112 

I33 Linda and Hoot Smith 113 

I34 Diane Reilly Torres (12/14/07 email) 114 

I35 Diane Reilly Torres (11/18/07 email) 115 

I36 Diane Schaumleffel (comment card 12/10/07) 116 

I37 Diane Schaumleffel (comment card 12/12/07) 117 
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I38 Edith Rivasplata (email) 118 

I39 Edith Rivasplata (letter) 119 

I41 George Bertram III (11/16/07 letter) 120 

I42 Janice Cader-Thompson (email) 121 

I43 Janice Cader-Thompson (comment card) 122 

I44 Kevin and Kirsten Strain 123 

I45 Marilee Montgomery 124 

I46 Marian Giddings (comment card) 125 

I47 Residents of Stuart Drive [petition signed by multiple individuals] 126 

I48 Marian Giddings (email) 127 

I49 Neal Osborne 128 

I50 Frank Egger 129 

I51 George Bertram III (10/29/07 letter) 130 

I54 Mary Glardon and Kevin Bodwell (12/13/07 email) 131 

I55 Public meeting transcript—Marin County 132 

I56 Public meeting transcript—Sonoma County 133 

I57 Donald Trudeau 134 

I58 Thomas Saberi 135 

I59 Residents of Kenwood Drive [petition signed by multiple individuals] 136 

I60 Susan Stompe 137 

I62 Tony Silveira 138 
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Chapter 2 Master Responses 1 

This chapter contains the Master Response essays that were prepared to address the 2 

key issues that were raised by numerous commenters regarding the MSN Project and 3 

the DEIR/S. They are presented below in alphabetical order, and include the 4 

following: 5 

• Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality (Section 2.1) 6 

• Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 2.2) 7 

• Master Response on Need and Purpose (Section 2.3) 8 

• Master Response on Induced Travel (Section 2.4) 9 

• Master Response on Range of Alternatives (Section 2.5) 10 

• Master Response on Smart Mobility Report (Section 2.6) 11 

• Master Response on Use of Current Information (Section 2.7) 12 

2.1 Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality 13 

2.1.1 Introduction 14 

A number of comments were received regarding the MSN Project DEIR/S discussion 15 

of cumulative air quality. This Master Response provides a justification for why the 16 

discussion of cumulative air quality impacts evaluated in the DEIR/S is reasonable 17 

and appropriate and satisfies the requirements of the California Environmental 18 

Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  19 

2.1.2 Summary of Comments 20 

Comments submitted concerning the DEIR/S’s cumulative air quality analysis claim 21 

that the discussion is flawed for the following reasons: 22 

• The DEIR/S’s analysis of cumulative air quality presumes that the region will 23 

remain in non-attainment status for ozone and fine particulate matter (less than 24 

10 microns in diameter) (PM10), rather than determining whether the project 25 

will help or hinder attainment. 26 

• No quantitative analysis of ozone precursor emissions is presented for either the 27 

proposed project or cumulative conditions. 28 



2.1 Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality 

2-2 Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 

• No quantitative analysis of congestion versus emission is presented, and 29 

therefore the DEIR/S claim that the decrease in congestion would offset the 30 

increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is not supported. 31 

• The DEIR/S does not consider induced demand that would result from the new 32 

high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, which would further increase the VMT of 33 

the traffic in the area. 34 

2.1.3 Presumption of Future Non-Attainment 35 

The comment concerning the presumption of the DEIR/S that the region will remain 36 

in non-attainment status for ozone and PM10 is believed to refer to the following text 37 

in Section 5.5, Cumulative Impacts Discussion, of the DEIR/S: 38 

Although air quality has improved over the years, the area continues to be in non-39 
attainment of the state ozone and PM10 ambient air quality standards and in non-40 
attainment of the federal ozone standard. The approved and pending land 41 
development projects, in combination with large transportation improvements that 42 
increase capacity, would continue to emit air pollutants that would contribute to 43 
cumulative air quality impacts without the MSN Project. (Page 5-21, lines 399-405) 44 

This passage states that air quality in the region has improved in the recent past; 45 

however, the region is still considered to be in non-attainment of the state PM10 and 46 

ozone ambient air quality standards. The passage then states that approved and future 47 

transportation projects would further contribute to air quality impacts. However, the 48 

passage does not imply that this contribution would result in the region remaining in 49 

non-attainment status. Contrary to the comments, the DEIR/S does not presume the 50 

region will remain in non-attainment status of ozone and PM10. 51 

2.1.4 The MSN Project’s Role in Achieving Attainment 52 

The MSN Project is one of the many projects in the region designed to improve air 53 

quality. Section 3.2.6.3 of the DEIR/S (and in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S) states that 54 

the provision of HOV lanes is one of the recommended transportation control 55 

measures (TCMs) in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) 56 

Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan, which is designed to help the region achieve 57 

attainment of the ambient air quality standards. The MSN Project is also listed in the 58 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) 2009 Transportation 59 

Improvement Program (TIP IDs MRN050034 and SON070004) and the Final 60 

Transportation 2035 Plan adopted on April 22, 2009 (Reference Number 230702). 61 
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According to the EIR for the Transportation 2035 Plan (MTC, 2009a), the plan 62 

would reduce carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone precursors compared to the non-63 

implementation of the plan. In addition, the Transportation Improvement Program 64 

states that the transportation program would conform to federal ambient air quality 65 

plans and would help the region attain federal air quality standards. Because the MSN 66 

Project is incorporated into the regional transportation plans and because those plans 67 

are consistent with air quality management plans to attain state and federal ambient 68 

air quality standards, the MSN Project would be expected to contribute to regional air 69 

quality improvements. 70 

The BAAQMD’s Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy states that reactive organic gas 71 

(ROG) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) (ozone precursors) emissions will decrease in the 72 

region between 2000 and 2020; specifically, it predicts that emissions from mobile 73 

sources will decrease by 73 percent ROG and 75 percent NOx by 2020. This decrease 74 

would largely result from more fuel-efficient future vehicle fleets that will emit fewer 75 

emissions of ROG and NOx, and from the implementation of a variety of TCMs that 76 

are designed to reduce congestion. As such, a quantitative analysis of ROG was not 77 

required to be performed because HOV lanes are one of the TCM measures shown 78 

not to have a significant impact to air quality. 79 

2.1.5 Mitigating Factors that Reduce Air Emission Effects of Induced 80 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 81 

The DEIR/S states that the MSN Project would cause induced travel demand, due to 82 

increased capacity that would increase the VMT in the Marin-Sonoma Corridor. On 83 

page 3.2-82, lines 1763 to 1766, the DEIR/S states: 84 

The VMT estimated for the Fixed HOV Lane Alternative would be slightly higher 85 
than that for the No Build Alternative, because the additional capacity associated 86 
with the project would increase the efficiency of the roadway and attract rerouted 87 
trips from elsewhere in the transportation network. 88 

In addition, Table 3.2-11 in the DEIR/S (which is now Table 3.2-12 in Volume 1 of 89 

this FEIR/S) illustrates that the implementation of the MSN Project would increase 90 

the PM peak hour VMT over the No Build by only 0.11% during A.M. Peak and 91 

0.14% over the No Build during PM Peak.1 This minor increase in VMT and 92 

                                                           
1 Due to an error, Table 3.2-11 in the DEIR/S contained incorrect values; the projected increase in 
VMT according to that table was 0.24% in the AM peak and 0.58% in the PM peak. The corresponding 
Table 3.2-12 in this FEIR/S presents the corrected values shown here, indicating that peak hour VMT 
increases would be substantially lower than those shown in DEIR/S Table 3.2-11. 
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associated emissions would be offset by the decrease in emissions from a more fuel-93 

efficient vehicle fleet in the future. This conclusion is supported by the 2005 Ozone 94 

Strategy Plan, which, as noted above in Section 2.1.4, predicts that ROG and NOx 95 

emissions from mobile sources will decrease significantly by 2020. 96 

Results from the California Air Resource Board’s (CARB’s) emission modeling 97 

software, EMFAC2007 version 2.3, for traffic at various speeds in Marin County for 98 

the years 2008 and 2030 indicate a similar decrease in ROG and NOx. For Marin 99 

County, the average ROG and NOx emissions per VMT would decrease by 77 percent 100 

and 74 percent, respectively. Therefore, the VMT increase from the MSN Project 101 

would not cause significant impact to the region’s air quality. 102 

2.1.6 MTC’s Study of HOV Lanes – Analysis of Induced VMT and Air 103 

Quality 104 

MTC prepared the 2002 HOV Lane Master Plan Update in March 2003. The plan 105 

contained an analysis of the impacts of implementing HOV lanes throughout the Bay 106 

Area, including an assessment of air quality in 2010. According to this plan, the 107 

implementation of planned HOV lanes in the Bay Area would generally reduce VMT, 108 

increase transit ridership, decrease vehicle hours of delay, and reduce ROG and NOx 109 

emissions (Section 11, Air Quality, pages 47 – 55).  110 

The 2002 HOV Lane Master Plan Update also discussed whether HOV lanes might 111 

induce more vehicular traffic. A primary conclusion of the discussion is reproduced 112 

below. 113 

Since most Bay Area freeway corridors will be congested in the future due to 114 
projected growth in the region’s population and jobs, the peak direction commute 115 
period will have little available capacity that could induce individuals to take extra 116 
trips - with or without HOV lanes. Bay Area HOV lanes currently operate as mixed 117 
flow lanes during non-commute periods. Non-commute trips (e.g., shopping, 118 
recreation) show lower sensitivity to time and cost variables in traditional models; 119 
therefore, the availability of new capacity would likely be a weak incentive to induce 120 
additional non-commute trips (page 52 -53). 121 

According to the 2002 HOV Lane Master Plan Update, most TCMs such as HOV 122 

lanes reduce both ROG and NOx emissions. In the past, HOV lane emission benefits 123 

in regional air quality plans have been accounted for in the “baseline” emission 124 

inventory for the State Implementation Plan (SIP). This approach is preferred, rather 125 

than identifying HOV lanes as a separate TCM, since it provides for a more 126 
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systematic analysis of the transportation network. It is also consistent with the way in 127 

which the transportation air quality “conformity” analysis has been carried out under 128 

the regulations promulgated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 129 

Studies (including the 2002 HOV Lane Master Plan Update) report that HOV lanes 130 

do not cause significant impacts to cumulative air quality, and therefore a quantitative 131 

analysis of congestion versus emissions was not necessary.  132 

2.1.7 Conclusion 133 

The DEIR/S notes that the MSN Project in combination with other projects would 134 

contribute to cumulative air quality impacts in the region; however, it does not 135 

suggest that the Bay Area will remain in non-attainment for ozone and PM10. The 136 

DEIR/S, as well as this FEIR/S, acknowledge that the MSN Project would cause a 137 

slight increase in VMT due to induced demand. However, as supported by regional 138 

air quality plans, ozone precursors are projected to decrease substantially in the future 139 

due to the implementation of TCMs and a more fuel-efficient future vehicle fleet. 140 

These factors would offset the emissions expected from the slight increase in VMT 141 

caused by the MSN Project, and thus, the project would not result in a cumulatively 142 

considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. 143 
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2.2 Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions 1 

A number of comments were received regarding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for 2 

the MSN Project. This master response provides the following on this topic:  3 

• Summary of types of comments received pertaining to GHG emissions 4 

• Summary responses to these GHG-related comments 5 

• Project-level analysis of GHG impacts 6 

• Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures implemented to reduce the 7 

GHG emissions impacts of the MSN Project 8 

2.2.1 Summary of Comments on GHG Emissions  9 

Multiple comments were received from agencies and individuals concerning how 10 

GHG emissions are addressed in the DEIR/S in terms of project alternatives, the 11 

traffic analysis, and cumulative GHG emissions. Comments were also made toward 12 

Caltrans’ role in GHG policy development. These comments are summarized below. 13 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 14 

GHG-related comments pertaining to project alternatives included the following: 15 

• Alternatives should be presented, including rail, transit, conversion of existing 16 

lanes to high occupancy vehicle (HOV), and rapid bus transit, that would de-17 

incentivize auto use and thereby reduce GHG emissions. 18 

• The multimodal alternative requested during the MSN Project scoping process 19 

would result in lower overall GHG emissions by encouraging drivers to 20 

switch their trips to transit, which would result in less highway congestion. 21 

The multimodal alternative would also create a shift in development practices 22 

to “smart growth,” which would implement regional planning initiatives 23 

directed at climate protection. 24 

• The EIR/EIS should calculate the net change in GHG emissions caused by the 25 

project, as well as compare the change in emissions between project 26 

alternatives and a transit alternative. 27 
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 28 

GHG-related comments pertaining to the traffic analysis in the DEIR/S included the 29 

following: 30 

• Inadequate traffic analysis in the DEIR/S fails to adequately address the 31 

potential increase in GHG emissions resulting from an increase in vehicle 32 

miles traveled (VMT) as well as speed variations and 33 

acceleration/deceleration cycles. 34 

• Increasing highway capacity promotes single occupant vehicles (SOVs), 35 

which increases GHG emissions. 36 

• The traffic analysis failed to properly account for induced demand, which 37 

results in underestimating GHG emissions. 38 

• The analysis fails to use a “Comprehensive Modal Emissions Model” to 39 

provide an analysis of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions showing that vehicles 40 

traveling at lower average speeds with more acceleration/deceleration events 41 

release higher amounts of CO2. Improving traffic flow will reduce CO2 42 

emissions by increasing average traffic speeds during peak periods, reducing 43 

high speeds, and smoothing out the stop-and-go effect, which allows a more 44 

constant traffic flow for longer durations. 45 

• Commenters recommend using “complete induced demand modeling,” which 46 

requires accounting for each of the separate components of induced demand. 47 

These include shifts to longer routes, changes in destinations causing longer 48 

trips, change in travel mode, and changing home or work locations resulting in 49 

longer trips. 50 

• A quantitative analysis of congestion and GHG emissions should include a 51 

graph of the project time period and the predicted GHG emissions. 52 

• The DEIR/S’s assertion that “…it is reasonable to expect that emissions of 53 

carbon and ozone precursors would be reduced compared to No Build 54 

conditions…” would require a quantitative analysis of congestion versus 55 

emissions.  56 
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CUMULATIVE GHG EMISSIONS 57 

Comments pertaining to cumulative GHG emissions included the following: 58 

• Cumulative GHG analysis should consider VMT and induced growth, and 59 

should correct estimated VMT that results from induced demand. 60 

• Cumulative analysis of GHG emissions should quantitatively analyze 61 

congestion vs. emissions.  62 

CALTRANS ROLE IN GHG POLICY DEVELOPMENT 63 

Comments pertaining to Caltrans’ role in advancing GHG policy development by 64 

leading the development of GHG emissions protocols included the following: 65 

• Commenters were disappointed that Caltrans is not providing a protocol for 66 

GHG emissions and global climate change (GCC), in addition to not 67 

providing mitigation in reducing these emissions. 68 

• Summary conclusions of Caltrans’ Standard Environmental Reference 69 

Guidelines should be included in the FEIR/S. 70 

• The document should show implementable projects and policies that will 71 

measurably reduce GHG emissions, and should show emissions reductions or 72 

increases for both projects and policies. 73 

• Comments also cited Assembly Bill (AB) 32, which calls upon state agencies 74 

to reduce GHG emissions, and referred to Caltrans’ Climate Action Program 75 

(CAP) which includes Caltrans’ plans to contribute to the State’s GHG 76 

emissions reduction targets. 77 

2.2.2 Summary Responses to Greenhouse Gas Comments 78 

Caltrans and FHWA thank all of the commenters for their views. The following 79 

subsections address the commenters’ concerns regarding the abovementioned 80 

categories of issues pertaining to GHGs and climate change.  81 

Project Alternatives. Caltrans looked at many different alternatives. While CO2 or 82 

GHG emissions were not among the criteria used to evaluate the alternatives, 83 

congestion reduction was a basis for evaluating the alternatives. Because of the close 84 

relationship between congestion and higher CO2 emissions at speeds of 0-25 mph, 85 

congestion reduction is a close substitute for evaluating GHG-reducing alternatives. 86 
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Therefore, Caltrans did take emissions associated with congestion, including GHG 87 

emissions, into consideration during the project alternatives analysis process. 88 

It should also be noted that the Build Alternatives propose the addition of HOV lanes 89 

that can be used by multi-modal vehicles (e.g., express bus service, carpoolers, some 90 

hybrid vehicles, etc.). The high-occupancy capacity in effect increases multi-modal 91 

capacity and GHG emissions-reduction capacity. Please also see the Master Response 92 

on Range of Alternatives (Section 2.5 below), and Volume 1, Chapter 2, Project 93 

Alternatives. 94 

Traffic Analysis. The comments regarding analysis of induced demand and vehicle 95 

miles traveled are addressed in Section 2.4 of this volume, in the Master Response on 96 

Induced Travel. Modeling and quantifying GHG emissions is addressed in Volume 1, 97 

Section 4.3.6, Climate Change. Please also see the GHG Project-Level Analysis 98 

section below. The comments regarding ozone precursors emissions are discussed in 99 

the Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality (Section 2.1 above).  100 

Cumulative GHG Emissions. The comments on this topic are addressed in the 101 

Master Response on Induced Travel (Section 2.4 below) and in Volume 1, Section 102 

4.3.6, Climate Change.  103 

Caltrans role in GHG Protocol Development. A discussion on this topic is 104 

presented in the Climate Change section in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S (Section 4.3.6). 105 

2.2.3 Project-Level GHG Analysis 106 

Caltrans has conducted a quantitative analysis comparing the CO2 emissions of the 107 

Build and No Build Alternatives to existing levels using the EMFAC2007 emission 108 

modeling software (version 2.3), and the analysis shows that CO2 emissions will 109 

increase over existing levels under either scenario.  110 

For the quantitative analysis of CO2 emissions of the MSN Project, please refer to 111 

Volume 1 of this FEIR/S, Section 4.3.6, Climate Change. A discussion of limitations 112 

and uncertainties with modeling and impact assessment can also be found in this 113 

section.  114 

Caltrans is attentive to addressing GHG once federal, state and regional regulatory 115 

agencies have adopted methodologies and criteria for analysis and assessment. While 116 

the regulations and tools for assessing project-level GHG emissions evolve, Caltrans 117 

is developing climate change strategies with various agencies and programs statewide 118 
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(see the new Table 4-4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). For more information on 119 

Caltrans’ role in statewide efforts toward reducing GHG Emissions, please see 120 

Section 4.3.6 in Volume 1 or the Climate Action Program at Caltrans document 121 

(Caltrans, 2006).2 Caltrans is also implementing its own internal policies such as the 122 

Director’s Policy (DP) 23-R1, effective June 2007. DP 23-R1 acknowledges that 123 

Caltrans incorporates energy efficiency and climate change measures into the 124 

planning, development, design, operations and maintenance of transportation projects 125 

and facilities. Caltrans further intends to create a comprehensive long-term energy 126 

policy to incorporate energy efficiency and climate change policy, planning and 127 

implementation. As noted above, Caltrans also has a CAP in place to better facilitate 128 

and promote GHG emission reduction measures. The CAP balances program delivery 129 

within the context of recent regulations, such as AB 32, by: 130 

• Creating transportation strategies that contribute to the State’s GHG emission 131 

reduction targets; 132 

• Developing proper guidelines and performance measures and developing 133 

quantifiable reporting protocols to monitor GHG footprints and provide 134 

feedback for program development; and  135 

• Assuring that Caltrans staff receive proper training to carry out related 136 

activities.  137 

2.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 138 

The MSN Project will incorporate measures to reduce GHG emissions and potential 139 

climate change impacts. These include: 140 

• Use of reclaimed water to conserve energy. 141 

• Landscaping to reduce surface warming and reduce CO2 through 142 

photosynthesis. 143 

• Use of Portland cement (a lighter colored surface to reduce reflectivity). 144 

• Use of energy-efficient lighting, such as LED traffic signals. 145 

• Idling restrictions for trucks and equipment. 146 

                                                           
2 Available online: http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf  



2.2 Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

2-12 Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 

In addition to Caltrans’ active role in reducing GHG emissions, useful incentives for 147 

reducing GHG emissions from the transportation sector can be found in AASHTO’s 148 

Primer on Transportation and Climate Change (2008), CAPCOA’s CEQA and 149 

Climate Change white paper (2008), and documents released from the California 150 

Attorney General’s Office, among others.  151 

2.2.5 Conclusion 152 

As subsequent project phases move forward, the FEIR/S may need to be reevaluated 153 

for consistency with current regulations, in order to reassess and hopefully reaffirm 154 

the validity of its conclusions. Changes in environmental conditions or laws that may 155 

result in new conclusions with regard to impacts not addressed in the original 156 

document would require additional analysis and possibly mitigation. For instance, 157 

GHG emissions associated with the MSN Project could be evaluated following 158 

adoption of criteria and analytical methodology to maintain consistency with current 159 

practices and regulations.  160 

For further discussion regarding GHGs, please refer to Section 4.3.6 in Volume 1 of 161 

this FEIR/S. 162 
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2.3 Master Response on Need and Purpose 1 

2.3.1 Introduction 2 

A number of comments were received regarding the MSN Project’s need and 3 

purpose. This Master Response presents a summary of these comments, the role of 4 

the Lead Agency in formulating a need and purpose, consultations Caltrans conducted 5 

in formulating the need and purpose, and consideration of objectives in the need and 6 

purpose. Lastly, it discusses the adequacy of the MSN Project need and purpose 7 

under CEQA and NEPA. 8 

2.3.2 Summary of Comments on Need and Purpose  9 

Multiple comments were received from agencies and individuals concerning the 10 

alleged shortcomings in the MSN Project DEIR/S, including the following: 11 

• The stated purpose of “reduce congestion along US 101” is overly simplistic. 12 

• The project’s need should be clearly outlined - is it simply reducing 13 

congestion or are effects on air quality and reduction of vehicle miles traveled 14 

(VMT) also factors in reviewing alternatives? 15 

• The need and purpose of the project should consider parking, consumer cost 16 

savings, transport diversity, improved traffic safety, reduced pollution, energy 17 

conservation, efficient land use, improved future health, and minimal impact 18 

on the environment. 19 

• The narrow range of objectives precludes the consideration of other 20 

alternatives that emphasize transit, such as the Sonoma Marin Area Rail 21 

Transit (SMART) project. 22 

• The need and purpose is inadequate because it did not provide a statement of 23 

objectives describing the underlying purpose of the project, nor did it include 24 

an objective of addressing the capacity restraints in the corridor. 25 

2.3.3 Lead Agency Role in Defining Purpose 26 

In general, the delineation of a project’s purpose, or its goals and objectives, is within 27 

the purview of the Lead Agency(ies) (in the case of the MSN Project, Caltrans and 28 

the Federal Highway Administration [FHWA]). The purpose must be sufficiently 29 
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broad to allow for consideration of different ways of accomplishing the purpose. As 30 

noted by the commenters, prescribing a set of goals and objectives that are so tightly 31 

drawn as to preclude consideration of alternatives would violate a fundamental tenet 32 

of NEPA—namely, the formulation and consideration of alternatives. By the same 33 

token, project goals and objectives that are so broad do not readily respond to a 34 

project’s needs nor allow a reasonable narrowing of the range of alternatives. Both 35 

CEQA and NEPA allow lead agencies wide latitude in establishing the goals and 36 

objectives since those agencies are proposing and sponsoring the action. 37 

Establishment of the need and purpose occurred through a thorough process that 38 

involved multiple meetings with local, state, and federal agencies, and not, as some 39 

comments have suggested, in isolation.  40 

2.3.4 Consensus by Others on Project Need and Purpose 41 

Because the MSN Project is subject to regulations of both NEPA and CEQA, the 42 

planning and design of the MSN Project was extensively reviewed by a number of 43 

other state and federal agencies. The FHWA published a Notice of Intent and Caltrans 44 

published a Notice of Preparation to inform the public of the project. After these 45 

notices were issued, public scoping meetings were held to solicit input from the 46 

public and various public agencies about the scope of the environmental analysis. In 47 

addition, Caltrans met with state, federal, and local agencies in Marin and Sonoma 48 

Counties.  49 

Finally, it should be noted that the MSN Project is being reviewed under the 50 

NEPA/404 “Integration Memorandum of Understanding,” which is intended to 51 

streamline the NEPA and Section 404 Clean Water Act processes. As described in the 52 

DEIR/S (page 6-5), both NEPA and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act require 53 

consideration of alternatives; NEPA requires consideration of alternatives that could 54 

achieve the need and purpose for a proposed action, while the 404 process requires 55 

consideration of alternatives to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands. As part of 56 

this process, signatories to the Memorandum of Understanding, which include, but 57 

are not limited to, FHWA, Caltrans, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the 58 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Regional 59 

Water Quality Control Board, meet to discuss the progress of the project. These 60 

agencies also agreed on the need and purpose and the range of alternatives presented 61 

by Caltrans and FHWA (see Appendix B of the DEIR/S and this FEIR/S).  62 
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In light of these efforts, it should be clear that the identification of the purpose and 63 

need was vetted by a variety of stakeholders. 64 

2.3.5 Needs within the MSN Project Boundaries  65 

Section 3.1 of the DEIR/S (and in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S) identifies numerous past 66 

and current transportation studies that support the largely foregone conclusion that 67 

congestion on US 101 is a problem and is expected to worsen. In addition to traffic 68 

congestion, Chapter 1 of the DEIR/S discusses several other features that impede 69 

highway operations and thereby contribute to congestion and vehicle delays. These 70 

features include the following: 71 

• A bottleneck occurs where US 101 changes from a six-lane freeway to a 72 

four-lane expressway. 73 

• Traffic is slowed on the expressway section of US 101 as vehicles enter and 74 

exit the expressway’s at-grade intersections. 75 

• Vertical and horizontal roadway curves do not meet design standards. 76 

• Shoulder widths do not meet current design standards and thus do not provide 77 

adequate pull-out areas for disabled vehicles. 78 

• Portions of US 101 historically flood, because existing culverts are undersized 79 

to handle runoff during large storms. 80 

As a result, these specific deficiencies should be corrected as part of any major capital 81 

investment to provide HOV lanes within the US 101 corridor.  82 

Some who commented suggested a variety of other objectives, including saving 83 

parking spaces, project cost savings, transport diversity, energy conservation, 84 

efficient land use, and improved future health. Opportunities to achieve corollary 85 

benefits, such as those discussed below, are commendable but needn’t be explicitly 86 

identified. Following are additional objectives that commenters posited and a 87 

discussion of how Caltrans regards them within the project need and purpose and 88 

alternatives analysis. 89 

Environmental Protection Objectives. Some who commented felt the DEIR/S 90 

should have specifically mentioned protection of the environment as an objective. Yet 91 

Caltrans’ stated approach to dealing with corridors that involve sensitive natural 92 
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resources is first and foremost avoidance of the resources, then minimization of 93 

potential harm, and lastly mitigation. The DEIR/S, in its discussion of environmental 94 

resources (Chapter 3 of Volume 1), describes the specific efforts by Caltrans to avoid 95 

impacts as part of the conceptual design of the project and the access options.  96 

Air Emissions Objectives. Others who commented questioned whether the project is 97 

intended to solely relieve congestion or if reduction of air emissions or vehicle miles 98 

traveled were also considerations. These issues need not be treated as independent 99 

objectives. Caltrans’ role is to provide for and enhance mobility. The region and the 100 

State, in their efforts to reduce traffic congestion and attain air quality goals, have 101 

recommended the installation of HOV lanes. Thus, it would appear that relieving 102 

congestion and improved air emissions need not be considered as mutually exclusive 103 

objectives.  104 

Safety Objectives. Other comments suggest that the project purpose is deficient 105 

because safety is not identified as a specific project purpose. The safety aspect was 106 

previously considered in developing the need and purpose; however, the project does 107 

not qualify as a safety project because it does not exhibit the accident rate that meets 108 

or exceeds the state average for accidents on similar facilities monitored by the 109 

Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS). However, the project 110 

would correct the deficiencies discussed in Chapter 1, and provide corollary safety 111 

benefits by bringing the roadway to standard and correcting the drainage issues.  112 

2.3.6 Statement of Objectives, Range of Objectives, Underlying 113 

Purpose, and Capacity Restraints in Corridor  114 

For the purposes of streamlining the EIR/S, the statement of objectives required under 115 

CEQA Guidelines has been cast in terms of the need and purpose and also complies 116 

with CEQA Section 15124, subd. [b], which states that the description of the project 117 

shall contain:  118 

“[a] statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written 119 
statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of 120 
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing 121 
findings or a statement of overriding consideration, if necessary. The statement of 122 
objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project.” 123 

The project’s need and purpose defines the need for congestion relief, standardizing 124 

roadway features and improving drainage. Caltrans and FHWA use congestion as a 125 

performance measure of the highway operations. Caltrans and FHWA also use 126 
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comparisons between existing physical conditions of the facility and current design 127 

standards. Some who commented stated that establishing “congestion relief” as a 128 

project objective narrows the range of alternatives. However, the goal of congestion 129 

relief is comparable to identifying needs based upon alleviating “capacity restraints in 130 

the corridor” or a need to “increase traffic volumes,” as yet others have suggested. 131 

Therefore, using congestion relief as a project objective has not narrowed the range of 132 

alternatives to exclude other modes, such as transit. See also Section 2.5, Master 133 

Response on Range of Alternatives. 134 

Under NEPA, an agency’s statement of need and purpose is examined under a 135 

reasonableness standard. Caltrans and FHWA have adequately described the logic 136 

underlying the highway project, the project’s substantial independent utility (see pg. 137 

1-4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S), and the project’s ability to relieve congestion even if 138 

no other projects are constructed (see Volume 1, Section 3.1.10, Traffic and 139 

Transportation). Also, the EIR/S does not commit Caltrans and FHWA to a definite 140 

course of action with respect to any other project. 141 
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2.4 Master Response on Induced Travel 1 

Several comments were received on the concern that the MSN Project would 2 

substantially increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The following Master Response 3 

has been prepared to respond to this concern.  4 

The concept of induced travel derives from the fact that after a highway has been 5 

improved, travel speeds are also improved, and thus more travelers will use the 6 

highway, increasing the total amount of traffic on it. This increased traffic is said to 7 

be the result of “induced travel.” 8 

Studies have shown that the increased traffic on an improved highway is due 9 

primarily to six separate factors: 10 

1. Route changes – Some travelers who previously did not use the highway will 11 

modify their routes to use the improved highway because it has become the fastest 12 

route to their destination. For these travelers, the quickest route to their 13 

destination did not include traveling on the highway before the improvement, but 14 

does after the highway is improved and its travel speeds are increased. 15 

2. Departure time changes – Some travelers will have been shifting the time that 16 

they begin their trips to avoid congested highway conditions during peak travel 17 

periods. Once the facility is improved and congestion decreased, some travelers 18 

will shift their travel back to their preferred time during the peak periods, thus 19 

increasing peak period travel. 20 

3. Mode shifts – Improved travel speeds along the improved highway will make it 21 

more attractive and some travelers will change from alternative travel modes and 22 

begin driving on the improved facility. 23 

4. Destination changes – Some travelers will take advantage of improved travel 24 

speeds along the improved highway to travel to more distant destinations than 25 

they otherwise would have. 26 

5. Additional trips – Because of the improved travel speeds along the improved 27 

highway, some trips that would not otherwise have been taken will be taken. 28 
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6. New development/Additional land use – In time, improved travel speeds along 29 

the highway may encourage additional development along the highway. Trips to 30 

and from the new development will increase the traffic on the highway. 31 

The first factor, route changes, does not represent additional or induced travel. Rather, 32 

it represents travelers shifting the route for their trips. These routes may be longer or 33 

shorter than those taken before the highway improvement. Vehicles taking a freeway 34 

rather than local streets will likely have a more uniform travel speed with fewer stops 35 

and starts. This should decrease the amount of air pollution created by the vehicle. 36 

Also, it is usually better for local circulation if through traffic that was diverted to 37 

local streets returns to the freeway. Route changes and their effect on corridor VMT 38 

have already been taken into account in the travel models used for this project. 39 

The second factor, departure time changes, also does not represent additional or 40 

induced travel. It simply represents travelers who choose to travel at different times. 41 

This factor is not explicitly accounted for in the traffic model used for this project but 42 

should have no effect on the total VMT. This is because the time within the day that 43 

travelers choose to travel will have no effect on the total amount of travel during a 24-44 

hour period. 45 

The third factor, mode shift, also does not represent additional travel. It could 46 

represent additional motor vehicle travel as travelers shift from other travel modes to 47 

motor vehicle travel. The traffic model used to analyze this project’s traffic volumes 48 

includes a “mode split” step that models these effects.  49 

Thus, the first three factors represent increases in the number of vehicles using the 50 

highway during peak periods but do not represent induced travel. Rather, they 51 

represent decisions by travelers concerning where, when, and how they will make 52 

trips they are already making on the transportation system. These three factors could 53 

result in more travelers than otherwise expected using the highway during the peak 54 

period, but do not represent increased travel. 55 

The fourth and fifth factors, destination changes and additional trips, do represent 56 

induced travel. If a traveler begins making longer trips or making more trips, the total 57 

VMT will increase, all other factors being equal. Neither of these factors is accounted 58 

for in most traffic models, including the one used to analyze the traffic effects for this 59 

project. Nearly all travel demand models assume that the number of trips and the 60 

length of trips taken by a given household are constant and not changed by the 61 

highway conditions. Although there has been some controversy concerning the 62 
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relative contribution of induced travel to the total traffic volume, recent research (see 63 

References below) indicates that the contribution is small. One recent study in 64 

California, which examined the question of induced travel through comparison of 65 

improved and unimproved highway segments, found no statistical difference between 66 

the improved and unimproved segments and thus “no evidence of induced demand.” 67 

The sixth factor, travel associated with new development/additional land use, 68 

typically applies where a new highway is constructed in an undeveloped area. This is 69 

not the case with the MSN Project as US 101 is a well-established highway. Local 70 

government plans and zoning have a far greater influence on local development 71 

patterns than any improved access allowed by the addition of HOV lanes. Even if 72 

additional development does occur along the US 101 corridor, it will likely have been 73 

diverted from other parts of the area and not represent additional development for 74 

Marin and Sonoma Counties. 75 
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2.5 Master Response on Range of Alternatives 1 

2.5.1 Introduction 2 

Caltrans and FHWA received several comments on the range of alternatives 3 

considered and the alternatives analysis of the MSN Project. This Master Response 4 

summarizes and addresses these comments, as well as summarizing the alternatives 5 

evaluation process and the public and agency review of the range of alternatives. 6 

2.5.2 Summary of Comments on Alternatives  7 

Some commenters on the MSN Project DEIR/S stated that the alternatives analysis is 8 

inadequate and that Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn (which is 9 

now Section 2.6 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S), does not adequately address potential 10 

alternatives, including a commuter rail alternative. Other comments about the DEIR/S 11 

alternatives analysis include the following: 12 

1. The entire alternatives development process was short-sighted and narrow in its 13 

focus, predisposing a narrow range of alternatives. 14 

2. CEQA’s alternatives analysis must describe “a range of reasonable 15 

alternatives... that feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but 16 

would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects.” 17 

3. Potential alternatives should factor in public transit, road pricing, “smart 18 

growth” land use strategies, and air quality. 19 

4. One commenter suggested a new alternative that would include the following 20 

actions: 21 

• Provide the shortfall in construction funding to enable Sonoma Marin 22 

Area Rail Transit (SMART) to build a commuter rail and bicycle-23 

pedestrian path system from Cloverdale to Larkspur Landing; furthermore, 24 

fund the annual operations subsidy of SMART.  25 

• Use the pattern of densification of land use opportunity sites created by the 26 

Sonoma/Marin 1997 Multi-Modal Transportation & Land Use Study 27 

(Calthorpe Study) in the project’s forecasting and operational study.  28 
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• Conduct further design studies on the potential to convert the existing 29 

auxiliary lane from State Route (SR) 37 to Rowland into a mixed flow 30 

lane, and convert a mixed flow lane there into a high occupancy vehicle 31 

(HOV) lane.  32 

• In the southbound direction, design queue jump access for HOVs passing 33 

from the northern-most HOV point on northbound US 101 in Sonoma to 34 

the 2-lane section of the Narrows (Segment B). According to the 35 

suggested alternative, Caltrans would construct HOV lanes in Segment C 36 

consistent with the Calthorpe Study recommendation. From the northern 37 

project limits to the SR 116 East interchange in the northbound direction, 38 

Caltrans would design queue jump access for HOVs passing from the 39 

southernmost HOV point on southbound US 101 in Sonoma to the two-40 

lane section of the Narrows.  41 

• Upgrade Segment B to freeway status, correct operational deficiencies as 42 

well as drainage and flooding problems, and exclude HOV lanes from 43 

being constructed.  44 

• Look for feasible mitigations to preserve substantial numbers of redwood 45 

trees when constructing the new North Petaluma Overhead.  46 

• Construct Access Option 12b, after optimally locating access roads to 47 

reduce tree removal and minimize their cross-sections, consistent with 48 

context-sensitive design for rural roads.  49 

• Build bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the corridor.  50 

2.5.3 Evaluation Process and Consensus by Others on Alternatives 51 

Because the MSN Project is subject to regulations of both the NEPA and CEQA, the 52 

planning, alternatives analysis, and project development processes of the MSN 53 

Project were extensively reviewed by a number of other state and federal agencies.  54 

The FHWA published a Notice of Intent and Caltrans published a Notice of 55 

Preparation to inform the public of the project in 2001. Subsequently, Caltrans and 56 

FHWA evaluated and ranked 26 options, and presented the top four in the DEIR/S. 57 

This analysis and the assumptions are presented in Appendix A of the DEIR/S.  58 
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The evaluation underwent interdisciplinary scoring and review. Additional public 59 

meetings were then held to present the four top-ranking alternatives (see Chapter 6 of 60 

the DEIR/S and in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). These options were also presented for 61 

input to Marin and Sonoma city and county agency officials. In addition, Caltrans 62 

held numerous public meetings with the Policy Advisory Group, representing a body 63 

of locally-elected Marin and Sonoma County officials, where the results of the 64 

evaluation process were also presented and discussed. 65 

2.5.4 Response to Comments on Alternatives 66 

In the DEIR/S, Caltrans and FHWA acknowledge that providing congestion relief in 67 

the project corridor demands a multi-modal transportation approach, and no single 68 

entity or project can fully address the travel demand in the Marin-Sonoma Corridor. 69 

However, congestion reduction is not the only need and purpose of the MSN Project. 70 

Other operational corrections include standardizing the infrastructure, and upgrading 71 

drainage facilities to reduce flooding. The alternatives that were considered and 72 

withdrawn (Transportation Systems Management, Express Bus Service, High 73 

Occupancy Toll Lanes, Commuter Rail Service, and Mixed Flow Lanes) are 74 

discussed in the document and clearly state where these alternatives fail to meet the 75 

need and purpose of the project. 76 

Of particular interest to some who commented were Transportation Systems 77 

Management (TSM), express bus service, and commuter rail service. TSM 78 

enhancements and express bus service as stand-alone alternatives are not viable due 79 

to limitations of the existing infrastructure. However, these alternatives will be able to 80 

be better utilized under the MSN Project Build Alternatives. That the commuter rail 81 

service and express bus service were withdrawn as stand-alone alternatives does not 82 

mean that these services have no value; they just do not meet the need and purpose of 83 

the project as comprehensively as the proposed Build Alternatives.  84 

Under CEQA and NEPA, the range of alternatives in an EIR/EIS is governed by the 85 

rule of reason. The rule of reason requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives 86 

necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The EIR need examine in detail only the ones 87 

that the Lead Agency determined could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 88 

the project. The range of feasible alternatives is to be selected and discussed in a 89 

manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making 90 

(CCR.14, sec. 15126.6, subd. [f]). In addition, feasibility is a key concept in 91 

determining which alternatives to analyze in depth. The EIR needs to incorporate 92 
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detailed analysis only for alternatives which the Lead Agency determines could 93 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project (CEQA Guidelines 94 

15126.6[a]).  95 

Among the factors that Caltrans and FHWA took into account when addressing the 96 

feasibility of alternatives for the MSN Project were economic viability and 97 

consistency with regional planning. Economic viability was demonstrated in February 98 

2007 when the California Transportation Commission allocated $120 million toward 99 

the MSN Project from the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) that was 100 

created when Proposition 1B was approved by California voters in November 2006. 101 

In current transportation funding processes, regional planning is also correlated with 102 

economic viability. As has been disclosed in the DEIR/S, the MSN Project is one of 103 

many projects in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Regional 104 

Transportation Plan. In addition, the MSN Project would extend the HOV lane 105 

system, which is part of MTC’s vision for strategic expansion in the Bay Area.  106 

In light of the previous discussion, here are Caltrans and FHWA’s responses to the 107 

general comments on the range of alternatives. In the process of following the 108 

requirements for the alternatives analysis described above, Caltrans and FHWA have 109 

found that: 110 

• Funding the construction and operation of the SMART project with funds that 111 

have been allocated to the MSN Project is not feasible. The existence of a 112 

funding shortfall for the SMART project, or for any other transportation project 113 

that some members of the public deem to be preferable to the MSN Project, is 114 

not a sufficient justification for proposing an alternative that does not meet the 115 

need and purpose of the MSN Project; furthermore, if the MSN Project is not 116 

constructed, the resources will simply go back into the CMIA and State 117 

Highway Fund toward other highway projects. In addition, the economic 118 

viability of the MSN Project has already been demonstrated and the Build 119 

Alternatives proposed meet the need and purpose of the project (see Section 2.3, 120 

Master Response on Need and Purpose). Although SMART does not fulfill the 121 

need and purpose of the MSN Project, it remains one of several viable projects 122 

with the potential to provide additional improvements to the transportation 123 

system in the Marin-Sonoma corridor if alternative funding sources are 124 

identified.  125 
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• Land use assumptions for the traffic operational study are adequate and provide 126 

sufficient information to decisionmakers. As is customary, Caltrans used 127 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) land-use assumptions as a basis 128 

for the traffic analysis, and these assumptions were disclosed in the DEIR/S 129 

Section 3.1.9, Traffic and Transportation (which is Section 3.1.10 in Volume 1 130 

of this FEIR/S). The adequacy of the traffic studies is not dependent upon the 131 

commenter’s stated specifications. For further discussion of land use 132 

assumptions, please also see Master Response on Use of Current Information.  133 

• Discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive. The alternatives analysis has 134 

provided enough information for Caltrans, FHWA, and other decisionmakers to 135 

make a reasoned choice. The project improvements under the preferred 136 

alternative meet the project’s need and purpose. The MSN Project, like many 137 

transportation projects, has been screened by the federal, regional, and local 138 

transportation planning processes. If a separate proposal, as described, is found 139 

with logical termini, and having independent utility with an adequate need and 140 

purpose, then it, too, could feasibly be sponsored as a viable project. But the 141 

Build Alternatives proposed in the DEIR/S are adequate to meet the need and 142 

purpose of the MSN Project. 143 

The following bullet items address the specific alternative proposed under point 4 144 

(starting on page 2-25). Overall, the alternative proposed does not seem to provide 145 

marked benefits over previously analyzed alternatives, including environmental or 146 

transportation benefits. In the process of following the requirements for the 147 

alternatives analysis described above, Caltrans and FHWA have found that: 148 

• HOV lanes proposed under the MSN Project can be considered facilities that 149 

provide queue jumping past bottlenecks for carpools, transit, and other qualified 150 

HOV lane users. The Preferred Alternative would also provide HOV bypass 151 

lanes at existing interchanges, which is also a facility that provides queue-152 

jumping benefits.  153 

• Meeting the needs of correcting operational deficiencies would still entail 154 

realigning the mainline and standardizing lanes, shoulders and medians. 155 

Consequently, this measure would still cause considerable environmental 156 

impacts. Furthermore, not building the HOV lanes through Segment B would 157 

not be consistent with regional, and local transportation plans. Therefore, 158 
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additional alternatives are not needed to correct operational deficiencies and 159 

meet conformity with regional and local transportation plans.  160 

• The MSN Project has incorporated avoidance and minimization measures to 161 

preserve environmental resources, and these measures will continue to be 162 

implemented throughout the design and construction phases. Therefore 163 

additional alternatives are not needed to achieve the desired mitigation and 164 

preservation of trees. 165 

• The MSN Project development process has incorporated context-sensitive 166 

features, including design exceptions to avoid environmental resources and 167 

reuse of existing roads to minimize impacts to the rural character in Segment B. 168 

Further refinements to the project design to avoid tree removal or incorporate 169 

further context-sensitive features will be considered during the design phase. 170 

Therefore, additional alternatives do not need to be studied to reduce tree 171 

removal and incorporate context-sensitive design. 172 

• The MSN Project does include bicycle/pedestrian lanes to replace bicycle 173 

access that is currently provided along the expressway shoulder (see DEIR/S 174 

Section 3.1.9/Section 3.1.10 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). The project also 175 

fulfills specific goals expressed at meetings with SMART and the local bicycle 176 

and pedestrian community: namely, that the Class 1 and Class 2 lanes provide 177 

connections to the SMART bikeway, Olompali State Historic Park (SHP), and 178 

San Antonio Road. These connections are also evident in the project mapping 179 

provided in Volume 2 of the FEIR/S. Therefore, additional alternatives to 180 

provide bicycle/pedestrian access are not needed.  181 

It should also be noted that the MSN Project is being reviewed under the NEPA/404 182 

“Integration Memorandum of Understanding,” which is intended to streamline the 183 

NEPA and Section 404 Clean Water Act processes. NEPA requires input from 184 

signatory agencies on the range of alternatives that could achieve the need and 185 

purpose for a proposed action. Caltrans has extended participation in this process to 186 

non-signatory agencies as well, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 187 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 188 

Administration, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the Regional Water 189 

Quality Control Board. The NEPA/404 process also requires consideration of 190 

alternatives toward avoidance, minimization of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. 191 

The consensus of these agencies on the need and purpose, range of alternatives, and 192 
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mitigation are documented in correspondence in Appendix B in the DEIR/S and 193 

FEIR/S.  194 

The previous discussion of the alternatives analysis process and the agencies’ 195 

achievements under the NEPA/404 process demonstrate that Caltrans and FHWA 196 

have met the requirements under NEPA and CEQA for analyzing an adequate range 197 

of alternatives for the MSN Project. 198 
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2.6 Master Response on the Smart Mobility Report 1 

This Master Response addresses comments submitted during the public comment 2 

period pertaining to a report entitled Review of Marin Sonoma Narrows (MSN) HOV 3 

Widening Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact 4 

Statement, dated December 2007, which was prepared for the Transportation 5 

Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF) by Smart Mobility, Inc. This 6 

report (hereinafter referred to as “the Smart Mobility report” or “the report”) was 7 

submitted to Caltrans as an attachment to TRANSDEF’s comment letter and is 8 

therefore included in this volume (see the attachments to letter LC11 in Section 3.5, 9 

beginning on page 3.5-108). 10 

The subsection headings in this Master Response correspond to the subsection 11 

headings in the Smart Mobility report. 12 

2.6.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Vehicle Miles Traveled 13 

On page four, the Smart Mobility report states, “The DEIR/DEIS documentation of 14 

the modeling process used is incomplete, but it indicates that Caltrans has taken a 15 

shortcut that makes VMT estimates invalid.” The report then continues to infer that 16 

the auto trip tables were extrapolated and interpolated to the forecast years of 2010 17 

and 2030 and used for the forecasting process. Because of this, it says that only the 18 

changes for trip assignment were changed by the differences between the Build and 19 

No Build scenarios. This is incorrect. The person trip tables, not the auto trip tables, 20 

were used. Therefore, the changes in mode choice were taken into account. 21 

The trip distribution did not iterate to take into account the final projected congestion 22 

levels on the transportation network. However, this is rarely done because of the 23 

difficulties of getting travel demand models to converge on valid forecasts using this 24 

method. It is also noteworthy that the trip distribution did assume that US 101 will 25 

continue to experience congestion during peak periods after construction of the MSN 26 

Project. See the Master Response on Induced Travel (Section 2.4) for more 27 

information concerning this topic. 28 

Also on page 4, the Smart Mobility report states, “The fourth effect, induced travel 29 

from land use changes, cannot be accounted in a four-step model unless the model is 30 

coupled with a land use allocation model that results in different future land use 31 

projections for different transportation alternatives.” Integrated land use 32 
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transportation models are a field of research in transportation demand modeling that 33 

may yield improved traffic forecasts. However, integrated land use-transportation 34 

models are a recent development in transportation demand modeling and there are 35 

only a handful of models worldwide that even attempt to implement integrated land 36 

use transportation modeling, and the effectiveness of these models has not been 37 

determined. Development of such a model suitable to evaluate this project would take 38 

years and large sums of money. In addition, especially in an already developed area 39 

subject to extensive land use control such as the project area, many other factors 40 

probably have a larger part in determining development patterns than transportation 41 

facilities (see, e.g., D.T. Hartgen’s The Impact of Highways and Other Major Road 42 

Improvements on Urban Growth in Ohio (2003a) and Highways and Sprawl in North 43 

Carolina (2003b). 44 

The final paragraph on page 4 states, “The state of the practice in transportation 45 

modeling is to include model feedback.” The model procedure used for this project is 46 

actually state of the practice because it iterates on the mode choice and trip 47 

assignment phase. Sometimes models will iterate on the trip distribution phase and 48 

even include integrated land use models; however, both of these procedures are very 49 

advanced, and their omission certainly does not render a forecast invalid. 50 

On pages 5 and 6, the report attempts to derive the additional or induced traffic due to 51 

this project. It starts with the estimated additional morning and afternoon peak hour 52 

VMT from the DEIR/S. Unfortunately, due to an error the projected VMT values that 53 

were provided in Table 3.1-15 in the DEIR/S were incorrect. Table 3.1-15 has been 54 

corrected in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S, and the corrected table is reprinted below.  55 

Table 3.1-15 Projected Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide  56 
(in thousands of miles), Year 2030 57 

Project Area 
Marin County and  
Sonoma County 

Alternatives A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

No Build 5,312 6,358 16,614 20,133 

Build Alternatives 5,318 6,367 16,625 20,154 

Difference 6 9 11 21 

Percent Increase 0.11% 0.14% 0.07% 0.10% 

 58 

As the corrected table shows, for Marin and Sonoma Counties overall, the project is 59 

projected to result in approximately 11,000 additional VMT in the AM peak hour and 60 
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21,000 more VMT in the PM peak hour. These figures are larger than the 61 

corresponding 4,000 and 12,000 additional VMT values erroneously presented in this 62 

table in the DEIR/S, but are of the same order of magnitude. The Smart Mobility 63 

report states that Caltrans emphasizes that this represents a small fraction of the total 64 

VMT for Marin and Sonoma Counties. This is correct; VMT is only projected to 65 

increase by 0.07% during the AM peak and 0.10% during the PM peak across both 66 

counties, as shown in the corrected table. Even looking at VMT increase within the 67 

Project Area only, the VMT would increase by only 0.11% in the AM peak and 68 

0.14% in the PM peak. The important point is that these changes are very small (less 69 

than two-tenths of one percent), well within the margin of uncertainty for the model, 70 

and certainly do not signal an extensive change in the amount of travel in Marin and 71 

Sonoma Counties. 72 

In the first paragraph on page 6, the report states that not all the added travel will take 73 

place in the AM and PM peak hours. This is of course correct. Since the report 74 

estimates that 16% of the overall VMT occurs in the AM and PM peak hours, it also 75 

estimates that 16% of the added VMT resulting from construction of the project 76 

would occur during those periods. This is clearly incorrect. It is not the addition of 77 

highway capacity that may increase VMT; it is the reduction of congestion. If a 78 

highway was never congested, adding additional lanes to it would not influence 79 

people to make additional trips on the highway. It is only the reduction of congestion 80 

and delay that may influence travelers to use a highway more. Therefore, the addition 81 

of the HOV lane should have no effect on the number of drivers using a freeway 82 

during uncongested off-peak hours. In fact, it may actually decrease the number of 83 

drivers using the freeway during off-peak hours; some drivers who had been using the 84 

freeway during off-peak times to avoid congestion may switch back to using it during 85 

peak periods once the congestion decreases. The report then states that the projected 86 

amount of induced travel should be increased by 3 to 5 times to account for factors 87 

unaccounted for in the modeling. Many references state that induced traffic should 88 

not be increased by nearly this amount (see, e.g., “Induced Travel: Frequently Asked 89 

Questions” [FHWA, 2008]). 90 

As an alternate approach to estimate the added travel, the Smart Mobility report 91 

applies elasticity factors ranging from 0.39 to 1.0 to the theoretical 24-hour capacity 92 

of the added lanes. There are at least two important shortcomings to this procedure. 93 

First, the elasticity of travel with respect to highway capacity is very uncertain and 94 

varies widely depending upon project conditions. In fact, as was stated previously, 95 

additional travel does not respond directly to increased capacity; rather, it may arise 96 
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from the reduced congestion and decreased travel times that the additional capacity 97 

may bring about. This is behind the second shortcoming to Smart Mobility’s 98 

procedure: the elasticity may be high in the peak hour, but be much lower over the 99 

entire 24 hours. This is because over much of the day the highway is not congested, 100 

so the additional capacity would not be expected to cause appreciable increased 101 

traffic. 102 

2.6.2 Traffic Analysis 103 

The report is correct that the project will increase traffic on some roadways that 104 

connect to US 101. However, the project will also reduce traffic on roads that parallel 105 

US 101 because traffic that had been forced onto these roads by congestion on US 106 

101 will divert back onto US 101. 107 

The report also states, “Large amounts of money are commonly spent to improve 108 

bottlenecks with little increase in traffic speeds.” The report then quotes a paragraph 109 

from a newspaper editorial concerning a highway project in Chicago that only served 110 

to move additional traffic to a downstream bottleneck. In a highly congested area 111 

such as the San Francisco Bay Area, removing roadway bottlenecks will usually bring 112 

at least some added traffic to downstream bottlenecks. However, this does not mean 113 

these projects are futile or worthless. If properly chosen, projects such as the MSN 114 

Project can reduce travel times and decrease travel times for a large majority of 115 

travelers and offer many benefits.  116 

2.6.3 Regional Context 117 

The DEIR/S did examine the project within the context of regional transportation 118 

plans, land use plans, and potential growth.  119 

The MSN Project is in conformity with regional transportation plans and local general 120 

plans, which is fully detailed in Section 3.1.2 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. While one 121 

can argue that there are more efficient and sustainable land use plans than those 122 

currently adopted within the region, under CEQA these adopted plans and projections 123 

are the required reference point for both the amount and spatial distribution of 124 

growth. 125 

To look at the potential impact of the proposed project on the spatial distribution of 126 

growth, the growth analysis selected six study areas from south Novato to Rohnert 127 

Park. Considerations for selection of these analysis zones included potential effects 128 
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from improved accessibility to jobs, perceived concerns of growth inducement 129 

potential, and remaining build-out potential.  130 

The MSN Project Growth Study (Parsons, 2005) found that the improved speed of the 131 

mainline traffic on US 101 under the proposed improvements would cause a slight 132 

increase in growth pressures in the area only if land use constraints were not 133 

considered. When the constraining effect of the land use plans of Marin and Sonoma 134 

Counties was considered, the growth analysis projected no impact for the area. 135 

Furthermore, the commuter time-savings of two to ten minutes for mixed-flow traffic 136 

over the entire length of the proposed project were found to be not substantial enough 137 

to cause material shifts in residential location.  138 

The scope and results of the growth study were reviewed by an expert panel, which 139 

included planners from the two counties and local cities, who agreed with the study’s 140 

conclusion, saying that the land use plans for this area would not change because of 141 

the project and that the time savings were too small to have an important effect on 142 

growth. The growth study also found that county planning officials have no intention 143 

of relaxing their land use controls in the study areas. 144 

The HOV lane is only one step toward more sustainable transportation. Other actions, 145 

such as providing increased transit service and higher density land use to support 146 

transit, would be complementary. While such additional actions are beyond the scope 147 

of this project, they are not precluded by it. 148 
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2.7 Master Response on Use of Current Information 1 

This response has been prepared to address comments received on the DEIR/S 2 

regarding Caltrans’ and FHWA’s use of information for technical studies in cases 3 

where the basis of information has been updated since studies were completed. In 4 

particular, Caltrans and FHWA received comments on the land use assumptions used 5 

in the traffic operations report. These comments can be summarized as follows:  6 

 The DEIR/S relies on 1998 land use projections, despite the availability of 7 

2003 data with dramatically different land use priorities, assumptions, and 8 

projections. 9 

• Some who commented suggest that differences between land use assumptions 10 

used for the MSN Project traffic analysis and more recent assumptions 11 

constitutes a substantially different impact analysis, and therefore a 12 

supplemental environmental document must be prepared (under NEPA) and 13 

recirculated (under CEQA). The question is whether a new study using more 14 

current land use assumptions would result in substantially different impacts 15 

over the previous study. 16 

2.7.1 Standards Under CEQA and NEPA 17 

Public Resources Code section 21166 states:  18 

When an environmental impact report has been prepared for a project pursuant to this 19 
division, no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report shall be 20 
required by the lead agency or any responsible agency, unless one or more of the 21 
following events occurs: 22 

a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project, which will require major 23 
revisions of the environmental impact report. 24 

b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 25 
project is being undertaken which will require major revisions in the 26 
environmental impact report. 27 

c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the 28 
time the environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes 29 
available. 30 
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On the NEPA side of the equation, 23 C.F.R. section 771.130 states in part: 31 

771.130 (a)(2) and 771.130 (b)- Supplemental environmental impact statements.  32 

a) A draft EIS, final EIS, or supplemental EIS may be supplemented at any time. 33 
An EIS shall be supplemented whenever the Administration determines that: . . . 34 
(2) New information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns and 35 
bearings on the proposed action or its impacts would result in significant 36 
environmental impacts not evaluated in the EIS.  37 

b) However, a supplemental EIS will not be necessary where: (1) The changes to 38 
the proposed action, new information, or new circumstances result in a lessening 39 
of adverse environmental impacts evaluated in the EIS without causing other 40 
environmental impacts that are significant and were not evaluated in the EIS. . . .  41 

2.7.2 Land Use Assumptions in Project Forecast  42 

The traffic forecasts for this project were based upon Association of Bay Area 43 

Governments (ABAG) land use projections. These land use forecasts are the only 44 

region-wide land use forecasts available for the Bay Area and their use for state 45 

highway projects is required by regulation. The transportation demand in the travel 46 

demand models used to forecast traffic for this project are based upon the residences, 47 

employment and services projected in the ABAG land use projections. These 48 

projections are periodically updated, generally every two years. They are entitled 49 

“Projections XXXX” where XXXX is the year, such as 2003 or 2007, when the 50 

projections are issued. 51 

The ABAG land use forecasts are long-term forecasts. The rate of growth in any area 52 

may vary widely on a year-to-year basis but average out to a forecast rate in the long 53 

run, so it would not be appropriate to modify the land use projections based upon a 54 

short-term trend. In addition, this section of highway is already congested, and the 55 

congestion would be expected to remain, even if population growth in the project area 56 

slowed or stopped. 57 

Trip tables are an essential part of a travel demand model. Trip tables are 58 

computerized matrices that present how many trips are forecast to be made between 59 

every pair of zones in the travel demand model. The trip tables are based upon the 60 

land uses forecast for each zone. In other words, the number of trips leaving or 61 

entering a given zone depend upon the number of residences, jobs, stores, etc. that are 62 

projected to occupy this zone. The land use forecasts used in the travel demand model 63 
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that was used to forecast traffic for this project are based upon the ABAG land use 64 

projections discussed previously. The trip tables characterize the travel patterns for 65 

the model. Travel demand models include both base year trip tables for the recent 66 

past that are used to ensure the model is behaving reasonably given known 67 

conditions, and future year trip tables used to forecast traffic. 68 

The travel demand models used to forecasts the traffic for this project was developed 69 

using the following procedure. The 1998 base year and 2020 future year trip tables 70 

were developed by Marin County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) based on 71 

ABAG’s Projections 2000 land use data. The trip tables were initially developed for 72 

Marin County’s 293-zone model; they were then converted for use in the Marin-73 

Sonoma model with 397 zones and then interpolated and extrapolated out to year 74 

2010 and year 2030. The factors used to do this were developed based on ABAG 75 

Projections 2002 land use data (pg. 9, Traffic Operational Analysis Report [Caltrans, 76 

2005]).  77 

To verify that there have been no changes in land use assumptions that would lead to 78 

significantly different results than those presented in the DEIR/S, Caltrans and 79 

FHWA compared ABAG Projections 2000 vs. Projections 2003 and Projections 80 

2000 vs. Projections 2007 land use assumptions.  The year 2020 is compared because 81 

the model’s year 2010 and year 2030 trip tables were developed based on the year 82 

2020 trip tables. The data are shown below in Table 2-1. 83 

Table 2-1 ABAG Land Use Assumptions 2007 vs. 2000 

 Year 2020 Projection 
Marin County: 2000 2007 Difference Percentage Change

Total Population 275,400 270,600 -4,800 -1.77% 
Households 111,430 110,490 -940 -0.85% 
Employed Resident 167,100 138,900 -28,200 -20.30% 
Total Jobs 150,510 149,860 -650 -0.43% 
     

 Year 2020 Projection 
Sonoma County: 2000 2007 Difference Percentage Change

Total Population 571,200 535,200 -36,000 -6.73% 
Households 215,830 206,840 -8,990 -4.35% 
Employed Resident 317,000 255,500 -61,500 -24.07% 
Total Employment 299,110 276,780 -22,330 -8.07% 
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Table 2-1 ABAG Land Use Assumptions 2007 vs. 2000 

 Year 2020 Projection 
Bay Area Region: 2000 2007 Difference Percentage Change

Total Population 8,026,900 8,069,700 42,800 0.53% 
Households 2,839,630 2,941,760 102,130 3.47% 
Employed Resident 4,438,300 4,080,900 -357,400 -8.76% 
Total Jobs 4,687,950 4,280,700 -407,250 -9.51% 

Source: ABAG’s Projections 2000 and Projections 2007  
 84 
As shown in Table 2-1, the 2007 assumptions in the Total Population, Households, 85 

Employed Residents and Total Jobs sectors indicate decreased values compared to 86 

2000 in Marin and Sonoma Counties. Most notably, the 2007 projections show a 87 

significantly lower number of employed residents in Marin and Sonoma Counties 88 

compared to 2000, meaning that the MSN Project forecast overestimated trips from 89 

this sector. Consequently, the land use assumptions used for the DEIR/S were 90 

conservative, and performing the forecast with updated land use assumptions would 91 

not yield significant new impacts or information. 92 

Likewise in Table 2-2 below, there are either decreases or slight increases (maximum 93 

0.93%) between 2000 and 2003 land use assumptions in these same sectors in Marin 94 

and Sonoma Counties. Again, performing a new forecast with 2003 or 2007 land use 95 

assumptions would not yield significant new information in terms of project impacts.  96 

Consequently, Caltrans and FHWA have determined that using land use assumptions 97 

more recent than those used in the traffic operations report is not necessary. 98 

Furthermore, Caltrans and FHWA have met the standard for not recirculating the 99 

environmental document under CEQA or supplementing it under NEPA.  100 

Table 2-2 ABAG Land Use Assumptions 2003 vs. 2000 

 Year 2020 Projection 
Marin County: 2000 2003 Difference Percentage Change 

Total Population 275,400 275,700 300 0.11% 
Households 111,430 112,110 680 0.61% 
Employed Resident 167,100 161,400 -5,700 -3.53% 
Total Jobs 150,510 151,930 1,420 0.93% 



2.8 Master Response on Use of Current Information 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 2-43 

Table 2-2 ABAG Land Use Assumptions 2003 vs. 2000 

 Year 2020 Projection 
Sonoma County: 2000 2003 Difference Percentage Change 

Total Population 571,200 551,500 -19,700 -3.57% 
Households 215,830 206,900 -8,930 -4.32% 
Employed Resident 317,000 297,900 -19,100 -6.41% 
Total Employment 299,110 283,420 -15,690 -5.54% 

     
 Year 2020 Projection 

Bay Area Region: 2000 2003 Difference Percentage Change 
Total Population 8,026,900 8,168,300 141,400 1.73% 
Households 2,839,630 2,950,970 111,340 3.77% 
Employed Resident 4,438,300 4,543,590 105,290 2.32% 
Total Jobs 4,687,950 4,752,590 64,640 1.36% 

Source: ABAG’s Projections 2000 and Projections 2003  
 101 
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Chapter 3 Comments Received and 1 

Caltrans Responses 2 

This section presents scanned images of the comment letters received (including 3 

regular letters, emails, comment cards from the public meetings, and the public 4 

meeting transcripts) as well as Caltrans’ responses to each individual comment 5 

identified within each letter. Comments and responses are organized within this 6 

section as follows: 7 

3.1 Comments and Responses for Federal Agencies (FA) 8 

3.2 Comments and Responses for State Agencies (SA) 9 

3.3 Comments and Responses for Regional Agencies (RA) 10 

3.4 Comments and Responses for Local Jurisdictions (LJ) 11 

3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community and Business Groups (LC) 12 

3.6 Comments and Responses for Individual Citizens (I) 13 

To locate a particular comment and associated Caltrans response, consult Chapter 1 14 

for the alphanumeric identifying code assigned to the comment letter of interest, then 15 

turn to the corresponding subsection listed above. Each subsection begins with a 16 

detailed table of contents listing each letter received, and indicating the page on 17 

which that letter and associated response(s) can be found. 18 

In some cases, the response refers the reader to a Master Response. The Master 19 

Responses are located in Chapter 2; see the main Table of Contents to locate the page 20 

number of the specified Master Response. 21 





3.1 Comments and Responses for Federal Agencies (FA) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.1-1 

3.1 Comments and Responses for Federal Agencies 
LETTER: FA1. SIGNATORY: UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (USEPA). ...................................................................................... 3.1-2 
LETTER: FA2. SIGNATORY: NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICES (NMFS). .................................................................................................................. 3.1-5 
LETTER: FA3. SIGNATORY: UNITED STATES COAST GUARD (USCG). ............................................................................................................................... 3.1-13 

 



3.1 Comments and Responses for Federal Agencies (FA) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.1-2 

Letter: FA1. 
Signatory: United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (USEPA).  
 

Response to Comment FA1-1 

Caltrans and FHWA considered several alternatives to balance environmental 
impacts with the need and purpose. The Build Alternatives and access options 
presented in the DEIR/S and this FEIR/S, along with modifications made in 
conjunction with our regulatory partners, reduced the project footprint to the 
maximum extent practicable while still meeting the need and purpose. 
Caltrans and FHWA will continue to implement avoidance and minimization 
measures during the design and construction process. 

 

Response to Comment FA1-2 

Caltrans agrees with the comment. 
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Letter - FA1 
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Response to Comment FA1-3 

The support of the USEPA for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure is 
acknowledged.  
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Letter: FA2. 
Signatory: National Marine Fisheries Services 

(NMFS).  
 

Response to Comment FA2-1 

The commenter is correct: the Chinook species considered in the DEIR/S 
is fall-run Central Valley Chinook, not California Coastal Chinook. That 
distinction has been corrected in the FEIR/S. The NMFS Biological 
Opinion (BO), which is presented as Appendix O in the Appendices 
volume, also addresses effects and proposed protective measures for 
Central California coast steelhead (CCCS) and southern Distinct 
Population Segment (DPS) North American green sturgeon as well as 
addressing Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for fall-run Central Valley 
Chinook salmon. 

Response to Comment FA2-2 

All proposed avoidance, minimization and conservation measures for 
threatened salmonids (including CCCS and fall-run Central Valley 
Chinook salmon) described in Section 3.3.6.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S 
are applicable for and would be protective of North American green 
sturgeon as well. The NMFS BO (Appendix O in the Appendices volume) 
also addresses effects and proposed protective measures for CCCS and 
southern DPS North American green sturgeon as well as addressing EFH 
for fall-run Central Valley Chinook salmon. 
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Letter - FA2 

Page 2 

 

Response to Comment FA2-3 

The avoidance and minimization measures to protect fall-run Central 
Valley Chinook salmon EFH are provided in Vol. 1, Sections 3.3.5.4 and 
3.3.6.4 of the FEIR/S and are also addressed in the NMFS BO (see 
Appendix O in the Appendices volume). 

Response to Comment FA2-4 

Impacts to listed salmonid species are addressed in Vol. 1, Section 3.3.5.3 
of the FEIR/S. Additionally, impacts are also addressed in the NMFS BO 
for listed fish species and fall-run Central Valley Chinook salmon EFH. 

Response to Comment FA2-5 

Detailed construction information is presented in the NMFS Biological 
Opinion (see Appendix O in the FEIR/S Appendices volume). 

Response to Comment FA2-6 

Dewatering and fish relocations would likely be necessary at the bridge 
crossings at Novato Creek, Petaluma River, and San Antonio Creek (3 
locations). No other locations would require dewatering and fish 
relocations. If dewatering at a site is required, a qualified Caltrans or 
approved contract biologist will be present during the dewatering period to 
inspect and ensure that sensitive aquatic species are not trapped within the 
cofferdams. If CCCS or North American DPS green sturgeon are found 
within the project area, an NMFS-approved biologist will capture and 
relocate these fish from the site. Once the project design plans are finalized 
and prior to any in-stream construction activity begins, Caltrans will 
submit for approval a Dewatering, Fish Capture and Relocation Plan to the 
appropriate resource agencies, including NMFS. This plan will detail 
appropriate techniques for fish collection, containment and relocation. 
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Letter - FA2 
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Response to Comment FA2-7 

Detailed construction information is presented in the NMFS BO, which is 
included as Appendix O in the FEIR/S Appendices volume. 

Response to Comment FA2-8 

Caltrans, in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and the Departments of Transportation in Oregon and 
Washington, established a Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group 
(FHWG) in order to improve and coordinate information on fishery 
impacts due to underwater sound pressure caused by in-water pile driving. 
In addition to the above transportation agencies, the FHWG is composed 
of representatives from the NMFS’ Southwest and Northwest Regions, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game, 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The FHWG is supported by a 
panel of hydroacoustic and fisheries experts who have been recommended 
by the FHWG members. A Steering Committee oversees the FHWG and is 
composed of managers with decision-making authority from each of the 
members’ organizations.  

The goal of the FHWG is to reach agreement on: 1) the nature and extent 
of knowledge about the current scientific basis for underwater noise effects 
on fish; 2) interim guidelines for project assessment, mitigation, and 
monitoring for effects of pile-driving noise on fish species; and 3) future 
scientific research needed to satisfactorily resolve uncertainties regarding 
hydroacoustic impacts on fish species.  

Per the NMFS-issued BO (see Appendix O in the Appendices volume), 
pile driving will only occur during daylight hours to avoid peak fish 
movement times. Noise levels will be monitored during pile-driving 
activities, and if the noise thresholds are exceeded (206 dB peak and 187 
dB sound exposure level [SEL]), all work will stop and Caltrans will 
implement measures in consultation with NMFS to reduce the noise 
impacts to acceptable levels.  Each pile-driving incident shall be monitored 
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and recorded in a log that includes the sound levels at the stopping time 
and starting time.  If sound levels are above the thresholds, actions will be 
taken to lower the sound level to a level that will not produce injurious 
sound pressure to salmonids. Sound attenuation devices will be used for all 
pile-driving activities.  

If Caltrans is unable to meet sound attenuation criteria, then pile driving 
shall only occur from May 15 through November 30 to allow adult and 
smolt steelhead migration. At the Petaluma River location, if pile driving 
commences within the June 15 to October 31 timeframe in the first work 
season, Caltrans will monitor these activities using hydroacoustic 
equipment for a period of no less than two weeks. If the sound levels fall 
below the sound thresholds listed above, then Caltrans may continue to 
pile drive until November 1.  Otherwise, Caltrans may continue to pile 
drive as long as additional sound attenuation can reduce underwater sound 
below the thresholds. For a complete discussion of affected species and 
proposed mitigations, see Section 3.3, Biological Environment, in Volume 
1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment FA2-9 

b. Detailed construction information is presented in the NMFS BO (see 
Appendix O in the Appendices volume). 

c. Caltrans has agreed to monitor noise levels from pile-driving activities. 
If the noise thresholds (206 dB peak and 187 dB SEL) are exceeded for 
five hammer strikes, work will be stopped and additional noise-attenuation 
measures will be implemented. 

Piling installation shall conform to the requirements of Caltrans Standard 
Specifications. The relevant excerpts are as follows:  

49-1.05 Driving Equipment 

• Driven piles shall be installed with impact hammers that are 
approved in writing by the Engineer. Impact hammers shall be 
steam, hydraulic, air or diesel hammers. Impact hammers shall 
develop sufficient energy to drive the piles at a penetration rate of 
not less than 1/8 inch per blow at the specified nominal resistance. 

• Vibratory hammers shall not be used for installation of piles, unless 
otherwise shown on the plans or specified in the special provisions.  

• Hammers with an external combustion engine that are not single 
action shall have a transducer that records ram velocity.  

• Double acting diesel hammers with internal combustion engines 
shall have a transducer that records bounce chamber pressure.  

• For hammers with no visual way of observing the ram stroke, a 
printed readout showing hammer energy during driving operation 
shall be provided to the Engineer by the Contractor.  

• Steam or air hammers shall be furnished with boiler or air capacity 
at least equal to that specified by the manufacturers of the hammers 
to be used. The boiler or air compressor shall be equipped with an 
accurate pressure gage at all times. The valve mechanism and other 
parts of steam, air or diesel hammers shall be maintained in first 
class condition so that the length of stroke and number of blows per 
minute for which the hammer is designed will be obtained. 
Inefficient steam, air or diesel hammers shall not be used. 

• When necessary to obtain the specified penetration and when 
authorized by the Engineer, the Contractor may supply and operate 
one or more water jets and pumps, or furnish the necessary drilling 
apparatus and drill holes not greater than the least dimension of the 
pile to the proper depth and drive the piles therein. Jets shall not be 
used at locations where the stability of embankments or other 
improvements would be endangered. In addition, for steel piles, 
steel shells, or steel casings, when necessary to obtain the specified 
penetration or to prevent damage to the pile during installation, the 
Contractor shall provide special driving tips or heavier pile sections 
or take other measures as approved by the Engineer.  

• The use of followers or underwater hammers for driving piles will 
be permitted if authorized in writing by the Engineer. When a 
follower or underwater hammer is used, its efficiency shall be 
verified by furnishing the first pile in each bent or footing 
sufficiently long and driving the pile without the use of a follower 
or underwater hammer.  

Please note that the above specifications only apply to permanent pilings, 
i.e., piles for the bridges, retaining walls, etc. that are shown in the 
Contract Plans. There are no specifications for contractor-installed piles 
for shoring, cofferdam or falsework. In other words, contractor may use 
vibratory means to install the pilings unless otherwise restricted. Any 
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restrictions would have to be stated in the Contract Special Provisions 
(SSP) or listed in the permits (usually included in the SSP).  

Response to Comment FA2-10 

A clear span of Novato, Washington and Lynch Creeks is not practical. At 
these locations the existing bridges will be widened, requiring that the 
widening match the structure depth of the existing bridge in order to 
provide the same water opening while matching the adjacent roadway 
grade. The proposed San Antonio Creek Bridge is a three-span box girder 
structure with two piers in the floodplain. The proposed span length of 45 
m is the upper limit for box girder spans. Other structure types with longer 
spans were considered but rejected due to excessive costs. 

Response to Comment FA2-11 

Please see the response to Comment FA2-10 above. 

Response to Comment FA2-12 

As stated in Section 3.3 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S, potential impacts to 
aquatic habitats in the Petaluma River would result in permanent impacts 
to CCCS, fall-run Chinook salmon and southern DPS North American 
green sturgeon that could use the project area for seasonal rearing and 
migration.  

There will be approximately 0.09 ha (0.22 ac) of permanent effects as a 
result of the replacement of the Petaluma River Bridges. Since the 
falsework piles, trestle piles, and cofferdams will likely be in place for 
longer than 1 year, they are considered to be permanent impacts. There 
will also be approximately 0.11 ha (0.27 ac) of permanent effects due to 
the shading from the widening of the bridge. 
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Letter - FA2 
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Response to Comment FA2-13 

When the January 2006 Preliminary Drainage Report was being 
completed, there was a north embankment extension option being 
considered. A new single bridge was planned to replace the existing 
seismically inadequate twin bridge structures, but the proposed bridge 
foundation elements were to be located outside of the FEMA Special 
Flood Hazard Area (100-yr floodplain). No change in horizontal alignment 
is anticipated for the new Petaluma River bridge, although some increase 
in vertical alignment (3-4 meters) is probable. Falsework used during 
construction of the bridges may have temporary impacts on water surface 
elevations in the channel and may need to be evaluated at a later date. 

The proposed north embankment extension does not encroach into the 
limits of the Petaluma River channel waterway and therefore will not 
likely influence the natural hydraulic patterns. As an alternative to building 
a shorter bridge that requires the extension of the northern embankment, 
Caltrans had also prepared a longer bridge alternative that would not 
require the extension of the embankment. The final selection of the bridge 
alternative has not been determined. 

Response to Comment FA2-14 

1a. Caltrans is exploring several options for conducting an extensive 
riparian and oak tree mitigation project to compensate for effects to 
riparian and oak tree habitat. Potential areas in which Caltrans is currently 
seeking mitigation opportunities include nearby California State Parks, 
conservation covenants on private parcels located within the project limits, 
and a portion of Skaggs Island in San Pablo Bay.  

Caltrans will mitigate for potential effects to pickleweed, which provides 
habitat for the salt marsh harvest mouse, at the Petaluma River Bridge in 
coordination with the USFWS. 

Caltrans will plant all slopes affected by the project with native grasses 
and shrubs to stabilize the slopes against erosion. Caltrans will install 
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native plants appropriate for the locations. Caltrans may also plant site-
adapted native tree species such as willows, oaks, California bay laurel, 
and California buckeye to compensate for tree removal along San Antonio 
Creek. These trees will provide shading for the creek once they have 
matured, lowering the water temperature for aquatic organisms, and 
further stabilizing the banks against erosion. Caltrans will cover newly 
planted areas with a biodegradable straw/coconut erosion control mat as 
directed by the Caltrans Office of Landscape Design, CDFG, and the 
Caltrans Office of Biological Sciences and Permits. Caltrans will monitor 
the plantings over a period of time to measure and document efficient 
survival success and growth. 

1b.Caltrans is working with CDFG to determine the appropriate 
mitigation. 

1c. According to Caltrans’ current analysis, approximately 0.77 ha (1.9 ac) 
of riparian vegetation along San Antonio Creek could potentially be 
removed. Approximately 0.02 ha (0.5 ac) of riparian vegetation along 
Lynch Creek could potentially be removed. (These acreages may be 
revised during the final design process.) Riparian vegetation is not present 
on the banks Novato Creek; the inclusion of Novato Creek in the cited 
passage on page 3.3-11 of the DEIR/S was an error (see also response to 
item 1d below). 

1d. The vegetation around Novato and Rush Creeks consist of isolated 
stands of pickleweed and saltgrass. The statement made in Section 3.3.2.3 
of the DEIR/S referring to riparian vegetation in Novato Creek (cited in 
item 1c above) is incorrect; this has been corrected in Section 3.3.2.3 in 
Volume 1 of this FEIR/S.  

Response to Comment FA2-15 

More detailed information regarding impacts to species with designated 
Essential Fish Habitat and federally listed species is provided in the 
USFWS and NMFS Biological Opinions for the project (see Appendices N 
and O, respectively, in the Appendices volume).  

Response to Comment FA2-16 

Caltrans has no specific knowledge of any fish surveys in the blind-ended 
channel referenced in the comment. No surveys were conducted by 

Caltrans in this channel since it will not be impacted by the project. There 
will be no impacts to CCCS, green sturgeon, or Chinook salmon in the 
blind-ended tidal channels adjacent to the Redwood Landfill or 
downstream of the flap gate at Lakeville Road, as these areas will be 
completely avoided during the project. 
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Letter: FA3. 
Signatory: United States Coast Guard (USCG).  

 

Response to Comment FA3-1 

Text has been revised to reflect suggested changes. 

Response to Comment FA3-2 

A 401 Water Quality Certification will be required for the project. 

Response to Comment FA3-3 

Caltrans has added subsections to address the temporary and permanent 
impacts to navigation due to the construction of the bridge (see the 
“Navigation” subsections in Sections 3.1.10.2 and 3.1.10.3 in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S).  

The existing Petaluma River bridge provides a 30.48-m (100-ft) wide 
waterway channel measured between the existing bridge fenders. The 
existing minimum vertical clearance was measured at 21.52 m (70.6 ft) at 
the time of its completion. In order to facilitate the construction of the new 
bridge, a temporary 18-m (60-ft) wide opening will be maintained for 
navigation in the river. At the north and south sides of the opening a 
temporary fender system consisting of driven piles and steel and timber 
barriers will be placed to protect the falsework and/or erection towers from 
being hit by a vessel. In order to contain debris from bridge removal, a 
protection platform may be required to be built under the existing 
structures. The protection platform will temporarily reduce the vertical 
clearance to 19.8 m (65 ft). Caltrans may also request permission from the 
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) for short-term full river closure up to 72 hours 
duration in order to facilitate certain construction operations. 

The new bridge will not reduce the existing navigational opening on the 
Petaluma River and the new Pier 3 will be located above the waterway 
limit. A new bridge fender system or a closed fill system will likely be 
required for Pier 4 even though it will be located closer to the north bank. 
The new vertical clearance over the waterway (measured within the limits 
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of the existing bridge fender limits) will also not reduce the existing 
navigational opening. Acceptable clearance will be determined by the 
USCG, such that current and future navigation is not impaired by the 
structure. 

Response to Comment FA3-4 

A letter from FHWA to the U.S. Coast Guard dated May 13, 2008 
formally requested that the USCG be a participating agency as defined by 
regulations set forth by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 C.F.R. 
§§ 1501.6 & 1508.5) for the Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project. Text in 
Section S.3 has also been added to reflect that the USCG is a cooperating 
agency on the project. 
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Letter: SA1. 
Signatory -California Department of Fish and 

Game (CDFG).  
 

Response to Comment SA1-1 

Caltrans is in the process of identifying off-site mitigation areas and on-
site conservation measures such as revegetation for impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands, oak woodlands, riparian areas, California red-
legged frog, salt marsh harvest mouse (SMHM), and special-status fish. 
See the responses listed below for further details regarding mitigation to be 
implemented for jurisdictional wetlands (SA1-4), oak woodlands (SA1-5), 
riparian areas (LJ2-11), special-status fish (LC5-5, FA2-2, and FA2-3), 
and SMHM (FA2-14). 

Response to Comment SA1-2 

The CEQA document acknowledges that the project should avoid existing 
wetlands within its footprint as much as is feasible. In compliance with 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, the “least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative” or LEDPA was evaluated and determined to be the 
Fixed HOV Lane Alternative with Access Option 12b. LEDPA requires 
that the practicable alternative chosen is the one that causes the least harm 
to the “aquatic environment” as long as the alternative does not have other 
significant adverse environmental consequences. The aquatic environment 
includes wetlands and other jurisdictional waters of the United States. 
Caltrans has requested concurrence from USEPA and the USACE that the 
Fixed HOV Lane Alternative with Access Option 12b is the LEDPA. 
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Response to Comment SA1-3 

It is acknowledged that the CDFG's no net loss policy requires that the 
converted wetland habitat be mitigated for on an acre-for-acre basis. 
Although the final wetland mitigation ratio will be negotiated with the 
USACE and RWQCB, the mitigation ratio will be at least 1:1. 

Response to Comment SA1-4 

Caltrans is still looking into appropriate wetland habitat to mitigate for any 
wetland losses and the sites mentioned in the comment are being 
considered. Any wetland mitigation credits purchased for the project will 
be in either Marin or Sonoma County. 

Response to Comment SA1-5 

Caltrans is in the process of finalizing the mitigation for impacts to oak 
woodland. Caltrans is working with CDFG to determine the appropriate 
mitigation. By implementing this mitigation for oaks, special-status bird 
species that utilize this habitat will also benefit. 

Response to Comment SA1-6 

Caltrans acknowledges that a Streambed Alteration Agreement may be 
necessary for this project. Caltrans will obtain any necessary permits prior 
to the start of construction. Volume 1 of this FEIR/S documents the 
potential impacts to stream resources in Table 3.3-2 under the “Other 
Waters of the U.S.” column. Potential impacts to riparian trees are listed in 
Section 3.3.2.3. Riparian trees are represented under the Native Oaks, 
Other Natives and Non-Native Trees rows in Table 3.3-1 and are also 
discussed separately in Section 3.3.2.3. Avoidance, mitigation, monitoring 
and reporting commitments for impacts to riparian trees are discussed in 
Section 3.3.2.4 for riparian impacts and in Section 3.3.3.4 for Other 
Waters of the U.S. Caltrans will comply with CDFG requirement for 
completion of the SAA.  
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Letter: SA2. 
Signatory: California Assemblymember Jared 

Huffman, 6th District.  
 

Response to Comment SA2-1 

The land uses in the travel demand models used to forecast future traffic 
volumes for state highway projects are not based upon general plans. 
These plans are not consistent regarding projected future developments 
and assumed differing time periods to achieve plan build-outs, so they 
would not yield realistic or consistent results if used as a basis to forecast 
traffic. 

Therefore, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) land use 
projections are the basis for the modeling and analysis of state highway 
projects. These projections are internally consistent and are projected to 
occur in a particular year. The commenter is correct that the model used 
was based upon the ABAG land use forecasts from the year 2000, an older 
set of land use forecasts. When the forecasts were begun, the model used 
was the most up-to-date suitable model available. 

The capacity of a highway is the number of vehicles that can use a given 
section of highway in a given time period. This is a function of the 
characteristics of the highway, not of the number of vehicles traveling on 
it, so it is not affected by the traffic on the highway. However, the 
relationship between the volume of vehicles trying to use a highway and 
the capacity of the highway determines how well the highway operates, so 
the forecast volumes are important when trying to determine the future 
operational characteristics of a highway. 

Please also see the response to Comment SA2-2 below. 

Response to Comment SA2-2 

The Graton Rancheria Casino was not originally included in the traffic 
projections for this project because when the projections were produced 
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the Graton Rancheria Casino was only a conceptual proposal without the 
information needed for a traffic forecast. 

Based on the Casino's Draft EIR, the additional demand will total around 
18,000 vehicle trips per day When factoring in an additional 18,000 
vehicle trips, we have to take into account certain aspects of this additional 
traffic: 1) the vehicle trips are spread out over a 24-hour period with only a 
fraction traveling in one particular direction at any given time; 2) the 
casino peak hour occurs at a different time- usually later - than the 
commuter peak hour; and 3) the 18,000 additional vehicle trips will be 
spread out throughout the entire casino study area, not just specifically at 
the project site. 

The information from the casino project's Final Traffic Impact Study 
(dated Sept. 2007) indicates that the casino would generate a 10% increase 
in Average Daily Traffic (ADT) north of Old Redwood Hwy intersection. 
Therefore, the additional 18,000 vehicle trips per day will not add an 
overwhelming amount of traffic to the project area, and the MSN Project 
would remain an effective way to relieve the congestion currently 
experienced at this location on Highway 101 even with the construction of 
the casino. 
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Response to Comment SA2-3 

See the responses to Comments SA2-1 and SA2-2. 
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Letter: SA3. 
Signatory: California Public Utilities Commission 

(CPUC). 
 

Response to Comment SA3-1 

While the project does not propose a bike path in Segment C, it does propose 
bike/pedestrian lanes in Segment B. The proposed paths in Segment B are not 
adjacent to the railroad corridor but do come into proximity with the proposed 
Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) Station at Petaluma Boulevard 
South. Comment regarding bicyclist/pedestrian safety has been noted. 

Our project will not encroach on SMART ROW, except during construction 
of the Petaluma Boulevard Bridge. This area does not contain any 
bicycle/pedestrian lanes. Please see Sections 3.1.9 and 3.1.10 in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S. 

The MSN Project crosses over SMART tracks at the Franklin Overhead, 
North Novato Overhead, US 101/SR 116 Separation and Overhead, and North 
Petaluma Overhead. Caltrans and SCTA will comply with the GO 88-B 
process during the final design stages. 
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Letter: SA4. 
Signatory: California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region 
(RWQCB).  

 

Response to Comment SA4-1 

The Fixed HOV lane alternative with Access Option 12b has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative. Caltrans and FHWA took into consideration a 
number of factors in identifying the Preferred Alternative and access option. 
The discussion of the Preferred Alternative in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of this 
FEIR/S is similar to the discussion that Caltrans and FHWA have presented at 
meetings with the RWQCB under the NEPA/404 process. Caltrans and 
FHWA will continue to implement avoidance and minimization measures into 
the design and construction processes of this project. 
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Response to Comment SA4-2 

Caltrans is considering onsite water quality treatment to the maximum 
extent practicable and to the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board's specific requirement of providing treatment of stormwater 
runoff from an area of impervious surface equivalent to the area of new 
and redeveloped impervious surface associated with the project. 

Response to Comment SA4-3 

Caltrans is still looking into appropriate wetland habitat to mitigate for any 
wetland losses. The Burdell Mitigation Bank, among others, is being 
considered. Any wetland mitigation credits purchased for the project will 
be in either Marin or Sonoma County. All mitigation will be approved by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 

Caltrans will plant all slopes affected by the project with native grasses 
and shrubs to stabilize the slopes against erosion. Caltrans will install 
native plants appropriate for the locations. Caltrans may also plant site-
adapted native tree species such as willows, oaks, California bay laurel, 
and California buckeye to compensate for tree removal along San Antonio 
Creek. These trees will provide shading for the creek once they have 
matured, lowering the water temperature for aquatic organisms, and 
further stabilizing the banks against erosion. 
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Letter: RA1. 
Signatory: Golden Gate Bridge Highway and 

Transportation District (GGBHTD).  
 

Response to Comment RA1-1 

An HOV bypass lane is also being proposed for the northbound DeLong on-
ramp. Table 2-1 in Volume 1 of the FEIR/S has been revised to reflect that 
HOV bypass will be included on the northbound DeLong on-ramp. 

Response to Comment RA1-2 

Comments noted. During final design, Caltrans will consider positioning of 
HOV lanes so as to allow for smooth transit operation. 

Response to Comment RA1-3 

The number of spaces at the Atherton park-and-ride lot and the Golden Gate 
Transit operations information have been corrected in Section 3.1.9.1 and 
Figure 3.1-9 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: RA2. 
Signatory: Marin Municipal Water District 

(MMWD).  
 

Response to Comment RA2-1 

The utilities section of the FEIR/S (Volume 1, Section 3.1.8) has been revised 
to include the North Marin Water District and its service area under the 
Affected Environment. The Impacts section has also been revised to fully 
address the potential impacts to this utility. The meetings that Caltrans and 
FHWA have had with this stakeholder have been noted in Chapter 6, 
Table 6-3.  
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Letter: RA3. 
Signatory: North Marin Water District (NMWD).  

Response to Comment RA3-1 

Caltrans North Region Hydraulics concurs with the comment regarding the 
sentence placement in the DEIR/S. This has been addressed in the FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment RA3-2 

The discussion in the FEIR/S concerning the Utilities affected environment 
section has been expanded to reflect the service areas of the North Marin 
Water District and Marin Municipal Water District. Water supply sources 
and contractual relationships are outside the project scope. Hydrology and 
water quality issues within the project purview are discussed in Sections 
3.2.2 and 3.2.3 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment RA3-3 

This information is noted and has been added to the FEIR/S under the 
impacts to utilities section (Section 3.1.8 in Volume 1).  

Response to Comment RA3-4 

It is customary for Caltrans to enter into agreements with utility companies 
concerning relocations due to project construction. The project impacts 
within the environmental study area are encompassed in this FEIR/S, which 
is undergoing CEQA review. The environmental study area includes 
proposed right-of-way within which the utilities can be relocated. However, 
once more detailed design plans are available, Caltrans will reassess the 
potential impacts associated with the relocation in an addendum under 
Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Regarding facility upgrading, it is Caltrans' policy to reimburse utilities for 
in-kind replacement of their facilities. The need for upgrades or 
improvements would be based upon a utility company's operational needs 
and independent of the MSN Project. Therefore, upgrades would be a 
separate action for which Caltrans and FHWA are not responsible. 
Caltrans congratulates NMWD for applying their expertise to their operations 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Response to Comment RA3-5 

Please refer to the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response to Comment RA3-6 

Please see the response to Comment RA3-4. 

Response to Comment RA3-7 

The commenter is correct, the existing and simulated views were 
inadvertently reversed in the DEIR/S. The figures have been corrected in 
this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment RA3-8 

Caltrans will attempt to incorporate recycled water facilities into final 
project design, and will coordinate with NMWD to assess feasibility and 
develop plans.  

Response to Comment RA3-9 

Caltrans North Region Hydraulics concurs with the comment regarding 
sentence placement in the DEIR/S. This has been addressed in the FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment RA3-10 

Phase 1 of the project will require relocation of NMWD’s pipeline.  
Caltrans will work with the NMWD during final design to ensure the least 
disruptive and most timely process.  
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Letter: RA4. 
Signatory: Sonoma County Transportation 

Authority (SCTA).  
 

Response to Comment RA4-1 

Please see the Master Response on Need and Purpose. 

Response to Comment RA4-2 

Please see the Master Response on Need and Purpose. 

Response to Comment RA4-3 

The “No Build” alternative in and of itself cannot cause an impact and is 
only used as a baseline for the comparison of impacts of the “Build” 
alternatives. 

Response to Comment RA4-4 

Support of all the soundwalls within the limits of Sonoma County by the 
SCTA, and local residents, has been noted and will be considered in 
making our final decision. The determination of final reasonableness is 
discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Response to Comment RA4-5 

Table S-1 is a simple itemization of transportation projects in Sonoma and 
Marin Counties. Figure 5-2 in Chapter 5 shows projects in the 
Visual/Aesthetics geographic study area (see Section 5.2 in Volume 1) and 
cumulative decline in visual quality in the US 101 corridor since 2001. 
The following projects were omitted from the cumulative analysis for the 
reasons explained below: 

Project Name Reason Omitted 

US 101 Widening/Soundwall, north of 
Wilfred to SR 12 

Initial Study dated 2001 (predates study 
period) 

US 101/SR 116 Sep/Overhead Categorical Exemption. No aesthetically 
contributing elements 

Southbound Auxiliary Lane in Petaluma Categorical Exemption. No aesthetically 
contributing elements 

 

Response to Comment RA4-6 

This information has been updated in Table S-1 according to our latest 
information. 

Response to Comment RA4-7 

The No Build Alternative is the baseline condition against which the Build 
Alternatives are compared. The DEIR/S and this FEIR/S do present the 
minutes of delay due to increased congestion under the No Build 
Alternative (see Tables 3.1-12 and 3.1-13 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S).  

In terms of emissions, neither individual projects nor the No Build can be 
"taken out" and measured individually from regional air quality 
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management plans. However, as stated in the Master Response on 
Cumulative Air Quality, the MSN Project is incorporated into the regional 
transportation plan, which is consistent with air quality management plans 
to attain state and federal ambient air quality standards, whereas the No 
Build is not.  

Although bicycle use along the expressway shoulder is not prohibited, it is 
not a designated bicycle route and is not being planned for designation. It 
is expected that low usage would continue due to the lack of a continuous 
bicycle access between Novato and Petaluma under the No Build 
Alternative, especially where a bicycle route in the SMART corridor may 
become available. Therefore bicycle/pedestrian safety in Segment B is not 
expected to be an issue under the No Build. 

Response to Comment RA4-8 

Thank you for bringing this to our attention; the text has been updated 
accordingly in the FEIR/S. 
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Letter: RA5. 
Signatory: Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit 

(SMART).  
 

Response to Comment RA5-1 

Reference to a 75-mile rail system for SMART has been changed to 70 
miles. 

Response to Comment RA5-2 

Text has been changed to reflect proper terminus of SMART in Larkspur. 

Response to Comment RA5-3 

This information has been updated to be consistent with current SMART 
forecasts. 

Response to Comment RA5-4 

Text has been updated to be consistent with current SMART data. 
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Response to Comment RA5-5 

Although the Calthorpe study did not include upgrading Segment B to 
freeway status as part of its “preferred scenario,” it did not discount this 
alternative from being viable. It states on pg. 116 of the study, “However, 
should state or federal funds become available to upgrade this area to 
freeway status (addressing several safety issues with the introduction of 
new interchanges, on/off ramps, frontage roads, modified shoulder 
conditions etc.) both counties may wish to consider its implementation.” 
Therefore the MSN Project is consistent with the study. 

Response to Comment RA5-6 

The text has been corrected to indicate that a continuous HOV lane 
through Marin and Sonoma Counties was studied in regional planning 
documents. 

Response to Comment RA5-7 

The commenter is inquiring about the role and availability of the Marin-
Sonoma Counties Major Investment Study (MIS) Summary (Draft), 
prepared May 2000, as it relates to Caltrans' decisionmaking process. 
Caltrans District 4 (the District) prepared this document to satisfy a 
requirement in the ISTEA (Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991). As such, it was an internal informational document prepared 
for FHWA in anticipation of requests for federal funding. With the 
adoption of TEA-21 (Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, 
1998), the MIS ceased to be a requirement, which is why the Marin-
Sonoma Counties MIS was drafted but never finalized. By the time the 
Project Study Reports were approved (1999-2001), covering the 
approximate MSN Project boundaries, there were planning documents by 
Sonoma County Transportation Authority, the Marin Congestion 
Management Agency, and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's 
Regional Transportation Plan discussing plans to address congestion in the 
US 101 corridor. These plans are subject to public review, and they are 
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discussed in Section S.6 and Section 3.1.2, Land Use Planning, of the 
DEIR/S (and in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). The MIS does not add any new 
information to these documents that are publically available and already 
discussed in the EIR/S. Therefore, the recirculation of the DEIR/S is not 
required. 

Although the District did not rely on the MIS for any project decisions, 
Caltrans is including it as part of the administrative record for the purposes 
of disclosure. The text in the FEIR/S Section 1.1 has been revised to state 
that the “MIS discusses a range of alternatives to relieve congestion in the 
US 101 North Bay corridor.” Information has also been added to explain 
the role of the MIS, that public review of this document was not required 
under ISTEA, and that the MIS ceased to be required with the passage of 
TEA-21. The MIS has also been listed in Chapter 9, Technical Studies and 
References, in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S; as with all references, it is 
available upon request to the District. 

Response to Comment RA5-8 

Text has been revised to include the proposed NCRA freight service. 

Response to Comment RA5-9 

During project construction, roadway capacities would be maintained at 
levels similar to existing conditions through construction staging; therefore 
construction-related delays would be minimized. This information has 
been added to the construction impacts discussion. 

Response to Comment RA5-10 

Since construction activities would take place in non-peak hours and 
roadway capacities would be maintained at levels similar to existing 
conditions through construction staging, construction related delays would 
be minimized.  
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Response to Comment RA5-11 

Since construction activities would take place in non-peak hours and 
roadway capacities would be maintained at levels similar to existing 
conditions through construction staging, construction related delays would 
be minimized. 

Response to Comment RA5-12 

The MSN Project will be constructed in a series of phased projects. The 
first phase of construction will take approximately 3 years starting in 2010. 
Future phases of construction will be done as funding becomes available.  

Response to Comment RA5-13 

Since construction activities would take place in non-peak hours and 
roadway capacities would be maintained at levels similar to existing 
conditions through construction staging, construction related delays would 
be minimized. 

It would be extremely hard to model the effect the SMART rail project 
would have on construction delays. When scheduling road closures, etc., 
no reduction in traffic due to the project is assumed. Therefore any 
reduction due to the SMART project would only lessen delays, and not 
taking SMART into account would be a conservative assumption. When 
considering the impact of the SMART rail project on construction-related 
delays, it is important to remember that whether to take US 101 or 
SMART rail would not be a simple either/or decision for all travelers. 
Many of the travelers on US 101 are traveling to destinations that could 
not conveniently be reached using SMART rail. 

Response to Comment RA5-14 

The commenter is correct; the aerial mapping was flown in 2002. 
However, the purpose of the aerial maps is to show the project limits and 
proposed project features. 
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For the purposes of the technical studies, Caltrans did not rely on the aerial 
mapping. Caltrans technical staff conducted extensive ground surveys, 
multiple field reviews, and consultations with various regulatory and local 
agencies. Therefore, updated aerial maps would not significantly change 
the results of technical studies or any project findings. 

The commenter notes that a site identified as a quarry on Figure S-5c in 
the DEIR/S is actually under development for a different purpose. The 
updated information is appreciated; however, for the reasons stated above, 
it is not necessary to revise the figures. 

Response to Comment RA5-15 

Caltrans District 4 collects data in both the spring and fall seasons for the 
statewide HICOMP (State Highway Congestion Monitoring Program) 
report. During the spring and fall season of 2004 and 2005, the HICOMP 
data were collected by consultants hired by Caltrans' regional partner, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). The MTC's consultant, 
with Caltrans guidance and review, develops delay estimates. The 
HICOMP results were summarized in Bay Area Transportation: State of 
the System 2005 and Bay Area Transportation: State of the System 2006 by 
MTC and Caltrans District 4. High level of vehicle hours of delays (2,120 
vehicle hours of daily delay during the morning peak period) are shown in 
the 2005 HICOMP data from Old Redwood Highway and Kastania Road. 

For specific vehicle hours of delay for 2004 and 2005 within the MSN 
Project limits, please see the table below. 

Weekday Daily Delay (Vehicle Hours) for 2004 and 2005 

Segment 2004 2005 

Morning Peak Period 

US 101 Southbound: North of Route 37 to I-580 (Marin Co.) 3,110 4,490 

US 101 Southbound: Old Redwood Highway to Kastania Road 
(Sonoma Co.) 

990 2,120 

Weekday Daily Delay (Vehicle Hours) for 2004 and 2005 

Segment 2004 2005 

Evening Peak Period 

US 101 Northbound: Atherton Avenue to north of beginning of 
expressway (Marin Co.) 

550* 550* 

US 101 Northbound: At Old Redwood Highway (Sonoma Co.)  100* 100* 

Note: * Monitored in 2003. (Due to budget limitations in 2004 and 2005, congestion 
monitoring was performed for only the most congested portions of the region's 
freeway system. These segments were not monitored in 2004 and 2005.) Source: 
Bay Area Transportation: State of the System 2005 and Bay Area Transportation: 
State of the System 2006 by MTC and Caltrans District 4.  

 

Response to Comment RA5-16 

Full right and left shoulders are used because the reversible lane carries 
one-way traffic in different directions at different times. This is a Caltrans 
standard as well as an American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standard. 

Response to Comment RA5-17 

Our analysis is based on the projected traffic volumes and shows there 
would be backups in the southbound direction during the PM peak. 
However, bottleneck locations shown in Figure 1-5 in the DEIR/S are 
incorrect; bottleneck locations should be at south of South Petaluma Blvd. 
in the AM and PM peaks. For the northbound direction, bottleneck 
locations would occur at 2-lane sections north of Atherton Avenue in the 
2010 AM, 2030 AM, and 2030 PM peaks. Figure 1-5 has been corrected in 
the FEIR/S. 

The travel demand model used for this project shows greatly increased 
“reverse commute” traffic for the year 2020.This is due to projected land 
use changes north of the project area bringing increased employment there. 
Both in the Bay Area and nationwide this is a common phenomenon, with 
the off-peak commute traffic increasing faster than the peak direction 
traffic, causing the peak and off-peak traffic levels to grow far closer and 
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even sometimes reverse. Other travel demand models for this area also 
show this occurring on this section of US 101, although we are not aware 
of any operational analysis based upon the output of this model showing 
what bottlenecks would emerge. 

The 2010 forecast also shows this trend, while presently the resulting off-
peak direction bottleneck may not be occurring. To prepare the 2010 
forecasts, the year 1999 and year 2020 trip tables were interpolated to 
generate the 2010 trip tables. It is probable that although the 2020 land use 
projections are realistic, the movement between 1999 and 2020 conditions 
has not been linear, so that linear interpolation between the two has 
forecast too much off-peak traffic in 2010. 

Response to Comment RA5-18 

The fixed HOV lanes would be available to mixed flow traffic during off-
peak periods. The reversible HOV lanes would be available during the AM 
peak period for southbound HOV traffic and during the PM peak period 
for northbound HOV traffic, but would not be available for off-peak 
periods traffic. The reversible lane could also be available during non-peak 
periods to accommodate mixed flow traffic.  

Response to Comment RA5-19 

Caltrans and SMART will coordinate during final design to avoid conflicts 
with the proposed bicycle facilities. 
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Response to Comment RA5-20 

The commenter is correct that "per 1,000 miles" is a typo; this is a 
reference to the units used in the table, so it should have said "thousands of 
miles." This has been corrected in this FEIR/S. There were also other 
errors in Table 3.1-15 in the DEIR/S that have been corrected; the 
corrected table can be seen in Volume 1, Section 3.1.10.3 of this FEIR/S 
and is reprinted below. As for total vehicle hours, travel demand models 
like the one used for this project do not produce reliable estimates for 
vehicle hours. 

Table 3.1-15 Projected Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide  
(in thousands of miles), Year 2030 

Project Area 
Marin County and  
Sonoma County 

Alternatives A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

No Build 5,312 6,358 16,614 20,133 

Build Alternatives 5,318 6,367 16,625 20,154 

Difference 6 9 11 21 

Percent Increase 0.11% 0.14% 0.07% 0.10% 

 

Response to Comment RA5-21 

The Petaluma River Bridge would be replaced as part of the MSN Project. 
To gain access to the bridge during construction, contractors will need to 
cross the SMART right-of-way between the roadway along the bank 
parallel to the railroad tracks. However, this crossing would not affect 
SMART's operations or ridership, as access would be used only when the 
railroad arm is open. This is disclosed in Section 3.1.9 in Volume 1 of this 
FEIR/S. In terms of SMART's claim that US 101 operations under the 
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MSN Project would result in impacts to rail, ridership is neither a 
socioeconomic nor natural resource that can be evaluated in the context of 
CEQA or NEPA. 

Response to Comment RA5-22 

This has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment RA5-23 

The text in the FEIR/S has been clarified to state that the CMP is part of 
the Countywide Transportation Plan. 

Response to Comment RA5-24 

The model does not include future SMART rail service. The forecast was 
prepared before the SMART rail proposal was completed. 

Response to Comment RA5-25 

Our analyses assume that HOV lanes would operate in both directions 
during peak hours. This is a conservative approach to doing the analyses, 
because it shows worst-case scenarios for mixed flow lanes. 

Response to Comment RA5-26 

The indicated vehicle delays are almost the same in both alternatives; we 
consider both alternatives to have the same delays in the north direction 
during the PM peak. The minor differences are the results of the 
calculations conducted by the traffic computer model used in this analysis. 

Response to Comment RA5-27 

This forecast used a single trip table that was then assigned to the 
transportation network. The network speeds did assume congested travel 
speeds. Since the model used did not iterate back to the traffic assignment 
stage, this did not affect the trip lengths arrived at. As is discussed in the 
response to Comment LC11-92, most travel demand models do not iterate 
upon the traffic assignment phase because of practical difficulties arriving 
at a realistic model that does this. 
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Response to Comment RA5-28 

Please refer to the Master Responses on Cumulative Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response to Comment RA5-29 

Caltrans is aware of the historical flooding near the Marin-Sonoma County 
line, and you are correct that the proposed project proposes to elevate the 
freeway above the 100-year flood elevation. Caltrans and FHWA have met 
the requirements under CEQA and NEPA pertaining to GHG emissions 
(please see Section 4.3.6 of Volume 1 and discussion of Mobile Source Air 
Toxics in Section 3.2.6). In addition, Table 4-4 in Volume 1 of the FEIR/S 
provides information regarding Caltrans' regional and statewide strategies, in 
conjunction with other agencies, to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
thus help reduce the potential for climate change impacts on the highway 
system. For more detailed information about each strategy, please see 
Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006), which is available at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf. 

Response to Comment RA5-30 

The Graton Rancheria Casino was not originally included in the traffic 
projections for this project because when the projections were produced the 
Graton Rancheria Casino was only a conceptual proposal without the 
information needed for a traffic forecast. 

The information from the casino project's Final Traffic Impact Study (dated 
Sept. 2007) indicates that the casino would generate a 10% increase in 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) north of Old Redwood Hwy intersection. 
These additional 18,000 daily vehicle trips would mostly occur during off-
peak hours, and therefore would not significantly alter the findings of the 
traffic study for the MSN Project, so the MSN Project would remain an 
effective way to relieve the congestion currently experienced at this location 
on Highway 101 even with the construction of the casino. 

Please also see the Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality. 
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Letter: RA6. 
Signatory: Sonoma County Water Agency 

(SCWA).  
 

Response to Comment RA6-1 

The culverts and drainage systems in this project were evaluated in 
accordance with Section 821.3 of the Highway Design Manual for 10-year 
and 100-year watershed flows. The proposed design alleviates the freeway 
flooding for a 100-year event. 

Response to Comment RA6-2 

Historical records indicate that, in general, the existing culverts and 
drainage systems function adequately for passage of both on-site and off-
site flows. There are exceptions to this and some drainage facilities may 
require upgrades. Drainage systems proposed to discharge a higher peak 
flow either have been evaluated for significant downstream impacts, or 
should be during the design phase. In the Petaluma urban area, detention 
facilities are planned to maintain on-site highway peak flow discharge at 
or below current levels. 
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Letter: RA7. 
Signatory: Sonoma County Regional Parks.  

 

Response to Comment RA7-1 

Options not shown in the DEIR/S do not include any proposals for a 
contiguous Class I bicycle path within Segment B. A Class I bikeway 
could be considered during final design. It could be accommodated within 
the environmental study area, though at a higher cost than the Class I and 
Class II network proposed. 

Response to Comment RA7-2 

The four most feasible access options were identified during the DEIR/S 
process. Caltrans will review this selection during its final selection and 
refinement of bicycle path alternatives to see if enhancements can be made 
for bicycle and pedestrian access in the corridor.  
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Letter: RA8. 
Signatory: Transportation Authority of Marin 

(TAM).  
 

Response to Comment RA8-1 

Please see the preferred alternative discussion in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of 
this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment RA8-2 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall Nos. 1, 3, and 4. Support of 
these soundwalls by the Transportation Authority of Marin has been noted, 
and these soundwalls have been approved for construction. The 
determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 
3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment RA8-3 

Your support for Supervisor Arnold's comments is noted. Supervisor 
Arnold's letter has been addressed separately in the Local Jurisdictions 
section; see Letter LJ-3 in Section 3.4 for those comments and responses. 

Response to Comment RA8-4 

Caltrans recognizes that the project will create a new southbound AM peak 
traffic queue in the vicinity of Miller Creek Road and Nave Drive. 
However, delays will be substantially reduced if we consider the entire 
study area (from Old Redwood Highway in Petaluma to Miller Creek 
Road). Consequently, Caltrans has evaluated this bottleneck as a less than 
significant impact, as stated in Volume 1, Chapter 4 of this FEIR/S. 
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Response to Comment RA8-5 

As noted in the DEIR/S, the operation of the southbound ramps/Atherton 
Avenue intersection is heavily influenced by the Redwood 
Boulevard/Atherton Avenue intersection. However, peak traffic to and 
from Olompali SHP would occur during weekends and non-commute 
hours. Consequently, further studies with additional traffic volumes are not 
warranted.  
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Letter: LJ1. 
Signatory: County of Marin Department of Parks 

and Open Space.  
 

Response to Comment LJ1-1 

Suggestions will be considered by Caltrans during its final selection and 
refinement of bicycle path alternatives. At this time, an equestrian trail is not 
being considered as part of the MSN Project. 

Response to Comment LJ1-2 

Your preference for Access Option 4b is acknowledged. However, the 
Preferred Alternative that has been identified is Fixed HOV Lane Access 
Option 12b. FHWA's and Caltrans' identification of the Preferred Alternative 
and the supporting rationale are presented in Chapter 2 in Volume 1 of this 
FEIR/S. Reasons that Access Option 4b was not identified as the Preferred 
Alternative include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• It would be more visually intrusive than the Preferred Alternative. 

• It would provide no direct access to Cloud (Gunn) Lane/Kastania Road. 

• It would take less advantage of existing interchanges, resulting in 
increased project footprint and need for more right-of-way. 

• It would not be the Least Environmentally Damaging Preferred 
Alternative (LEDPA).  

• It would be the most expensive option to construct. 

Response to Comment LJ1-3 

Caltrans and FHWA will continue working with Marin County during the 
project design phase on refinements to the bicycle/pedestrian lanes where 
feasible.  
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Letter: LJ2. 
Signatory: County of Marin Department of 

Public Works.  
 

Response to Comment LJ2-1 

The total linear feet of bike path is 550 ft and new frontage road is 17,800 
ft. The majority of the bike path in Marin County will be relinquished to 
State Parks.  

Response to Comment LJ2-2 

All new frontage roads will be relinquished to the Counties of Marin and 
Sonoma and an amended maintenance agreement will be required. A 
revised freeway agreement will be executed with Marin and Sonoma 
Counties. 

Response to Comment LJ2-3 

Caltrans analyzed a number of alternatives to meet the purpose and need of 
the project within the corridor. One of the criteria in the analysis was the 
extent of new right-of-way required. The four access options studied in the 
EIR/S required substantially less right-of way than other alternatives. 
Please refer to Appendix A in the Appendices volume for a comparison of 
these alternatives. 

Response to Comment LJ2-4 

Caltrans Design is coordinating with the City of Novato and Marin County 
in regard to the proposed bike path along the WB 37 to SB 101 connector. 
No impacts to the proposed Class 1 path are anticipated with the 
improvements proposed with the MSN Project. 
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Response to Comment LJ2-5 

A similar situation exists along Embarcadero Road in Palo Alto, which 
provides both Class II bike lanes accessing the Baylands and vehicular 
access to the City of Palo Alto landfill. Periodic street sweeping, especially 
after the weekends, is important to help clear the road of spilled debris. 
The situation is not that different, however, from that of Class II bike lanes 
along any busy street. Marin County would be responsible for maintaining 
the access road, including the bike lanes. 

Response to Comment LJ2-6 

The Class II bike lanes provided as part of the MSN Project connect to the 
existing Class II bike lanes on Petaluma Boulevard South and do not cross 
the Petaluma River Bridge. The connection between the existing bike lanes 
on Petaluma Boulevard South and proposed bike path adjacent to the 
SMART right-of-way would need to be developed by the City of 
Petaluma, SMART, and Sonoma County. The SMART Final EIR (June 
2006) designates SMART as the lead agency for the proposed 
bicycle/pedestrian pathway in the vicinity of the Petaluma River Bridge. 
Caltrans will coordinate with these agencies as appropriate. Given the 
limited right-of-way between SMART and Petaluma Boulevard South in 
the vicinity of the Petaluma River Bridge, any bicycle/pedestrian path that 
SMART would develop in this area would either be on Petaluma 
Boulevard South or immediately adjacent to it. 

Response to Comment LJ2-7 

The culverts and drainage systems in this project were evaluated in 
accordance with Section 821.3 of the Highway Design Manual for 10-year 
and 100-year watershed flows. Drainage systems proposed to discharge a 
higher peak flow either have been evaluated for significant downstream 
impacts or should be during the design phase. The exact location of cross 
culverts and spacing of on-site drainage facilities will also be verified 
during the project's design phase. 
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The existing highway between approximate Stations 380+00 and 385+00 
(just north of Airport Road) has historically overtopped during larger 
storm events. The cause of this overtopping is rooted in off-site 
development of the adjacent watersheds, together with the resultant re-
direction of some of the natural channels. These development activities, 
which have occurred during the past 40 to 50 years, have caused some of 
the culverts in this region to be overloaded, resulting in an ongoing 
maintenance problem. This project will upgrade the culverts to pass 
stormwater quantities that are calculated for the watersheds as they exist 
today. 

Appendix G of the DEIR/S and this FEIR/S (see the Appendices volume) 
contains a Floodplain Evaluation Report Summary which states that risks 
associated with the project are not significant. The FEIR/S also states in 
Volume 1, Section 3.2.2.3 that the 100-year base flood elevation would not 
be increased and that existing hazards would be reduced or diminished. 
Consequently, impacts to nearby pumps due to increased impervious 
surface area would not be adverse. 

Response to Comment LJ2-8 

The culverts and drainage systems in this project were evaluated in 
accordance with Section 821.3 of the Highway Design Manual for 10-year 
and 100-year watershed flows. Hydraulic modeling software was used to 
generate the Culvert Calculator Reports contained in Attachment E of the 
January 2006 Preliminary Drainage Report. Each of these reports is 
identified by an associated watershed number and a station on the existing 
alignment. Drainage systems proposed to discharge a higher peak flow 
either have been evaluated for significant downstream impacts, or should 
be during the design phase. The exact location of cross culverts and 
spacing of on-site drainage facilities will also be verified during the design 
phase. 

Cheda Creek: Sta 308+73. No work is planned on the existing double 54" 
reinforced concrete pipes (RCPs). It was determined that the system did 
not quite meet the current cross drainage guidelines, but there were no 
reported drainage problems at this location. 

Lynwood Slough: Sta 320+61. Scottsdale Marsh and Scottsdale Lake abut 
US 101 to the west. Water level in the Scottsdale basins is regulated by a 

series of floodgates that release water downstream into the Novato Creek 
floodplain east of the highway. No work is planned on the existing 10' x 6' 
RCP. The culvert report indicated that the box meets the culvert drainage 
design criteria outlined in Section 821.3 of the Highway Design Manual. 

Rowland Blvd: Sta 324+95. No work is planned to the existing double 54" 
(lined) culverts. They are to be replaced under a separate project. 

US 101/Armstrong Ave: Sta 352+54. No work is proposed to the existing 
48" RCP. This culvert conveys highway drainage along with a larger 
amount of off-site drainage. 

Rush Creek at Atherton Ave: Sta 354+80. Two large box culverts (double 
12'x8') pass the upstream flows of Rush Creek under US 101 at the 
Atherton Avenue overcrossing. Immediately east of the highway, Rush 
Creek drains into a large mud flat and subsequently drains into Black John 
Slough before reaching the Petaluma River. Water surface levels in Rush 
Creek are regulated by the tides and vary significantly. When periods of 
high storm runoff coincide with high tide levels, localized flooding has 
been reported in some streets in the City of Novato. However, information 
received from city officials indicates that such flooding is not typically 
serious and has not resulted in property damage. No modifications are 
deemed necessary to the box culverts carrying Rush Creek under US 101. 

Response to Comment LJ2-9 

With regard to Novato Creek, the proposed bridge modifications should 
not cause any significant flood-related impacts. The widening is proposed 
to be founded on 24-inch pile extensions, whereas the existing pile 
extensions are 18 inches. These will be aligned with the current bents for 
both existing structures, so there will be no additional hydraulic skew to 
contend with. The decrease in waterway area between the 18-inch and 
proposed 24-inch pile extensions will be minimal, and appears to be the 
only detail of the proposed widening to affect the water surface elevations, 
both upstream and at the structure. 

Response to Comment LJ2-10 

The selection of post-construction water quality treatment devices 
(Treatment Best Management Practices, or Treatment BMPs) for the MSN 
Project depends on the “targeted” pollutants to be removed.  
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Targeted Design Constituents (TDCs) are pollutants identified during 
Departmental runoff characterization studies to be discharging with a 
concentration that commonly exceeds allowable standards, and that are 
considered treatable by currently available Caltrans-approved Treatment 
BMPs. TDCs include phosphorus, nitrogen, total copper, dissolved copper, 
total lead, dissolved lead, total zinc, dissolved zinc, sediments, and general 
unspecified metals. 

Caltrans-approved Treatment BMPs include biofiltration systems 
(vegetated strips and swales), infiltration devices, detention devices, dry 
weather flow diversions, gross solids removal devices, multi-chambered 
treatment trains, media filters, wet basins, and traction sand traps. These 
Treatment BMPs are ranked by preference based on load reduction 
(performance) for the listed constituents and lifetime cost for the device. 
Higher-ranked Treatment BMPs are considered first for water quality 
treatment of pavement runoff. They are analyzed at each phase as more 
design information becomes available and are ruled out if deemed 
infeasible during the design phase.  

Since the Environmental Impact Report is prepared during the planning 
phase, treatment device selections are preliminary and are reevaluated 
during the design phase when more design information is available. The 
Storm Water Data Report (SWDR) documents the TDC process and 
Treatment BMP selection. The SWDR is prepared during the project 
scoping/ initiation phase, environmental/planning phase, and for a third 
time during the design phase. 
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Response to Comment LJ2-11 

Riparian habitat mitigation measures will be implemented for the project. 
Caltrans will plant all slopes affected by the project with native grasses 
and shrubs to stabilize the slopes against erosion. Caltrans will install 
native plants appropriate for the locations. Caltrans may also plant site-
adapted native tree species such as willows, oaks, California bay laurel, 
and California buckeye to compensate for tree removal along San Antonio 
Creek. These trees will provide shading for the creek once they have 
matured, lowering the water temperature for aquatic organisms, and 
further stabilizing the banks against erosion. 

Response to Comment LJ2-12 

Caltrans will maintain access through the project area throughout project 
construction. Road closures and detours, when required, will be planned 
and coordinated with Marin and Sonoma Counties and will involve input 
from stakeholders such as the Airport. The proposed improvements to the 
northbound Atherton on-ramp would, at most, require temporary one-way 
traffic control with flaggers directing vehicles through the work area. 

Response to Comment LJ2-13 

San Antonio Road Bridge: South San Antonio Creek Br. No. 27C0051 is 
under joint ownership and custodianship of Marin and Sonoma Counties. 
The latest Bridge Inspection Report (BIR) dated 07/18/2006 prepared by 
Caltrans has noted that the footing at abutment 3 is exposed about 12 feet 
long by 3 inches deep. The report did not recommend any scour remedial 
work at that time. This structure was removed from the seismic retrofit 
program in 1994. There was no seismic analysis done in the Advanced 
Planning Studies since no major work has been proposed for this structure.  

San Antonio Creek, Bridge No. 20-0019R (NB 101): The latest Bridge 
Inspection Report dated 03/20/2007 has provided work recommendation 
for scour mitigation work at abutment 4. This recommendation has been 
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forwarded to the relevant parties in District 4 for further action. This 
structure was retrofitted in 1996 (Earthquake Retrofit Project No. 402). No 
seismic analysis was performed for this structure in the Advanced 
Planning Studies.  

Response to Comment LJ2-14 

All proposed Class I bicycle paths will be constructed in accordance with 
Caltrans Highway Design Standards.  

Response to Comment LJ2-15 

With the Preferred Alternative (Fixed HOV Access Option 12b), new and 
existing structures will meet county standard widths for a Class II bicycle 
facility except at the existing San Antonio Creek local bridge. This 
structure is a registered historic state structure and is protected from 
alteration. The structure will be used as a one-way bridge and bike path. A 
new creek crossing will be constructed for vehicle traffic upstream from 
the existing structure and will meet Class II bicycle standards. 
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Letter: LJ3. 
Signatory: Judy Arnold, Marin County 

Supervisor.  
 

Response to Comment LJ3-1 

The comment is in reference to all of the proposed soundwalls within the 
Novato city limits. Support of these soundwalls by the Novato City 
Council has been noted. The determination of final reasonableness, which 
is the basis for which soundwalls have been approved, is discussed in 
Volume 1, Section 3.2.7.4. 

The additional soundwalls proposed at the meeting were in areas where the 
predicted noise levels were not high enough to qualify for consideration of 
soundwalls under either FHWA or California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) criteria. Caltrans and FHWA will propose noise abatement (i.e., 
soundwalls) in projects where the Traffic Noise Impact Report indicates 
that predicted noise levels will approach or exceed the FHWA noise 
abatement criteria (NAC) (CFR Title 23, Part 772). The federal NAC can 
be found in Table 3.2-12 in the DEIR/S (which is now Table 3.2-13 in 
Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). The criteria represent the upper limit of 
acceptable traffic noise for different types of land uses and human 
activities. The DEIR/S and FEIR/S also state in Section 3.2.7.1 that "Noise 
abatement measures are considered for this project when predicted future 
peak hour traffic levels are equal to or exceed 66 dBA." 

Caltrans also considers noise impacts under CEQA. When the Traffic 
Noise Impact Report predicts that traffic noise following a proposed 
project will increase by 12 dBA or more over existing levels, noise 
abatement measures are proposed. Unfortunately, in all of the additional 
soundwall locations that the City of Novato recommended at the meeting, 
Caltrans has not been able to show that exceedances of these criteria levels 
currently exist or will exist after the MSN Project is completed.  
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Response to Comment LJ3-2 

Ramp metering is an effective traffic management strategy and is an 
effective tool in reducing congestion on the freeway. All on-ramps within 
the MSN Project limits are listed in the 2006 Ramp Meter Development 
Plan and are planned to be metered within the next ten years. Besides 
installing the equipment for managing or metering on-ramp traffic, the 
equipment will be used for traffic monitoring purposes.  Caltrans will work 
with the local cities and counties on a workable metering strategy for the 
corridor before implementing the ramp metering system. 
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Letter: LJ4. 
Signatory: City of Novato.  

 

Response to Comment LJ4-1 

Thank you for your comments on the DEIR/S. Your preference for Fixed 
HOV Lane Alternatives is acknowledged. Fixed HOV Lane Access Option 
12b has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. Please see the 
Preferred Alternative discussion in Chapter 2 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LJ4-2 

The consistency of the MSN Project with the Novato General Plan and the 
Novato Bicycle Plan is noted. 

Response to Comment LJ4-3 

The travel demand model used for traffic forecasting for this project was 
the most advanced suitable model available at the time the project 
forecasts were prepared. This model was in conformance with the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission's Baycast model which outlines 
the travel patterns for the Bay Area. Travel demand models used for state 
highway projects in the Bay Area are required to be in conformance to the 
Baycast model. As such, it is not constructive to compare the model used 
with other models used for different purposes that may or may not meet 
the requirements for a State Highway project. 

Response to Comment LJ4-4 

The study found that the improved speed of the mainline traffic on US 101 
under the proposed improvements would cause a slight increase in growth 
pressures in the area only if land use constraints were not considered. 
When the constraining effect of the land use plans of Marin and Sonoma 
Counties was considered, the growth analysis projected no impact for the 
area. The expert panel, which included planners from the two counties and 
local cities, agreed with this conclusion, saying that the land use plans for 
this area would not change because of the project and that the time savings 
were too small to have an important effect on growth. Results of the 
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growth inducement analyses for other actual or potential residential areas 
considered in the study were similar. The study concluded that the 
proposed project would support planned growth, but would not induce 
unplanned growth in the region.  
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Response to Comment LJ4-5 

Our analyses assume that the Marin 101 HOV Lane Gap Closure Project 
(which will add HOV lanes in the northbound direction on US 101 from 
Lucky Drive in Corte Madera to San Pedro Avenue in San Rafael) will 
have been completed in 2010 and 2030. The additional capacities created 
by the Marin Gap Closure Project would eliminate existing queuing 
between Nave/Alameda Del Prado and Miller Creek Road under the No 
Build Alternatives. Under both Build Alternatives in 2030, additional 
southbound traffic in the AM peak hour from Sonoma County would 
create queuing between Nave/Alameda Del Prado and Miller Creek Road 
again. However, compared with the No Build Alternative, mixed flow 
traffic lane delay under the Build Alternative would be substantially 
reduced from Sonoma County to Marin County, and HOV lane traffic 
would bypass the congestion and expect little delay. 

Response to Comment LJ4-6 

Our analyses are based on the forecast data. Since we primarily analyze 
freeway mainline operation, the access modifications have little effect on 
overall freeway operations. 

Response to Comment LJ4-7 

Our analyses show that the US 101 Southbound Ramps/Atherton Avenue 
and US 101 Northbound Ramps/Atherton Avenue intersection would be 
able to accommodate additional traffic. However, the operation of the 
southbound ramps/Atherton Avenue intersection would be heavily 
influenced by the operation of the adjacent Redwood Boulevard/Atherton 
Avenue intersection under local jurisdiction to the west. Caltrans didn't 
include analyses for the Redwood Boulevard/Atherton Avenue intersection 
because it was not within the scope of our study. 
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Response to Comment LJ4-8 

Ramp metering is a Transportation Management System tool that has been 
studied under the MSN Project. Under either of the Build Alternatives, the 
MSN Project would widen US 101 on-ramps for High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) bypass lanes and install ramp metering hardware at the Rowland 
Boulevard, DeLong Avenue and Atherton Avenue on-ramps in the city of 
Novato. 

It is anticipated that Caltrans would activate ramp meters sometime after 
the completion of the project, when conditions warrant. Normal hours of 
operation are similar to HOV hours on the mainline during the peak 
periods. As is customary, Caltrans will work with the local cities and 
counties on a workable metering strategy for the corridor before 
implementing the ramp metering system. 

Response to Comment LJ4-9 

Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 772), titled 
“Procedures for Abatement for Highway Traffic Noise and Construction 
Noise,” outlines procedures for noise studies that are required for approval 
of federal-aid highway projects. The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) requires that state highway agencies prepare state-specific 
policies and procedures for applying 23 CFR 772. These policies have 
been defined in Caltrans' August 2006 Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (the 
Protocol), which documents the specific steps for the determination of 
traffic noise impacts and abatement. The Protocol applies to Caltrans and 
local agency projects that receive federal funding or require FHWA 
approval.  

In order to comply with 23 CFR 772, it is necessary to consistently 
apply the procedures in the Protocol. The Protocol gives specific 
noise levels that must be predicted in order for an area to be 
defined as noise-impacted and steps that must be followed for the 
selection of appropriate abatement (e.g., soundwalls). The noise 



3.4 Comments and Responses for Local Jurisdictions (LJ) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.4-16 

study for this project has defined all the areas within the project 
corridor that would receive these levels, and selection of 
appropriate abatement is documented within this environmental 
document in Volume 1, Section 3.2.7. Further noise level 
predictions on Clausing Court, Lamont Avenue, Orange Avenue, 
Cherry Street, and Armstrong Avenue are not required for 
compliance with the Protocol and would not change the results of 
the noise study. 

Response to Comment LJ4-10 

As noted above, Caltrans projects requiring federal action are subject to 
Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations. These regulations 
set a criteria level of 67 dBA or higher in order to qualify for the 
consideration of soundwalls (see Table 3.2-13 in Volume 1 of this 
FEIR/S). The criteria levels were meant to be a “happy medium” that can 
be consistently applied to those communities with the most stringent 
standards, as well as those with no noise standards at all. The intent is to 
offer every community equal opportunity to noise abatement, even if some 
have stricter standards in their general plans. 

Response to Comment LJ4-11 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall Nos. 1, 3, and 4. Support of 
these soundwalls by the City of Novato has been noted, and these 
soundwalls have been approved for construction. The determination of 
final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 
1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LJ4-12 

Please see the response to Comment LJ4-9 above. 

Response to Comment LJ4-13 

The reflected noise issue was taken into consideration in the noise study 
and was determined not to be a problem within the project corridor. This is 
because any increase in noise caused by the reflection off the soundwalls 
would be masked by the noise of the freeway itself. In addition, from the 
information we have regarding absorptive material, we do not believe the 

benefits would be noticeable and worth the additional project costs. With 
regard to noise emanating from trains, similar to reflected noise from the 
freeway, any reflected noise would be masked by the noise of the train 
itself. There would be no benefit to the addition of absorptive material on 
the side facing away from the freeway. 

Installation of rubberized asphalt will be based on the maintenance and 
safety needs of the roadway surface, and cost. An analysis of the pavement 
condition will be done during design and rubberized asphalt will be 
included if it is called for. No commitment will be made within this 
environmental document. 

Response to Comment LJ4-14 

Thank you for your comments. Caltrans previously coordinated with City 
staff through the Policy Advisory Group, consisting of representatives of 
local jurisdictions, which no longer meets. However, Caltrans intends to 
coordinate with City staff to develop an aesthetic design process involving 
City staff and incorporating its design input and concerns, as called for in 
the visual/aesthetic mitigation measures in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S 
(Section 3.1.11.4). 
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Letter: LJ5. 
Signatory: City of Petaluma.  

 

Response to Comment LJ5-1 

The reasonable allowances have been updated to 2007 base allowances 
for both the East Washington Interchange project and the MSN Project. 

Response to Comment LJ5-2 

Thank you for pointing out this discrepancy. The appropriate corrections 
have been made in the FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LJ5-3 

The area located in the southeast quadrant of the East Washington 
Interchange will consist of a soundwall 3.7 meters (12 ft) high on the 
safety barrier with a length of 1,760 meters (5,770 ft). The wall does meet 
the reasonable allowance criteria for soundwalls and will be funded for 
this project. 

Response to Comment LJ5-4 

The Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and 23 CFR 772 require 
consideration of noise abatement for impacted receptors. Feasible 
soundwalls for Segment C are shown in the traffic noise study as 
Soundwalls Nos. 5, 6, 7, and 8. Support of these soundwalls by the City of 
Petaluma has been noted and was taken into consideration in reaching a 
final decision. Soundwalls 5, 6, and 8 have been approved for 
construction, while Soundwall 7 was deemed non-cost-effective. The 
determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 
3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Response to Comment LJ5-5 

Caltrans has a policy of communicating with local agencies regarding 
proposals on the State Highways system. 

Response to Comment LJ5-6 

The referenced figures have been changed in response to the comment.  

Response to Comment LJ5-7 

Our study doesn't cover local street impact. It is true that the Reversible 
HOV lane Alternative does little to improve the southbound queue for 
mixed flow traffic through Petaluma, but HOV lane traffic will bypass 
congestion in the Petaluma area and experience little delay from Sonoma 
County to Marin County. 

Response to Comment LJ5-8 

Caltrans appreciates the additional information provided by the City of 
Petaluma.  

Caltrans and FHWA will propose noise abatement (i.e., soundwalls) in 
projects where the Traffic Noise Impact Report indicates that predicted 
noise levels will approach or exceed the FWHA Noise Abatement Criteria 
(NAC) (23 CRF Part 772). The federal NAC can be found in Table 3.2-13 
in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Caltrans also considers noise impacts under CEQA. When the Traffic Noise 
Impact Report predicts that traffic noise will increase by 12 dBA or more 
over existing levels as the result of a project, noise abatement measures are 
proposed. 

Noise barriers were considered for the MSN Project where the predicted 
worst-case noise will approach or exceed the federal NAC of 67 dBA and 
where at least 5 dBA noise reduction can be achieved. This is stated in the 
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DEIR/S on page. 3.2-103: “The actual determination of those soundwalls 
that will be constructed will be made prior to the final environmental 
document. Caltrans will consider a number of factors in making its 
determination, including whether the soundwalls would substantially reduce 
noise exposure (at least 5 decibels), they are cost-effective, they pose visual 
impacts or adversely affect environmental resources, and they are 
acceptable/desirable in the local jurisdictions.”  

Based upon the background information as well as the information Caltrans 
has collected during the public comment period, the soundwalls would be 
desirable to a number of residents adjacent to the project. Caltrans has 
determined that all the proposed soundwalls in Petaluma are reasonable and 
feasible, except for Soundwall No. 7, whose construction was determined to 
be non-cost-effective, and thus to not be the best use of public funds. 

Response to Comment LJ5-9 

The Graton Rancheria Casino was not originally included in the traffic 
projections for this project because when the projections were produced the 
Graton Rancheria Casino was only a conceptual proposal without the 
information needed for a traffic forecast. 

Based on the Casino's Draft EIR, the additional demand will total around 
18,000 vehicle trips per day When factoring in an additional 18,000 vehicle 
trips, we have to take into account certain aspects of this additional traffic: 
1) the vehicle trips are spread out over a 24-hour period with only a fraction 
traveling in one particular direction at any given time; 2) the casino peak 
hour occurs at a different time-usually later-than the commuter peak hour; 
and 3) the 18,000 additional vehicle trips will be spread out throughout the 
entire casino study area, not just specifically at the project site. 

The information from the casino project's Final Traffic Impact Study (dated 
Sept. 2007) indicates that the casino would generate a 10% increase in 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) north of Old Redwood Hwy intersection. 
Therefore, the additional 18,000 vehicle trips per day will not add an 
overwhelming amount of traffic to the project area, and the MSN Project 
would remain an effective way to relieve the congestion currently 
experienced at this location on Highway 101 even with the construction of 
the casino.  
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Letter: LC1. 
Signatory: Petaluma River Council and Friends 

of the Eel River.  
 

Response to Comment LC1-1 

Please see the responses to Comments SA2-1 and SA2-2 in Section 3.2 for 
discussion of the use of General Plans and of Rohnert Park Casino. 
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Response to Comment LC1-2 

The number of trips generated quoted by Sonoma County correspond closely 
to the projections in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Graton 
Rancheria Casino. This document estimated trips generated by studying trips 
generated by similar tribally owned casinos in California. Since they are 
derived from studies of very similar facilities these figures can be considered 
reasonably reliable. It is not clear where the 13.6 vehicle trips per day per slot 
machine estimate came from so we cannot comment on whether it is 
appropriate. 

The San Pablo Casino certainly generates vehicle trips and contributes to 
congestion on I-80. However, given the highly developed characteristic of the 
I-80 corridor in the Casino area, it would be in error to attribute all or most of 
the congestion in the area to the San Pablo Casino. The document cited relates 
to the San Pablo Casino and is not directly applicable to the Graton Rancheria 
Casino. 

The graphs requested are very detailed and would be very difficult or perhaps 
impossible to produce and they are not necessary to gain a realistic vision of 
how US 101 will function. The analysis presented gives the worst case for 
traffic congestion. At other times congestion would be less. 
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Response to Comment LC1-3 

Please refer to the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response to Comment LC1-4 

Please refer to the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response to Comment LC1-5 

Caltrans' traffic analysis considers up to twenty years in the future. 
Caltrans will update traffic analysis in preparation for future phases of 
construction. 

The construction of an HOV lane helps to preserve mobility gains by 
encouraging carpooling and mass transit usage. Other means may be 
appropriate in the future, such as park-and-ride lots, but these would be 
separate projects that will need to be evaluated separately. 

It is not possible to forecast the traffic or operations 40 years into the 
future. A host of land use, social and technological changes unforeseen 
today are likely to occur in the next 40 years. These changes would make 
such a forecast impossible. 

Response to Comment LC1-6 

See the response to Comment LC1-5 above. 

Response to Comment LC1-7 

Overall, the Build Alternatives would improve VMT in this corridor. 

It is unclear what is meant by "improve VMT." Table 3.1-15 in Volume 1 
of this FEIR/S (reprinted below) gives estimated design year vehicle miles 
traveled with and without the project. As you can see, the VMT is very 
slightly higher with than without the project. The construction of HOV 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-5 

lanes can minimize the increase in VMT by encouraging carpooling. Other 
methods such as park-and-ride lots might prove to be appropriate, but 
these would be separate projects unrelated to this one. 

Table 3.1-15 Projected Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide  
(in thousands of miles), Year 2030 

Project Area 
Marin County and  
Sonoma County 

Alternatives A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

No Build 5,312 6,358 16,614 20,133 

Build Alternatives 5,318 6,367 16,625 20,154 

Difference 6 9 11 21 

Percent Increase 0.11% 0.14% 0.07% 0.10% 

 

Response to Comment LC1-8 

Please refer to the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC1-9 

Caltrans and FHWA do not have authority over local land-use planning. 
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Response to Comment LC1-10 

It is customary for Caltrans to enter into agreements with utility companies 
concerning relocations due to project construction. The environmental 
impacts associated with the areas, including right-of-way where the 
utilities will be relocated, are encompassed in this FEIR/S, which is 
undergoing CEQA review. Additional CEQA review may be required by 
the California Public Utilities Commission as part of their approval 
process for the relocations. It is Caltrans' policy to reimburse utilities for 
in-kind replacement of their facilities. Upgrades and improvements are a 
separate action by the utility companies. 
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Letter: LC2. 
Signatory: BikeSonoma.  

 

Response to Comment LC2-1 

Preference for Access Option 12b is noted. 

Response to Comment LC2-2 

Except for the bicycle lanes that will front Olompali State Historic Park, 
it is anticipated that the Class I bicycle lanes and frontage roads with 
Class II bicycle paths will be transferred to the Counties after project 
construction. Therefore, maintenance of the bicycle lanes will be under 
Marin and Sonoma Counties' purview. 

Response to Comment LC2-3 

Proposed Class I bicycle path in Segment B will be accessible 24 hours a 
day. However, lighting for the Class I bicycle path is currently not 
planned for and is not included in the FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LC2-4 

Preference for construction of the Class I bicycle path at San Antonio 
Creek has been noted and will be considered during the project design 
phase. Caltrans and FHWA are addressing the drainage issues as part of 
the entire project, including San Antonio Creek. 

Response to Comment LC2-5 

Narrow traffic lanes for the frontage roads were considered but rejected. 
Twelve-foot lanes conform to county standards and provide a safer 
facility than 10.5-foot lanes. The proposed Class II bike lane widths are 
5 feet in Marin County and 6 feet in Sonoma County. 
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Response to Comment LC2-6 

Working with our local partners, Marin County and regulatory agencies, 
Caltrans and FHWA will consider these and other suggestions for a 
modified Access Option 12b during the project design phase. Further 
modifications will also be discussed at public meetings with the Policy 
Advisory Group. 

Response to Comment LC2-7 

Please see the response to Comment LC2-6. 
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Response to Comment LC2-8 

Please see the response to Comment LC2-6. 

 

Response to Comment LC2-9 

Please see the response to Comment LC2-6. 
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Letter: LC3. 
Signatory: Sustainable Novato.  

 

Response to Comment LC3-1 

Thank you for your comments. Sustainable Novato's concurrence with the 
comments submitted by the Marin Conservation League and the Marin 
Sierra Club is acknowledged. 

Response to Comment LC3-2 

Your preferences are noted. Access Option 12b has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. Please see the Preferred Alternative discussion in 
Chapter 2 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LC3-3 

Please refer to the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response to Comment LC3-4 

Please refer to the Master Responses for Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Induced Travel.  
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Response to Comment LC3-5 

Please refer to the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response to Comment LC3-6 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable 
while still meeting the project's need and purpose. An alternative featuring 
additional design exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not 
meet the project's need and purpose. 

Reforestation and revegetation of all disturbed areas of native vegetation in 
the Narrows, in-kind with native species at a 5 to 1 ratio, is called for in 
both this FEIR/S (see Section 3.1.11.4 in Volume 1) and in the Visual 
Impacts Assessment (VIA) (pp. 144-145, and pp. 148 - 152). These 
measures are also expanded upon in the appendices of the VIA (pp. 148 - 
152). In addition to general revegetation measures for the Narrows as a 
whole, site-specific revegetation treatments are described in the mitigation 
measures of the VIA to minimize visual change to the rural setting and 
address potential location- or condition-specific impacts to the existing 
landscape. All of the mitigation measures described in the FEIR/S and 
VIA would be implemented during project construction.  

Response to Comment LC3-7 

Caltrans is in the process of finalizing the mitigation for impacts to oak 
woodland in close coordination with CDFG. 

Response to Comment LC3-8 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable 
while still meeting the project's need and purpose. Retaining wall systems 
have been utilized where feasible. An alternative featuring additional 
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design exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not meet the 
project's need and purpose. 

Response to Comment LC3-9 

Prime farmland does not differentiate between actual uses of the farmland. 
It refers to land that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed, and other 
agricultural crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and 
labor, without intolerable soil erosion, as determined by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. Dairy farms are considered agricultural use. Only properties 
directly affected by the project were discussed. Only five of those 
properties were under Williamson Act contracts. Comment regarding 
Alternative 12b is noted. Because access already exists at San Antonio 
Road, however, there is no difference in the growth inducement potential 
of the alternatives. None is expected to induce growth. If access were the 
prime issue in growth inducement, the San Antonio Road area would 
already be subject to runaway growth due to its existing access.  

Response to Comment LC3-10 

Your support for Access Option 12b is noted. This option was identified as 
the Preferred Alternative. Please see the Preferred Alternative discussion 
in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LC3-11 

Regarding preservation of oaks, please see the responses to Comments 
LC3-7 and LC3-8 above.  

Response to Comment LC3-12 

See the responses to Comments I50-4 and I50-5 in Section 3.6 regarding 
the expected effect of the proposed San Antonio interchange. 

Response to Comment LC3-13 

An alternative featuring non-standard mainline and frontage shoulder 
widths was considered but rejected as it does not meet the project's need 
and purpose. Impacts associated with this rejected alternative were not 
evaluated. 
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Response to Comment LC3-14 

Please refer to the response to Comment LC8-28. 

Response to Comment LC3-15 

The one-percent risk of exceedance (100-year) storm or flood is the design 
standard used to evaluate potential impacts from this project. Impacts to 
the physical and biological resources from the project are discussed in 
Sections 3.2, Physical Environment, and 3.3, Biological Environment, in 
Volume 1 of this FEIR/S.  

Response to Comment LC3-16 

Please refer to the Master Response for Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response to Comment LC3-17 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC3-18 

Please see the Master Response for Induced Travel. A 20-year traffic 
forecast was performed to predict future traffic. A 5- or 10-year forecast 
would of course be intermediate between present traffic and projected 20-
year traffic. The traffic will most likely immediately increase once the 
project is completed and people begin taking advantage of it, so the 
commenter is likely correct that the growth in traffic will not be linear 
between the opening of the project and the design year. However, the 
design year is still an appropriate time to compare the alternatives. 

For the comments on global warming, please refer to the Master Response 
for Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
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Response to Comment LC3-19 

Please refer to the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
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Letter: LC4. 
Signatory: Marin County Bicycle Coalition.  

 

Response to Comment LC4-1 

Your preference for Fixed HOV Access Option 12b is noted. This 
alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Comment LC4-2 

Preference for Option 12b is noted. There's a trade-off between safety 
and land use impact; while reducing lane width would lessen impacts to 
land use, safety hazards would increase for bicycle riders on frontage 
roads without safe clearance for trucks and bicycles to coexist as well as 
for trucks meeting on narrow lanes. 

Response to Comment LC4-3 

Preference for Access Option 12b is noted. 

Response to Comment LC4-4 

Preference for a modified Access Option 12b will be considered by 
Caltrans on its final selection and refinement of bicycle path alternatives 
and options. 
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Letter: LC5. 
Signatory: North Coast Rivers Alliance. 

 

Response to Comment LC5-1 

See the responses to Comments I50-4 and I50-5 concerning growth 
impacts in Marin County. The growth study summarized in Section 3.1.4, 
Growth, in Vol. 1 of this FEIR/S found that the build alternatives would 
increase growth pressures slightly in Petaluma. However, given the land 
use controls and the existing level of growth pressures, such a slight 
increase in growth pressure was judged unlikely to have an important 
effect on actual residential growth. The Petaluma planning representative 
on the expert panel agreed with the conclusions of the study and saw the 
proposed project as an operational improvement rather than a major 
capacity improvement, adding that the land use controls and the politics 
that control land use will not change due to the proposed project. 

See the responses to Comment FA2-16 concerning the impact of the 
project to Central California coast steelhead and Chinook salmon, and 
Comment LC5-5 concerning impacts to California red-legged frog.  

Response to Comment LC5-2 

It is customary for Caltrans to enter into agreements with utility companies 
concerning relocations due to project construction. The environmental 
impacts associated with the areas, including right-of-way where the 
utilities will be relocated, are encompassed in this FEIR/S, which is 
undergoing CEQA review. Additional CEQA review may be required by 
the California Public Utilities Commission as part of their approval 
process for the relocations. It is Caltrans' policy to reimburse utilities for 
in-kind replacement of their facilities. Upgrades and improvements are a 
separate action by the utility companies. 

Response to Comment LC5-3 

Please see the response to Comment LC5-2 above. 
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Response to Comment LC5-4 

While it is true that pipeline will have to be relocated as part of the MSN 
Project, upgrades or expansions are a separate action. 
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Response to Comment LC5-5 

More detailed information regarding impacts to species with designated 
Essential Fish Habitat and federally listed species is provided in the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) Biological Opinions for the project. These documents 
have been submitted to the appropriate agencies. These documents comply 
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  

Response to Comment LC5-6 

Chapter 5 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S includes a discussion on cumulative 
impacts. Additionally, cumulative impacts on federally listed species are 
discussed in the USFWS and NMFS Biological Opinions. 

Response to Comment LC5-7 

Earthwork quantities (extents of which are typically reported in alignment 
Station Limits) will be calculated in the project's design phase and will be 
reported on the Quantity Sheets within the Plan Set. Quantities are also 
reported on some environmental permits. 

Response to Comment LC5-8 

For more detailed discussion of effects of the project on CCCS and fall-run 
Central Valley Chinook salmon, see the USFWS and NMFS Biological 
Opinions in Appendices N and O, respectively, in the Appendices volume. 
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Letter: LC7. 
Signatory: Petaluma Area Chamber of 

Commerce.  
 

Response to Comment LC7-1 

The number of homes that would benefit is defined in the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol as those that would receive a reduction of at least 
5 A-weighted decibels (dBA) from the predicted noise levels. It is 
understood, however, that many more homes would receive a benefit, 
though not as much as 5 dBA. The reasonable allowance for the soundwall 
in question has been updated to 2007 construction costs and a comparison 
of costs has determined that the wall would be cost-effective. It should be 
noted that cost-effectiveness is only one factor that must be considered in 
the final decision and is not intended to be used by itself to guarantee or 
eliminate any particular wall.  

Support of all the soundwalls within the limits of the City of Petaluma by 
the Petaluma Chamber of Commerce has been noted and will be taken into 
consideration in making our final decision. The determination of final 
reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LC7-2 

The proposed South Petaluma Blvd. interchange configuration should be 
able to accommodate more future traffic than the existing configuration.  
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Response to Comment LC7-3 

The proposed vertical alignment south of the Petaluma River Bridge 
improves existing stopping sight distance to meet current standards. 
Existing geometry north of the Petaluma River Bridge and U.S. Coast 
Guard vertical clearance requirements control the vertical profile of the 
Petaluma River Bridge, and it is not feasible to lower the profile south of 
the structure while meeting stopping sight distance standards. 

Response to Comment LC7-4 

Based on the casino project's draft environmental document, the additional 
demand will total around 18,000 vehicle trips per day. We agree with this 
estimate and feel that an estimate of 68,000 vehicle trips per day is 
unsubstantiated. When factoring the additional vehicle trips, we have to 
take into account certain aspects of this additional traffic: 1) the vehicle 
trips are spread over a 24-hour long period with only a fraction traveling in 
one particular direction at any given time; 2) the casino peak hour occurs 
at a different time- usually later - than the commuter peak hour; and 3) the 
additional vehicle trips will be spread out throughout the entire casino 
study area, not just specifically at the project site. 

The information from the casino project's Final Traffic Impact Study 
(Sept. 2007) indicates that the casino would generate a ten percent increase 
in Average Daily Traffic (ADT) north of Old Redwood Hwy intersection. 
Therefore, the additional vehicle trips per day will not add an 
overwhelming amount of traffic to the project area, and the MSN Project 
would remain an effective way to relieve the congestion currently 
experienced at this location on Highway 101. 

Response to Comment LC7-5 

Your preference for options other than Access Option 12b is noted; 
however, this is the access option that Caltrans and FHWA have identified 
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as the Preferred Alternative. The identification of Access Option 12b was 
based upon a variety of factors, as discussed in Section 2.4 in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S. Although Access Option 12b would require more doubling 
back compared to the other access options, the MSN Project would 
enhance emergency access over existing conditions due to reduced 
congestion. 
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Letter: LC8. 
Signatory: Sierra Club Marin Group.  

 

Response to Comment LC8-1 

Please refer to the Master Response for Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC8-2 

Please refer to the Preferred Alternative discussion in Chapter 2 in Volume 
1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LC8-3 

Your preference for Access Option 12b is noted. This option, without the 
San Antonio Road Interchange, has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment LC8-4 

In part as a result of the Evaluation Criteria Matrix referred to in the 
comment, Access Option 12b, which omits the San Antonio Road 
Interchange, was identified as the preferred access alternative.  
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Response to Comment LC8-5 

Locations of major cuts and fills are listed in the following table: 

Proposed Alignment Shift in Segment B 

Approximate Location Proposed Alignment 

Begin to Olompali SHP Maintain existing alignment 

Olompali SHP to Redwood Landfill OC Shifts easterly up to 27 m (90 ft) 

Redwood Landfill OC to Silveira Dairy Shifts westerly up to 21 m (70 ft) 

Silveira Dairy to San Antonio Rd Maintain existing alignment 

San Antonio Rd to S. Kastania Shifts westerly up to 79 m (260 ft) 

S. Kastania to N. Kastania Shifts easterly up to 21 m (70 ft) 

N. Kastania to Petaluma River Shifts westerly up to 34 m (110 ft) 

Petaluma River to SR 116 Maintain existing alignment 

 

Through these areas the proposed profile will shift the new roadway up to 
8.5 m (28 ft) above or up to 7.3 m (24 ft) below the existing roadway. 
Segment 12b earthwork is balanced and a total of 1,140,000 cubic meters 
(equivalent of 45,600 haul trips) of material will be moved to complete the 
project. Also, commenter is referred to Volume 1, Section 3.1.11 for a 
discussion of Visual Impacts and Section 3.3 for a discussion of biological 
impacts. 
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Response to Comment LC8-6 

Segment 12b earthwork is balanced and a total of 1,140,000 cubic meters 
(equivalent of 45,600 haul trips) of material will be moved to complete the 
project. The location between San Antonio and Cloud Lane (Gunn Lane) 
will require the movement of 495,000 cubic meters (equivalent of 19,800 
haul trips) of earth. 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable, 
including increasing standard 4:1 slopes to 2:1 slopes, while still meeting 
the project's need and purpose. An alternative featuring additional design 
exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not meet the project's 
need and purpose. 

Response to Comment LC8-7 

Access Option 14b was the lowest-cost option. It required a new 
interchange at San Antonio Road but needed fewer new frontage roads. 
Fixed HOV Access Option 12b has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment LC8-8 

Because the Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project would affect the direct access 
some property owners have to US 101 but would not land-lock any 
property, Caltrans and FHWA would help restore access to local roads 
through appropriate, market-based compensation governed under the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, as amended. Therefore property values would not substantially 
change due to a change in access. 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-40 

Response to Comment LC8-9 

The fill quantity and heights are correct. The proposed interchange was 
sited to reduce impacts to environmentally sensitive areas. However, a new 
interchange would create a visual impact. Fixed HOV Access Option 12b 
has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment LC8-10 

Fixed HOV Access Option 12b has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment LC8-11 

Interchange options would not place any pressure on farmland owners to 
sell or develop areas surrounding the new interchange. Equivalent access 
is already provided by the existing interchange, so the development 
pressure will remain unchanged. See also response to Comment LC8-15. 

Response to Comment LC8-12 

See responses to Comments I50-4 and I50-5 regarding the expected effect 
of the proposed interchanges in Segment B. 

Response to Comment LC8-13 

Table S-3 in the Summary section of Volume 1 lists the impacts under 
Segment B only. The number of native and non-native trees impacted in 
Segment B for Access Option 4b is 962. The number of native and non-
native trees impacted for all Segments using Access Option 4b is 1,401. 
The difference between Access Options 4b and 12b using the impacts for 
all Segments or for Segment B only is 305. Since the entire table lists 
impacts for Segment B only, no changes were made. 
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Response to Comment LC8-14 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable 
while still meeting the project's need and purpose. An alternative featuring 
additional design exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not 
meet the project's need and purpose. A retaining wall system has been 
utilized at this location to minimize the environmental impact. 

Response to Comment LC8-15 

Prime farmland does not differentiate between actual uses of the farmland. 
It refers to land that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed, and other 
agricultural crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and 
labor, without intolerable soil erosion, as determined by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. Dairy farms are considered agricultural use. Only properties 
directly affected by the project were discussed. Only five of those 
properties were under Williamson Act contracts. Comment regarding 
Alternative 12b is noted. Because access already exists at San Antonio 
Road, however, there is no difference in the growth inducement potential 
of the alternatives. None is expected to induce growth. If access were the 
prime issue in growth inducement, the San Antonio Road area would 
already be subject to runaway growth due to its existing access.  

Response to Comment LC8-16 

Proposed frontage roads will be relinquished to Marin and Sonoma 
Counties who will provide long-term maintenance and enforcement. 
Olompali will take ownership of the proposed bike path running adjacent 
to the park and will maintain the bike path. Negotiations are ongoing with 
the Counties and California State Parks. The relinquishment process shall 
begin during the final design phase of the project and is considered during 
the alternative selection process. Deeding of right-of-way is required 
regardless of which alternative is selected. 
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Response to Comment LC8-17 

According to the 2000 Census, only three percent of Marin County 
residents commuted to Sonoma County, while 62 percent commuted to 
jobs within Marin County and 25 percent commuted to jobs in San 
Francisco. Six percent of Marin County residents commuted to jobs in the 
East Bay. While the job growth rate in Sonoma County is high, San 
Francisco and the Berkeley-Oakland area are each expected to add almost 
twice as many jobs as Sonoma County between 2000 and 2030. The rate of 
job growth in Novato and vicinity is also higher than that in Sonoma 
County. ABAG Projections 2005 indicates that the numbers of new jobs 
will approximately match the numbers of new residents in Marin County 
between 2000 and 2030. These combined factors are expected to keep the 
future Marin out-commute patterns similar to the existing ones, although 
the numbers of trips will grow. For example, in the no-build condition in 
2030, the northbound A.M. commute will have delays of about 3 minutes 
through the project area as compared with 15 minutes in the southbound 
direction (see Table 3.1-13, Maximum Northbound Vehicle Delays 
(minutes), in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). This indicates that the northbound 
commute will remain minor in comparison to the southbound commute. 
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Response to Comment LC8-18 

Caltrans can only replace like utilities with like utilities. For example, if 
the overhead electrical line is to be relocated, Caltrans can only pay the 
cost to relocate the same line overhead to clear construction. As far as 
longitudinal encroachments are concerned, in some cases where 
circumstances don't allow for a practical relocation of facilities, and certain 
criteria are met, an exception can be made. 

All longitudinal utilities will be removed from Caltrans right-of-way and 
relocated along the frontage roads. 

Strong visual intrusion within the Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project segment 
due to existing utility lines was not observed during the assessment of the 
existing project setting and anticipated project impacts. A strong need for 
undergrounding of lines was thus not identified. 

Response to Comment LC8-19 

The proposed HOV lanes will not affect the SMART right-of-way. The 
ridership study for the SMART EIR (Appendix I) took into account the 
proposed HOV lanes. The SMART analysis was not an either/or analysis 
but rather assumed the completion of the HOV lanes as baseline for 
SMART.  

Response to Comment LC8-20 

It would appear that there is a causal connection between the bottleneck 
that the MSN Project is alleviating and the latent bottleneck south of 
Miller Creek. Unfortunately, there are no projects on the horizon to 
address this queue, and extending the MSN Project limits south to 
encompass this area would not address this congestion because, as 
indicated in Figure 3.1-12 in Volume 1, no delay for HOV users is 
projected in 2030. 
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Response to Comment LC8-21 

Design exceptions for non-standard lane and shoulder widths throughout 
Segment B were considered but Caltrans Project Management did not 
recommend them for approval.  Design exceptions are approved on a case-
by-case basis. They are justified, in part, by excessive cost, right-of-way, 
or environmental impacts. Design exceptions for median width and side 
slope have been approved to reduce the project footprint while still 
providing a safe facility. Retaining walls have also been used to minimize 
impacts to trees and environmentally sensitive areas. 

An alternative featuring non-standard frontage road lane widths, mainline 
median and shoulder widths was considered but rejected as it does not 
meet the project's need and purpose. Impacts associated with this rejected 
alternative were not evaluated.  
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Response to Comment LC8-22 

Design exceptions are prepared in cooperation with Caltrans headquarters 
geometricians, and are then reviewed and approved by the HQ Geometric 
Coordinator. 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable while 
still meeting the project's need and purpose. An alternative featuring 
additional design exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not meet 
the project's need and purpose. 

Response to Comment LC8-23 

Yes, reduced shoulder widths would reduce earthwork, and an alternative 
featuring non-standard frontage shoulder widths, mainline median width, and 
mainline shoulder widths was considered but rejected as it does not meet the 
project's need and purpose. Impacts associated with this rejected alternative 
were not evaluated. 

Response to Comment LC8-24 

Yes, reduced shoulder widths would reduce environmental impacts, and an 
alternative featuring non-standard frontage shoulder widths, mainline median 
width, and mainline shoulder widths was considered but rejected as it does 
not meet the project's need and purpose. Impacts associated with this rejected 
alternative were not evaluated. 

Response to Comment LC8-25 

Reforestation and revegetation of all disturbed areas of native vegetation in 
the Narrows, in-kind with native species at a 5 to 1 ratio, is called for in both 
this FEIR/S (see Section 3.1.11.4 in Volume 1) and the Visual Impacts 
Assessment (VIA) (pp. 144-145, and pp. 148 - 152). These measures are also 
expanded upon in the appendices of the VIA (pp. 148 - 152).  

Caltrans is in the process of finalizing the mitigation for impacts to oak 
woodland in close coordination with CDFG. 
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Response to Comment LC8-26 

As discussed in the DEIR/S and this FEIR/S, light and glare impacts could 
potentially affect residences located near new interchanges, through 
interchange lighting or headlight glare. The number of potentially affected 
residences is few, however, and the likelihood, extent and degree of these 
impacts are anticipated to be very limited. This is particularly true in the 
vicinity of the proposed new interchanges within the Narrows segment, 
where the likelihood of such impacts is low. As called for in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S (Section 3.1.11.4), however, “where substantial headlight 
glare is anticipated to permanently affect residences near new 
interchanges, landscape screening shall be introduced to block such 
headlight glare in the shortest time feasible.” Access Option 12b has been 
identified as the preferred access alternative. 

Response to Comment LC8-27 

Policy DES-4f of the Built Environment Element of the Marin Countywide 
Plan calls for the County to “consider participation in the [State] Scenic 
Highway Program in order to preserve and enhance Marin's scenic 
highway corridors.” 

The following is a general summary of the scenic highway designation 
process: 

Participation in the State Scenic Highway Program requires that a state 
route be included on the list of highways eligible for scenic highway 
designation (Street and Highways Code, Sec. 263). US 101 within the 
project limits is not currently listed as an eligible state scenic highway, 
except for the US 101 portion of the SR 37 interchange. State routes not 
listed as eligible in Section 263 must be added through legislative action 
before they may be nominated for scenic highway status.  
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Once added to the list of eligible highways by the state legislature, a route 
or segment may be nominated by the local jurisdiction. An application to 
Caltrans is then prepared by the local jurisdiction, including preparation of 
a visual assessment and a Scenic Highway Proposal, including a letter of 
intent from the local jurisdiction, maps, and description of the proposed 
corridor's scenic qualities. Caltrans then reviews the application and if it is 
determined that the proposed route meets scenic highway criteria, the local 
jurisdiction is asked to prepare and adopt a Corridor Protection Program. 
This program must include five elements: 

1) Regulation of land use and density of development within the 
corridor 

2) Detailed land and site planning permit or design review requirements 

3) Control of outdoor advertising 

4) Controls of earthmoving and grading within the corridor 

5) Review authority and regulation of the design and appearance of 
structures and equipment within the corridor 

Following adoption of the Corridor Protection Program, the local 
government may submit a request for official designation to Caltrans. If 
the District and State Scenic Highway Coordinators determine that the 
requirements of the program are met, a recommendation for adoption is 
made to the Caltrans Director. If approved, the route becomes a designated 
State Scenic Highway. 

Benefits of Scenic Highway Designation. A principal benefit of the scenic 
highway designation is to provide the impetus for the adoption by local 
government of land use controls protecting scenic values in the corridor. In 
the case of the Marin-Sonoma Narrows, such land use controls already 
exist to a great extent, although not in the explicit context of preserving 
scenic values. Scenic highway nomination would provide a means to 
ensure that all the requirements for scenic corridor protection are included 
and adopted into local land use controls. For example, minimum setbacks 
for residential development are generally required that prevent the need for 
soundwalls, and so on. In addition, Section 320 of the State Public Utilities 
Code requires undergrounding of all new or relocated electric and 

communication distribution facilities within 1,000 feet of a designated 
scenic highway. In some instances, enhancement projects on scenic 
highways have also qualified for funding assistance under Caltrans' 
Transportation Enhancements Program.  

In general, Caltrans works with local agencies to ensure protection of 
scenic corridors to the maximum feasible extent, placing a high priority on 
protection of scenic quality in designated corridors. The type of scenic 
planning and design measures that would be applied in a designated scenic 
highway, however, would be essentially the same as those recommended 
for the Marin-Sonoma Narrows project, particularly as detailed in the 
mitigation measures of the Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project Visual Impact 
Assessment (VIA). Such measures include extensive re-vegetation, 
context-sensitive architectural design treatments developed in conjunction 
with local jurisdictions, and others included in the DEIR/S and VIA. 

The Narrows portion of the US 101 corridor within Marin County would 
almost certainly qualify to be nominated as a state scenic highway, both in 
its current condition and with the project as proposed, if it were added to 
the state eligible highway list by the state legislature, and an application 
submitted then by Marin County.  

Additional information about the State Scenic Highway Program may be 
found at: 
http://www2.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/guidelines/scenic_hwy_guide
lines.pdf and http://www2.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/faq.htm. 

Response to Comment LC8-28 

The Preliminary Drainage Report for this project was completed in 
January 2006. The culverts and drainage systems in this project were 
evaluated in accordance with Section 821.3 of the Highway Design 
Manual for 10-year and 100-year watershed flows. The proposed design 
alleviates the freeway flooding for a 100-year event. 
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Response to Comment LC8-29 

At San Antonio Creek, a new highway bridge will be constructed to the 
west of the existing twin bridge structures, resulting in a significant 
westward realignment at this location. It is planned that portions of the 
existing roadway embankment north of the creek, as well as one of the 
existing bridge structures, will be left in place for use as a frontage road 
for adjoining farms and residences. Another new bridge is to be 
constructed over San Antonio Creek to the west of the freeway, near the 
location of the historic US 101 crossing. It is planned to incorporate the 
old highway alignment (currently a county road) into a westerly frontage 
road for the new freeway, and the existing bridge structure does not meet 
current safety standards.  

Regarding earthwork, new bridges will be raised to reduce future flooding. 
Standard water quality best management practices (BMPs) will be 
implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to the creek and other 
biological resources. The BMPs under consideration and mitigation 
measures are described in Volume 1, Section 3.2.3 of this FEIR/S. Final 
selection of these measures will be made during final design and will 
comply with Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. 

Response to Comment LC8-30 

The first phase of the project is planned for 2010. Other phases will be 
planned as funding becomes available. Please refer to the Summary in 
Volume 1 of this FEIR/S for a description of phase 1 and project funding. 

The right-of-way process can proceed after project approval. Acquisitions 
for later phases of the project will be made based upon available funds. 
Caltrans and FHWA will take into consideration long-term traffic benefits 
and the life cycles of animal and plant species in conducting construction 
activities. Avoidance and minimization measures may include, but not be 
limited to, work windows at bridge crossings and compliance with the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act for tree removal operations. Please see Section 
3.3 in Volume 1 for discussion of biological avoidance, minimization and 
mitigation measures. As was noted in Section 3.1.10, Traffic and 
Transportation, measures will be taken to minimize disruptions to traffic or 
bicycle/pedestrian access.  
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Letter: LC9. 
Signatory: Marin Audubon Society.  

 

Response to Comment LC9-1 

 The alternatives and access options were developed during the 
environmental phase to avoid and minimize environmental impacts 
wherever feasible, and Caltrans will continue to apply this process through 
the design and construction phases. 

Response to Comment LC9-2 

The need to make improvements to US 101 has been documented in many 
transportation plans and studies by Marin and Sonoma Counties 
individually, and by regional and state agencies such as the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) and Caltrans. The support shown by 
Marin and Sonoma Counties, in part, resulted in the recommendation by 
the MTC to include this project as one of the improvements that would 
enhance connectivity.  

Public and agency comments during public scoping have influenced the 
roadway design and led to adjustments in the width and alignment of the 
roadway to avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive natural resources. 
Impact avoidance and minimization with regard to natural resources was 
also an important consideration in the alternatives analysis process.  In 
addition, Caltrans would continue to implement avoidance, minimization 
and mitigation measures throughout the design and construction process. 
Please refer to Appendix J, Section 3.3 for more information on these 
measures. Also, please refer to Chapter 4, CEQA Evaluation.  

The current design meets minimum safety standards and meets the project 
purpose and need. Please also see the responses to comment letter SA1 for 
more information regarding impacts to wetlands and other Waters of the 
U.S. 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-50 

Response to Comment LC9-3 

The commenter's objection to the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project is acknowledged. See the responses listed below for further details 
regarding mitigation to be implemented for jurisdictional wetlands (SA1-
4), oak woodlands (SA1-5), riparian areas (LJ2-11), special-status fish 
(LC5-5, FA2-2, and FA2-3), and the salt marsh harvest mouse (FA2-14). 

Response to Comment LC9-4 

Figures S-1, 1-2 and 2-1 are project vicinity maps and project location 
maps and are meant only to show the project vicinity, location and/or 
location of segments. These maps are not intended to show any natural 
resources in the area and have not been changed. Figures S-5a-d and 
Figures 2-6a through 2-9b show the wetlands that are present within the 
project area. More detailed mapping of the wetlands and other Waters of 
the U.S., including tidal wetlands and waters, is shown in Volume 2 of this 
FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LC9-5 

The safety aspect was previously considered in developing the purpose and 
need; however, the project does not qualify as a safety project because it 
does not exhibit the accident rate that meets or exceeds the State average 
for accidents on similar facilities monitored by the Traffic Accident 
Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS). It is also true that the existing 
Redwood Overcrossing was constructed to mitigate for safety concerns 
related to landfill trucks crossing the expressway median to travel 
southbound through Segment B. The project would correct the deficiencies 
discussed in the section regarding the need and purpose of the project (see 
Chapter 1 in Volume 1), and would provide corollary safety benefits by 
bringing the roadway to standard and correcting the drainage issues. 
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Response to Comment LC9-6 

The traffic forecasts for this project were based upon Associated Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) land use projections. These land use forecasts are 
the only region-wide land use forecasts available for the Bay Area and 
their use for state highway projects is required by regulation. The ABAG 
land use forecasts are long-term forecasts. The rate of growth in any area 
may vary widely on a year-to-year basis but average out to a forecast rate 
in the long run, so it would not be appropriate to modify the land use 
projections based upon a short-term trend. In addition, this section of 
highway is already congested, and the congestion would be expected to 
remain, even if population growth in the project area slowed or stopped. 

Response to Comment LC9-7 

Flooding that occurs during high-volume flows in San Antonio Creek is 
exacerbated by heavy riparian growth in the main channel, both upstream 
and downstream of the US 101 bridges. The channel is clogged with trees, 
shrubs and berry vines, forcing water into a broad floodplain on the north 
side of the creek. A further condition that impedes the flow of high water 
in the floodplain is a system of berms and levees that were constructed to 
keep water out of an old drive-in theater on the east side of the highway, 
just north of the creek. On the opposite side of the creek from the old 
theater, significant overbank flow is prevented by upward sloping 
foothills. The levee system creates a constriction in the natural floodplain, 
resulting in elevated backwater upstream from the constriction point. 

Currently, a single culvert crosses US 101 between San Antonio Creek 
Bridge and the northerly intersection of Old San Antonio Road. This 
culvert passes flow from local watersheds during periods of relatively 
small runoff and also passes flood flows from San Antonio Creek during 
periods of high runoff. However, due to the size of this culvert (24”), it is 
doubtful that it has a significant effect on the water surface elevation in the 
floodplain during periods of high water. Portions of the existing roadway 
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embankment passing through the floodplain are to remain in place for use 
as a frontage road. In order to improve flow through the embankment and 
lessen the likelihood of overtopping the frontage road, the January 2006 
Preliminary Drainage Report recommended replacing the single 24” cross 
culvert with two 36” cross culverts. 

Flooding that occurs at the northerly intersection of old San Antonio Road 
is not, in general, the result of high flow in San Antonio Creek. This 
flooding is more directly the result of inadequate highway drainage 
facilities. Even when all the drainage openings are clean and functioning 
properly, it is unlikely that the culvert system at the San Antonio Road 
intersection is capable of passing much more than a 5-year rainfall event. 

When flooding occurs at the northerly intersection of San Antonio Road, 
water spills over the highway and flows through the yard of a residence 
located on the east side of the highway. There are no records indicating 
that flood waters have damaged the structure, but significant erosion 
damage can be seen along the easterly shoulder of the highway. It is 
expected that flooding at this location can be easily corrected during 
project design. 

Response to Comment LC9-8 

Please refer to the Master Response on Need and Purpose. 

Response to Comment LC9-9 

Please see the response to Comment LC9-2. 

Response to Comment LC9-10 

Please see the response to Comment LC9-2. 

Response to Comment LC9-11 

Please see the response to Comment LC9-2. 

Response to Comment LC9-12 

Please see the response to Comment LC9-2. Construction of the Preferred 
Alternative will not alter the rural landscape of Segment B to an urban one. 

Response to Comment LC9-13 

We verified the location of the blind channel area and found it to be 
correctly placed on the map. This channel does indeed extend farther north 
than the extent of the map. The figures also correctly show all 
jurisdictional wetlands in the project area. 

Response to Comment LC9-14 

The quality of the waterways was evaluated for the project area only. 
While California clapper rails are known to occur in Novato Creek, they 
have been observed more than half a mile north of the project area in an 
area that is less urbanized. “Medium Quality Habitat” in the maps has been 
defined in the DEIR/S and this FEIR/S as “partially urbanized with 
portions/stretches of natural habitat.” The portion of Novato Creek located 
in the project area meets this definition. The definitions of habitat quality 
used in the FEIR/S are not intended to be used for requesting 
environmental permits or authorizations from regulatory agencies. 

Response to Comment LC9-15 

The proposed median width through Segment B has been reduced from the 
Caltrans standard to minimize impacts. The proposed median width 
accommodates a 10-foot shoulder in each direction. The shoulders provide 
space for breakdown vehicles as well as allowing emergency vehicles to 
bypass congestion. Non-standard width median shoulders require a 
disabled vehicle in the median lane to cross multiple lanes of traffic in 
order to safely leave the traffic lanes. An alternative featuring non-
standard median and shoulder widths was considered but rejected as it 
does not meet the project's purpose and need. Impacts associated with this 
rejected alternative were not evaluated. 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-53 

Letter - LC9 

Page 3 

 

Response to Comment LC9-16 

While the overall accident rate for the corridor is lower than state-wide 
averages, there are locations along the corridor, generally at the curve 
locations, that have high concentrations of accidents. 

An alternative featuring non-standard vertical and horizontal curves was 
considered but rejected as it does not meet the project's purpose and need. 
Impacts associated with this rejected alternative were not evaluated. 

Response to Comment LC9-17 

Local traffic primarily consists of large refuse vehicles that accelerate at 
slower rates than passenger vehicles. The existing overcrossing will not be 
demolished but will be utilized for the proposed interchange. The existing 
interchange at the Redwood Landfill is non-standard and does not provide 
standard acceleration and weave length. 

An alternative featuring a non-standard interchange was considered but 
rejected as it does not meet the project's purpose and need. Impacts 
associated with this rejected alternative were not evaluated. 

Response to Comment LC9-18 

Fixed HOV Lane with Access Option 12b was identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. The purpose of the access roads is to replace the existing 
direct access and open medians along the expressway. The Preferred 
Alternative is also the least environmentally damaging alternative. 
Standard-width lanes and shoulders provide a safer facility for motorists, 
bicyclists and pedestrians. An alternative featuring non-standard mainline 
and frontage lanes and shoulder widths was considered but rejected as it 
does not meet the project's purpose and need. Impacts associated with this 
rejected alternative were not evaluated. 
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Response to Comment LC9-19 

Your support for eliminating the bike paths from the MSN Project is 
noted. All of the proposed Access Options include bicycle/pedestrian paths 
to replace the existing access along the expressway shoulder. The 
environmental impacts of the bike paths are included in the total impacts 
presented in the FEIR/S. Volume 1, Chapter 3 discloses the environmental 
impacts of the access options (including the bike paths); and Section 3.3 
discloses the number of trees and wetlands impacted under each access 
option.  

Response to Comment LC9-20 

Caltrans and FHWA, along with our regulatory partners, evaluated shifting 
the mainline alignment toward Olompali SHP to avoid wetlands on the 
east side of US 101; however, this would require a wider footprint due to 
the existing hilly/mountainous topography in that direction. The wider 
footprint would cause further impacts by removing additional trees, require 
more extensive excavation, and create the added potential for erosion. In 
addition, potential visual impacts would increase in severity due to the 
manmade cuts through the natural rolling terrain. These visual impacts 
would be visible from many viewpoints, including those of motorists. 

The local roads were not designed close to the highway due to the desire to 
minimize visual impacts and maintain the rural setting. Access roads are 
required at some locations on both sides of the mainline to provide access 
for individual property owners. 

A design exception has been approved for steeper slopes to reduce 
environmental impacts.  
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Response to Comment LC9-21 

See the responses to Comments I50-4 and I50-5.  

Response to Comment LC9-22 

Alternative 4b has the fewest lane miles of access roads for the Narrows 
portion of the project. Access roads in all alternatives will be paved and 
will meet Class II bicycle facility standards for road width and shoulder 
width. Existing county roads are paved, and existing non-paved access 
points are private driveways. Property owners will be compensated for 
connecting their driveways to the proposed access roads. 

Response to Comment LC9-23 

Respectfully, the commenter’s statement is incorrect. Page 3.1-22 states 
that there is no prime or unique farmland in Segment C. Table 3.1-2 
provides information on the amount of farmland that would be impacted 
under the Build Alternatives, including prime, unique and Williamson Act 
lands. Chapter 5 of the MSN Project DEIR/S (and FEIR/S) discusses 
potential cumulative impacts to farmlands in Marin and Sonoma Counties. 
Both counties have successful private and public farmland conservation 
programs, and the MSN Project’s impacts on farmlands would not 
undermine these counties’ successful conservation programs. Caltrans has 
researched information from Sonoma and Marin County general plans and 
other local documents listed in Chapter 9. These documents discuss 
agricultural lands in the local context, and Caltrans has used this 
information to make an assessment of the project impacts to this resource. 
Please see Section 3.1.5 and Chapter 5 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S for 
more information on this topic.  
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Response to Comment LC9-24 

On the contrary, farmland conversions would not bisect ranches; the 
DEIR/S states on page 3.1-26, “Notably, the proposed farmland 
conversions would not bisect any parcels or sever existing owners from 
accessing their properties. Project-related construction would not interfere 
with the operations or functions of agricultural land uses.” Proposed access 
roads or interchanges would replace direct access to US 101 from several 
properties that currently have driveways that access US 101.  Please also 
see response to Comment LC9-40 regarding impacts of people, noise and 
litter. The existing cattle crossings will remain in place under the Build 
Alternatives. For these reasons, the access roads should not substantially 
impact dairy operations. During construction, design plans will incorporate 
access to private lands and cattle crossings. 

Because the access roads would become the jurisdiction of the local 
counties, enforcement would also fall under the jurisdiction of the 
counties.  

Response to Comment LC9-25 

Comments and suggestions have been considered by Caltrans on its final 
selection and refinement of bicycle path alternatives and options. Whether 
the bicycle option is a separate Class I bicycle path parallel to the freeway 
or Class II bicycle lane on the parallel access roadways (where available), 
the bicycle paths/lanes are contained in a relatively narrow corridor with 
the freeway and the impacts are described in the DEIR/S and this FEIR/S. 
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Response to Comment LC9-26 

Please see the response to Comment LC9-1. Caltrans will avoid and 
minimize impacts to native trees wherever possible, even during 
construction. Those that cannot be avoided will be replaced in appropriate 
locations. Tree replanting is part of our mitigation plan (see Appendix J in 
the Appendices volume). 

Response to Comment LC9-27 

The rail alignment route was proposed by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) based on their 2001 Regional Bicycle Plan. The 
purpose of the figure is to show that the proposed bicycle/pedestrian path 
does not conflict with existing or planned routes. Therefore, the figure 
does not show the entire SMART bike path.  

Response to Comment LC9-28 

Option 4b has the least amount of impervious area due to the interchanges 
(I/C) at Redwood Landfill and South San Antonio. The other three 
alternatives have a single I/C at either Redwood Landfill or South San 
Antonio, requiring additional access roads to provide access to all 
properties. 

Response to Comment LC9-29 

Mainline is being moved to the west to correct a non-standard horizontal 
curve through the floodplain. Moving the alignment to west is less 
environmentally damaging than moving the alignment to the east. 
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Response to Comment LC9-30 

We will be using a variety of drought tolerant species. The final plant list 
will be developed in cooperation with the local City and County agencies. 
Public input into the process is possible through your local government. 

Response to Comment LC9-31 

Locations of major cuts and fills are presented on page 2-8 of the DEIS/R 
and page 2-10 of this FEIR/S. They are reprinted in the following table for 
your convenience: 

Proposed Alignment Shift in Segment B 

Approximate Location Proposed Alignment 

Begin to Olompali SHP Maintain existing alignment 

Olompali SHP to Redwood Landfill OC Shifts easterly up to 27 m (90 ft) 

Redwood Landfill OC to Silveira Dairy Shifts westerly up to 21 m (70 ft) 

Silveira Dairy to San Antonio Rd Maintain existing alignment 

San Antonio Rd to S. Kastania Shifts westerly up to 79 m (260 ft) 

S. Kastania to N. Kastania Shifts easterly up to 21 m (70 ft) 

N. Kastania to Petaluma River Shifts westerly up to 34 m (110 ft) 

Petaluma River to SR 116 Maintain existing alignment 

 

Segment 12B earthwork is balanced and a total of 1,140,000 cubic meters 
of material will be moved to complete the project. 

Response to Comment LC9-32 

The commenter's concerns regarding impacts to oak woodlands are 
acknowledged. Caltrans is in the process of finalizing the appropriate 
mitigation for impacts to oak woodland in close coordination with CDFG. 
The cited reference to “continu(ing) to reduce impacts where practicable 
through the design process” refers to ongoing efforts to further reduce the 

project footprint to avoid biological resources as the project moves into the 
final design stage. 

In accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the contractor will 
conduct tree trimming and removal first and foremost outside of the 
nesting bird season of February 15-September 1. Under both of the Build 
Alternatives, Caltrans would conduct surveys for nesting birds prior to 
beginning construction on any of the culverts or bridge structures. A 
qualified biologist will conduct nesting surveys prior to vegetation 
removal to ensure that no active nests are impacted by the project. Trees 
may be identified for removal during the nesting season only if a qualified 
biologist has surveyed the trees and confirmed that there are no active 
nests present within the trees identified for removal or immediately 
adjacent. If any active nests are identified during this period, the trees 
cannot be disturbed for the duration of the nesting season. 

Prior to the nesting season, Caltrans would use exclusionary netting where 
possible to prevent birds from nesting in or on structures that would be 
impacted by the project. 
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Response to Comment LC9-33 

The alternatives analysis (Appendix A) balanced the desire to preserve 
environmental resources with engineering and cost considerations within 
the context of the purpose and need of the project. The DEIR/S does 
present how the impacts to trees differ under each Build Alternative and 
Access Option and describes the differences between the various 
alternatives and options. The project footprint has been reduced and will 
continue to be reduced where feasible during the design process.  

Response to Comment LC9-34 

The specific number of trees by species will be part of the mitigation and 
monitoring plan. Tree mitigation measures will be determined by Caltrans, 
FHWA, and CDFG and are generally outlined in Section 3.3 in Volume 1 
of this FEIR/S. The mitigation will be based upon the species and habitat 
of the trees removed for the project. The impacts to trees by access option 
are presented in Table 3.3-1. The impact on trees due to Access Option 
12b relative to the other access options is shown overlaid on the project in 
Figure 3.3-2b and 3.3-2c in Volume 1 and in the Project Mapping in 
Volume 2. In addition, Caltrans will continue to implement avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures where feasible during construction 
and in the field.  
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Response to Comment LC9-35 

Table 3.3-2 in the DEIR/S lists the impacts by Segment to potential 
jurisdictional wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Additionally, Section 
3.3.3.3 discusses the impacts to potential jurisdictional wetlands and 
Waters of the U.S. in the project area by Segment. The Waters of the U.S. 
Project Mapping in Volume 2 shows the location of all potential 
jurisdictional wetlands and Waters of the U.S. in the project area in more 
detail. 

Response to Comment LC9-36 

Reducing the size of the footprint would not avoid red-legged frog habitat 
or wetlands. 

Response to Comment LC9-37 

Caltrans is still looking into appropriate wetland habitat to mitigate for any 
wetland losses. The Burdell Mitigation Bank, among others, is being 
considered. Any wetland mitigation credits purchased for the project will 
be in either Marin or Sonoma Counties. 

Response to Comment LC9-38 

The “P” symbols identified on the figures represent pickleweed, as noted 
in the figure Legend. As discussed in Section 3.3.6, pickleweed is 
associated with SMHM habitat, and the MSN Project will avoid impacting 
these areas. The “unnamed bridge over a channel near San Antonio Creek 
on the east side of the SMART railway” refers to the blind-ended tidal 
channel shown on Figures 3.3-1b and S-5b. The text in Section 3.3.6 has 
been revised for consistency with the figures.  

While it is acknowledged that California clapper rails have been found 
near San Antonio Creek, recorded occurrences are almost ½ mile away 
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from the project area and are unlikely to be disturbed by construction 
associated with the project. 

Response to Comment LC9-39 

Appendix H of the FEIR/S (located in the Appendices volume) contains a 
Project Study Area Sensitive Species Table which lists all of the species, 
including birds, and whether they would be impacted by the project. The 
minimization measures included in the FEIR/S for nesting birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act would protect those birds protected 
under CDFG Code 3503.5. For more details on these minimization 
measures, please see response to Comment LC9-32.  

Novato Creek and San Antonio Creek have been surveyed for nesting 
birds, and cliff swallow nests were identified on San Antonio Creek and 
Novato Creek. As stated in Section 3.3.5.4, Caltrans would conduct 
surveys for nesting birds, including great blue herons, prior to beginning 
construction on any of the culverts or bridge structures in the project area. 
Caltrans would conduct surveys for nesting birds prior to the trimming or 
removal of any trees in the project area.  

Potential impacts on nesting birds could be considered adverse if 
construction occurs in the proximity of nesting birds. However, Caltrans 
will adhere to avoidance measures to ensure that there would be no 
adverse impacts to birds. 
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Response to Comment LC9-40 

Caltrans coordination with CDFG, USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries took 
into consideration potential project impacts on wildlife. Please refer to 
Section 3.2.7.3 in Volume 1 for a discussion of potential impacts of 
construction-related noise; avoidance, minimization and abatement 
measures for noise are discussed in Section 3.2.7.4. Impacts to animal 
species generally, and to threatened and endangered species, are discussed 
in Sections 3.3.5.3 and 3.3.6.3, respectively; for discussion of avoidance, 
minimization and mitigation measures for animals and listed species, see 
Sections 3.3.5.4 and 3.3.6.4, respectively. Measures will also be in place 
during construction to control litter and pet invasion.  

Based upon input from bicyclists in Marin and Sonoma County, a 
bicycle/pedestrian path in the SMART corridor would be favored for use 
over the MSN paths.  Less reliance on the MSN bicycle/pedestrian paths 
would also reduce impacts to wildlife.   

Responsibilities of monitoring activities and conditions and enforcing 
restrictions would be deferred to the County after completion of access 
roads and bikeways.  

Response to Comment LC9-41 

The project will provide small and medium animal passage openings in the 
median. Cross-culverts will be sized to provide animal crossing where 
feasible.  
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Response to Comment LC10-1 

The aesthetic importance and high visual quality of the Marin-Sonoma 
Narrows greenbelt is fully recognized in both the DEIR/S visual analysis 
and Visual Impact Assessment. The mitigation measures recommended in 
those documents are intended to address potential project impacts to the 
fullest feasible extent. Readers are referred to the Avoidance, 
Minimization and Mitigation Measures described in Section 3.1.11.4 in 
Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. In addition, mitigation of visual impacts was 
ranked high in the evaluation of access options in the Narrows, and was a 
factor contributing to the identification of Access Option 12b as the 
preferred project alternative. 

Response to Comment LC10-2 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable 
while still meeting the project's purpose and need. An alternative featuring 
additional design exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not 
meet the project's purpose and need. 
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Response to Comment LC10-3 

Traffic counts were estimated to compare the Access Options in Segment 
B. We agree that the traffic expected is very low due to current and 
projected land uses. The purpose of the access roads is to replace access 
that adjacent property owners will lose under the Preferred Alternative. 
The scope of the project includes constructing the access roads to County 
design standards. A Class I Bikeway throughout instead of the 
combination of Class I and Class II could be considered during final 
design. The continuous Class I Bikeway could be accommodated within 
the current environmental study area, though at a higher cost than the 
proposed Class I and Class II network. 

Response to Comment LC10-4 

Visual mitigation measures for the Narrows project segment include the 
following: “Landscaping measures shall include specific tree and shrub 
plantings in areas between the mainline and proposed access road and bike 
paths to provide screening and reduce overall roadway dominance. . . .” 
This measure is elaborated further in Figures 90 - 92 of the Visual 
Resources Technical Report/Visual Impact Assessment (VIA), which 
depict how this measure would be applied and add design 
recommendations, specifications, objectives, and other detail. Interested 
readers are referred to Figures 90 - 92 of this document. 

Response to Comment LC10-5 

Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures have been incorporated 
into the project and will continue to be incorporated throughout the design 
and construction processes where feasible. 
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Response to Comment LC10-6 

Access Option 12b, without the San Antonio Road Interchange, has been 
identified as the preferred access alternative.  

Response to Comment LC10-7 

The size of the trees depicted within the San Antonio interchange in the 
cited figure is accurate and reflects what the interchange would look like 
20 years after construction. Tree pots that are one to three feet in height 
will be planted after construction to landscape the area. The large trees 
shown in the images outside the project footprint will not be affected by 
the project. 

Response to Comment LC10-8 

Project revegetation of disturbed native vegetation would be replaced at a 
5 to 1 ratio in Project Segment B, as called for in the visual mitigation 
measures for tree/vegetation removal in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S (Section 
3.1.11.4) and the Visual Resources Technical Report. Other areas, which 
are principally urbanized, will be revegetated according to a planting plan 
that has yet to be developed. We will be using a variety of drought-tolerant 
species. The final plant list will be developed in cooperation with the local 
City and County agencies. Under standard Caltrans plant establishment 
practices, these plantings would be maintained and irrigated for 3 years, 
monitored, and unsuccessful plantings replaced within that period. 

Response to Comment LC10-9 

Please refer to the response to Comment LC8-28. 

Response to Comment LC10-10 

Design exceptions were pursued to balance cost and environmental 
impacts while still providing a safe facility for the traveling public. Design 
exceptions have been approved to provide steeper cut/fill slopes and a 
reduced median width to minimize the environmental footprint. Retaining 
wall systems have been utilized to reduce impacts where feasible.  
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Response to Comment LC10-11 

Locations of major cuts and fills are listed in the following table: 

Proposed Alignment Shift in Segment B 

Approximate Location Proposed Alignment 

Begin to Olompali SHP Maintain existing alignment 

Olompali SHP to Redwood Landfill OC Shifts easterly up to 27 m (90 ft) 

Redwood Landfill OC to Silveira Dairy Shifts westerly up to 21 m (70 ft) 

Silveira Dairy to San Antonio Rd Maintain existing alignment 

San Antonio Rd to S. Kastania Shifts westerly up to 79 m (260 ft) 

S. Kastania to N. Kastania Shifts easterly up to 21 m (70 ft) 

N. Kastania to Petaluma River Shifts westerly up to 34 m (110 ft) 

Petaluma River to SR 116 Maintain existing alignment 

 

Through these areas the proposed profile will shift the new roadway up to 
8.5 m (28 ft) above or up to 7.3 m (24 ft) below the existing roadway. 
Segment 12b earthwork is balanced and a total of 1,140,000 cubic meters 
of material will be moved to complete the project. 

Response to Comment LC10-12 

No federal regulations yet exist that require the quantification of direct and 
indirect energy usage from freeway projects. This document applies the 
guidance in FHWA Technical Advisory 6640.8A in order to comply with 
CEQA. Under the guidance only a qualitative analysis is required for 
projects with no potential for substantial energy impacts. The addition of 
two HOV lanes to an existing freeway would be considered one of these. 
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Response to Comment LC10-13 

No federal regulations yet exist that require the quantification of direct and 
indirect energy usage from freeway projects. This document applies the 
guidance in FHWA Technical Advisory 6640.8A in order to comply with 
CEQA. Under the guidance only a qualitative analysis is required for 
projects with no potential for substantial energy impacts. The addition of 
two HOV lanes to an existing freeway would be considered one of these.  

Response to Comment LC10-14 

Caltrans estimated traffic counts and considered land use within Segment 
B in identifying Access Option 12b as the Preferred Alternative. This 
option would provide direct access to US 101 from Redwood Landfill, for 
instance, which generates more traffic compared to surrounding low 
density land uses. 

Response to Comment LC10-15 

Please see the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
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Response to Comment LC10-16 

Local access was studied on the east side of the existing railroad at the 
Marina during the Evaluation Criteria Matrix performed in June of 2005, 
and was eliminated due to environmental impacts and because it would not 
be feasible to provide access for all properties in the area. 

Response to Comment LC10-17 

Fixed HOV Access Option 12b has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment LC10-18 

Retaining walls are being utilized to minimize tree impacts at this location. 

Response to Comment LC10-19 

The referenced growth study also found that the county planning officials 
had no intention of relaxing their land use controls in these sensitive areas. 
Consequently the proposed project was not projected to have an important 
effect on growth. Also see the responses to Comments I50-4 and I50-5. 
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Response to Comment LC10-20 

Caltrans, FHWA and the local partners Sonoma County Transportation 
Authority (SCTA) and Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) have 
decided on the first construction phase. (See the Summary in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S for a description of Phase 1.) The above agencies will take 
into consideration safety and the most efficient congestion reduction 
benefits. The planning of future phases will likewise take these factors into 
consideration. 

Response to Comment LC10-21 

First phase construction will eliminate the majority of at-grade 
intersections by constructing the interchanges and associated frontage 
roads. 

Response to Comment LC10-22 

Caltrans, FHWA and the local partners SCTA and TAM have decided on 
the first construction phase. (See the Summary in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S 
for a description of Phase 1.) The above agencies will take into 
consideration safety and the most efficient congestion reduction benefits. 
The planning of future phases will likewise take these factors into 
consideration. 

Response to Comment LC10-23 

The purpose of the FEIR/S is to provide information to decision-makers on 
the environmental consequences of the alternatives under consideration. 
The Project Report contains the information regarding design exceptions 
and their justification. These two documents together are the basis for 
Caltrans' decision of whether to approve the Project or not. The MSN 
Project Preferred Alternative includes standardizing roadway features, 
which will result in enhanced safety. 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-70 

Letter: LC11. 
Signatory: Transportation Solutions Defense 

and Education Fund (TRANSDEF).  
 
 

Response to Comment LC11-1 

The commenter is inquiring about the role and availability of the Marin-
Sonoma Counties Major Investment Study (MIS) Summary (Draft), 
prepared May 2000, as it relates to Caltrans' decisionmaking process. 
Caltrans District 4 (the District) prepared this document to satisfy a 
requirement of the ISTEA (Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991). As such, it was an internal informational document prepared 
for FHWA in anticipation of requests for federal funding. With the 
adoption of TEA-21 (Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, 
1998), the MIS ceased to be a requirement, which is why the Marin-
Sonoma Counties MIS was drafted but never finalized. By the time the 
Project Study Reports were approved (1999-2001), covering the 
approximate MSN project boundaries, there were planning documents by 
Sonoma County Transportation Authority, the Marin Congestion 
Management Agency, and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's 
Regional Transportation Plan discussing plans to address congestion in 
the US 101 corridor. These plans are subject to public review, and they 
are discussed in Section S.6 and Section 3.1.2, Land Use Planning, of the 
DEIR/S (and in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). The MIS does not add any new 
information to these documents that are publically available and already 
discussed in the EIR/S. Therefore, the recirculation of the DEIR/S is not 
required. 

Although the District did not rely on the MIS for any project decisions, 
Caltrans is including it as part of the administrative record for the 
purposes of disclosure. The text in the FEIR/S Section 1.1 has been 
revised to state that the “MIS discusses a range of alternatives to relieve 
congestion in the US 101 North Bay corridor.” Information has also been 
added to explain the role of the MIS, that public review of this document 
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was not required under ISTEA, and that the MIS ceased to be required 
with the passage of TEA-21. The MIS has also been listed in Chapter 9, 
Technical Studies and References, in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S; as with all 
references, it is available upon request to the District.  

Please also see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC11-2 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment LC11-3 

Please see the Master Response on Need and Purpose. 

Response to Comment LC11-4 

Please see the Master Response on Need and Purpose. 

Response to Comment LC11-5 

Please see the Master Responses on Range of Alternatives and Need and 
Purpose.  

Response to Comment LC11-6 

Please see the Master Response on Need and Purpose. 
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Response to Comment LC11-7 

Please see the response to Comment LC11-1. 

Response to Comment LC11-8 

The MSN Project is the result of a transportation planning process that is 
integrated into the NEPA/CEQA review processes. The planning process for 
transportation projects, like the MSN Project, that are anticipated to be 
programmed over the next 25 years are included in the regional plans. The 
MTC in the Bay Area prepared an EIR that included the MSN Project as part 
of its regional plan. This plan is subject to CEQA/NEPA review processes.  

Please also see the response to Comment LC11-1. 

Response to Comment LC11-9 

FHWA and Caltrans submit that rather than freezing the initial project, the 
Caltrans/FHWA public involvement process has resulted in revisions which 
have made the alternatives more responsive to stakeholder concerns and 
reduced environmental impacts.  

Volume 1, Chapter 6 of the DEIR/S (and this FEIR/S) discloses meetings and 
consultations with various stakeholders which led to revisions of the initial 
proposal. The Summary section of the FEIR/S discloses early comments and 
areas of controversy that Caltrans/FHWA took into consideration during the 
project development process. 

The basic facts, assumptions and conclusions underlying the FEIR/S are 
disclosed in Volume 1 by topic based upon the technical studies and analysis. 

Please see the Master Responses on Range of Alternatives and Need and 
Purpose. 

Response to Comment LC11-10 

Please refer to the response to Comment LC11-1. 
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Response to Comment LC11-11 

A “Project of Statewide, Regional, or Areawide Significance” is defined 
under CEQA Guidelines section 15206(b). Caltrans staff has reviewed the 
criteria under this section and found that it does not apply to the MSN 
Project. Therefore, the project does not qualify as one of regional, 
areawide or statewide significance. However, appropriate consultations 
have taken place with affected transportation planning agencies. As 
documented in Chapter 6 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S, Caltrans and FHWA 
conducted consultations with responsible agencies to gather information 
on the project's effect on major arterial, public transit, freeways, highways 
and rail service within the consulted agency's jurisdiction. 

Response to Comment LC11-12 

Please see the response to Comment LC11-11 above. 

Response to Comment LC11-13 

Please see the responses to Comments LC11-1 and LC11-11. 

Response to Comment LC11-14 

Please see the response to Comment LC11-11. 

Response to Comment LC11-15 

Please see the responses to Comments LC11-1 and LC11-11. 
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Response to Comment LC11-16 

Please refer to the Master Response on Need and Purpose. Also, as stated 
in the DEIR/S (Volume 1, pages S-3 and 1-4), the MSN Project can be 
described as three independent projects; however, the environmental 
document encompasses all three segments to discuss relevant 
environmental impacts. Therefore, segmentation has not occurred. 

Response to Comment LC11-17 

Please see the Master Response on Use of Current Information.  

Response to Comment LC11-18 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment LC11-19 

Please refer to the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. The 
integration of Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies 
combined with the enhancement of alternative and transit modes would 
fail to meet the need and purpose in ways similar to the express bus or 
commuter rail services alone. Text has been added to the FEIR/S to clarify 
why the SMART's proposed goods movement and commuter rail service 
alone would not adequately address commuter and goods movement needs 
in the US 101 corridor. As noted in the DEIR/S (Vol. 1, pg. 2-33 and 2-
36), the existing conditions of US 101 impose limitations on fully utilizing 
TSM strategies, such as ramp metering. As stated under the Express Bus 
Alternative, the utilization of this service will be enhanced by availability 
of HOV lanes in the corridor. 
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Response to Comment LC11-20 

Please refer to the response to Comment LC11-8 and the Master Response on 
Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC11-21 

Please refer to the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 

On the surface, the commenter's assertion seems reasonable. Presently, US 
101 is operating at capacity during the peak periods. It seems the removal of a 
relatively small number of vehicles from the highway would bring the 
volumes below capacity and greatly improve the operation of the highway. 

However, even today, there is a greater demand for travel upon US 101 than 
there is capacity to accommodate this demand. This excess demand manifests 
itself as, for example, travelers queued on the freeway, travelers who have 
shifted their travel times to less desired times to avoid the peak period, and 
travelers who have shifted their routes to avoid US 101. The present traffic 
counts often represent the capacity of the highway, not the true traveler 
demand. Therefore, it is incorrect to assume that if the small percentage of 
travelers stop using US 101 the operation of the highway would improve 
greatly. Most likely, their place would be largely filled with travelers shifting 
their routes or travel times to the peak hours on US 101. The result would be a 
small reduction in traffic on parallel routes, a slight reduction of off-peak 
traffic on US 101, and a small reduction in peak period congestion. To 
eliminate congestion on US 101 it would be necessary to make the demand on 
US 101 less than the capacity. This could be accomplished by reducing the 
demand, increasing the capacity, or both. This does not mean that any 
increase in capacity or reduction in demand that that is not large enough to 
bring capacity over demand is futile. Any increase in capacity or reduction in 
demand will result in decreased congestion, both on US 101and other parallel 
routes, as well as allowing travelers to make their trips closer to their 
preferred time. It just means that the benefit will be roughly proportional to 
the increase in capacity or decrease in demand and that a small decrease in 
demand will not cure congestion. 
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Response to Comment LC11-22 

Please refer to the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC11-23 

The DEIR/S and FEIR/S summarize the results of a growth study which 
found that when taking land use constraints into consideration, the project 
would support planned growth and not induce unplanned growth or cause 
secondary impacts to environmental resources. During project 
construction, roadway capacities would be maintained at levels similar to 
existing conditions through construction staging. Therefore, construction-
related delays would be minimized. Cumulative impacts are disclosed in 
Chapter 5 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. The studies and analysis in the 
DEIR/S and FEIR/S have been properly conducted in compliance with 
CEQA and NEPA. 

Please also see the Master Response on Induced Travel.  

Response to Comment LC11-24 

Please see the response to Comment LC11-23 above. 

Response to Comment LC11-25 

Please see the response to Comment LC11-23. 

Response to Comment LC11-26 

Please see the Master Response on Induced Travel. 
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Response to Comment LC11-27 

Please see the Master Response for Need and Purpose. 

It is also important to remember that taking the SMART rail line or US 
101 would not be a simple either/or decision. Travelers on US 101 are 
coming from and going to a wide variety of locations. Many of these 
locations could not be conveniently accessed from the SMART rail line, 
even with the help of feeder bus routes. Therefore, much of the traffic on 
US 101 could not be diverted to the SMART rail line, regardless of the 
levels of congestion on US 101. 
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Response to Comment LC11-28 

Since construction activities would take place in non-peak hours and 
roadway capacities would be maintained at levels similar to existing 
conditions through construction staging, construction related delays would 
be minimized. 

Response to Comment LC11-29 

This comment appears as the last paragraph of a lengthy letter and is 
basically a compilation and summary of previous comments. Please refer 
to the response to Comment LC11-1. All pertinent information and 
documents relevant to the transportation planning and environmental 
process have been disclosed in the FEIR/S.  

The technical studies have been conducted under appropriate, widely-
accepted principles and methodologies, and furthermore support the 
findings in the FEIR/S.  
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Response to Comment LC11-30 

The Preferred Alternative of the project would meet the need and purpose 
to reduce congestion through the project area. Caltrans/FHWA conducted 
a growth study that concluded that the project would support planned 
growth and not induce unplanned growth in Sonoma and Marin Counties. 
Please refer to the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  

The primary goal of the proposed project is to construct an HOV lane 
through the Marin-Sonoma Narrows. HOV lanes give priority to transit 
and carpools, making these alternative modes more attractive for those 
who would otherwise drive alone. Providing the HOV lane is, however, 
only one step toward more sustainable transportation. Other actions, such 
as providing increased transit service and higher density land use to 
support transit, would be complementary. While these are beyond the 
scope of this project, they are not precluded by it. 
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Response to Comment LC11-31 

Please refer to the Master Response on Need and Purpose. 

Response to Comment LC11-32 

See the Master Responses for Induced Travel and Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC11-33 

Please see Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC11-34 

Please see the Master Response on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The 
DEIR/S and FEIR/S use a template approved by Caltrans and FHWA for 
joint NEPA/CEQA documents, and meets the requirements of these 
statutes. 

Response to Comment LC11-35 

It is understood that the HOV lanes proposed under the Build Alternatives 
would serve express buses. The Preferred Alternative will provide HOV 
lanes which will serve all users, including transit. 
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Response to Comment LC11-36 

While Caltrans and FHWA are supportive of HOVs and MTC's 
transportation control measures, many of which have been incorporated 
into the MSN Project, our agencies serve all users of the system. 

The commenter has evidently calculated total travel time savings by 
extrapolating from data presented in the cited tables in DEIR/S Section 3.1 
(Tables 3.1-12, 3.1-13 and 3.1-14) using an unknown methodology. The 
time savings depicted in these tables is maximum travel time delays or 
savings for an individual vehicle in a peak hour. Expected HOV travel 
time savings shown in Table 3.1-14 are travel time savings HOV drivers 
would experience compared with solo drivers for the same alternative. For 
example, HOV drivers would expect an additional 5 to 7 minutes saved 
compared with solo drivers in the Fixed HOV lane Alternative. 

Response to Comment LC11-37 

Please refer to the Master Response for Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response to Comment LC11-38 

The HOV project from Old Redwood Highway to Rohnert Park 
Expressway has addressed this bottleneck in that project's EIR/EA. There 
is no causal link between the MSN Project and the bottleneck that begins 
at Old Redwood Highway Interchange during the northbound PM peak. 

Response to Comment LC11-39 

The Reversible HOV Lane Alternative was studied because it meets the 
purpose and need of the project. It is one of many alternatives considered 
during the scoping process. 
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Response to Comment LC11-40 

It's true that auxiliary lanes were not included in the operational analysis. 
However, including them would have had little effect on the analyses. The 
auxiliary lanes included in the proposed project layout are more precisely 
referred to as “speed change lanes,” which are defined in the Caltrans 
Design Manual as “an auxiliary lane, including tapered areas, primarily for 
the acceleration and deceleration of vehicles entering or leaving the 
through traffic lanes.” To reduce confusion, all references to “auxiliary 
lanes” have been changed to “speed change lanes” in the pertinent sections 
of this FEIR/S. 

As noted above, the omission of auxiliary lanes from the traffic study 
would not add new information or circumstances relevant to 
environmental concerns and bearings on the MSN Project or its impacts 
that would result in significant environmental impacts not evaluated in the 
DEIR/S or FEIR/S.  

Likewise, not stating auxiliary lanes in the project description does not 
invalidate the environmental documents. 
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Response to Comment LC11-41 

Please refer to the response to Comment LC11-1 and the Master Response on 
Range of Alternatives. 

Caltrans and FHWA sought input from many entities during the scoping 
process and did not rely exclusively on one entity (see Chapter 6 in Volume 
1). As part of the need and purpose, reducing congestion on the highway does 
not preclude other multi-modal entities from implementing their initiatives in 
the corridor. Neither does it deny the potential benefits from other modes 
operating in the corridor in conjunction with or apart from the MSN Project. 
Please see the response to Comment RA5-5 regarding consistency with the 
Calthorpe study. The DEIR/S never claims that the MSN Project will solve all 
the ills in the corridor. The DEIR/S states that the Calthorpe study 
acknowledges the need for a multi-modal approach. The use of the term 
"adjunct" refers to the use of rail interdependently with other modes, just as 
highway or express bus service may be used independently or in conjunction 
with other modes. Caltrans and FHWA is not placing value or ranking rail 
against other modes. Caltrans and FHWA have acknowledged the 
controversial issues raised by the proposed project, including favoring rail 
over highway expansion, and has conscientiously addressed concerns raised 
by this commenter and others.  

In terms of SMART ridership, as stated in the response to Comment RA5-21, 
ridership is not a socioeconomic or natural resource that can be evaluated in 
the context of CEQA or NEPA. The congestion reduction benefits of the 
project represented by a reduction in minutes of delay have been disclosed in 
the DEIR/S and this FEIR/S, in Section 3.1.10 in Volume 1. 

Response to Comment LC11-42 

Please refer to the Master Response on Range of Alternatives.  
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Response to Comment LC11-43 

Although the Calthorpe study did not include upgrading Segment B to 
freeway status as part of its “preferred scenario,” it did not discount this 
alternative from being viable. It states on pg. 116 of the study, “However, 
should state or federal funds become available to upgrade this area to freeway 
status (addressing several safety issues with the introduction of new 
interchanges, on/off ramps, frontage roads, modified shoulder conditions etc.) 
both counties may wish to consider its implementation.” Therefore the MSN 
Project is consistent with the study. 

Response to Comment LC11-44 

Please refer to the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment LC11-45 

Please refer to the Master Response on Range of Alternatives.  
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Response to Comment LC11-46 

Please refer to the Master Response for Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment LC11-47 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC11-48 

Please see the Master Response on Induced Travel. It is Caltrans policy to 
analyze the highway performance for capacity-increasing projects for 20 
years after the expected completion of project construction date. The 
commenter is correct that traffic may well continue to expand into the 
future and that accommodating it may pose a challenge. However, the 
additional lanes that this project will construct will still be a valuable 
transportation asset and the system will function better with them than 
without them. 

Response to Comment LC11-49 

See the Master Response for Induced Travel. 

A minor amount of traffic should truly be “induced” by this project. 
However, this project will allow more traffic to pass through the project 
area during peak period congestion. Since some of this traffic will be 
either headed for or coming from central Marin County, this project could 
increase the amount of traffic in these areas. However, a group of projects 
are in various stages of development that will likely construct both a north 
and southbound HOV lane on US 101 from the SR 1 interchange all the 
way to Windsor in Sonoma County. Taken together, these projects will do 
much to reduce congestion along US 101, including in central Marin 
County. 

Response to Comment LC11-50 

Please refer to the Master Response for Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment LC11-51 

The growth inducement analysis considered growth in the context of 
accepted local and regional plans and regional growth projections. While 
one can argue that there are more efficient and sustainable land use plans 
than those currently adopted within the region, under CEQA these plans 
and projections are the required reference point for both the amount and 
spatial distribution of growth. To look at the potential impact of the 
proposed project on the spatial distribution of growth, the growth analysis 
selected six sample growth study areas between south Novato and Rohnert 
Park. Considerations on selection of these analysis zones included 
potential effects from improved accessibility to jobs, perceived concerns of 
growth inducement potential, and remaining build-out potential. In this 
context, the growth study found that the proposed project would support 
planned growth, but would not induce unplanned growth in the region. 
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Response to Comment LC11-52 

Please refer to the Master Response for Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment LC11-53 

Caltrans considered several alternatives to meet the purpose and need of 
the Project. Please refer to the Master Response for Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment LC11-54 

Caltrans' goals include providing the safest transportation system in the 
nation and maximizing transportation system performance and 
accessibility. This is being done in coordination with local agencies and 
the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit. Drainage systems will be upgraded 
where needed to pass a one-percent risk of exceedance (100-year) flow. 
Some areas of the project include proposed detention to mitigate potential 
downstream impacts. 

Response to Comment LC11-55 

The travel demand model used was the most up-to-date model available 
when the forecasts were produced early in the environmental process. As 
is almost always the case, during the preliminary engineering and 
environmental analysis for this project, newer models were produced. 
However, if the traffic forecast were redone whenever a more up-to-date 
travel demand model is produced, it would be virtually impossible to 
complete the environmental process for any large project. After the traffic 
forecast is produced, the results are used in the highway operation 
analysis, the preliminary design and the air quality analysis, and then the 
results of these efforts are incorporated into the environmental document. 
It is very likely that before the environmental document is completed yet 
another more up-to-date model would be completed, requiring the forecast 
to be redone and the entire process begun again. Therefore, as long as the 
environmental process is proceeding, Caltrans policy is to use the original 
forecast. 

The travel demand modeling for this project did not include ramp 
metering. Usually, the effects of ramp metering are included in the 
operational analysis, not the travel demand forecast.  
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The factors that influence travelers' mode choices are complex and very 
difficult to model. This is especially true concerning the decision to drive 
alone or take part in a car or van pool. 

Unfortunately, the model used to forecast traffic for this project 
consistently produced unrealistically low HOV volumes. Therefore, the 
decision was made to assume HOV percentages were unchanged from 
today. The commenter is correct that this procedure does not take into 
account any increased HOV use due to the HOV lane. However, increased 
HOV usage would improve the operation of the project and lessen the 
environmental effects, so this approach was conservative. 

Response to Comment LC11-56 

The commenter is correct that there were typographic errors in Table 3.1-
15 in the DEIR/S. The table has been corrected in this FEIR/S. The 
corrected table is shown below.  

Table 3.1-15 Projected Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide  
(in thousands of miles), Year 2030 

Project Area 
Marin County and  
Sonoma County 

Alternatives A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

No Build 5,312 6,358 16,614 20,133 

Build Alternatives 5,318 6,367 16,625 20,154 

Difference 6 9 11 21 

Percent Increase 0.11% 0.14% 0.07% 0.10% 

 

Please also refer to the Master Response on Induced Travel and the Master 
Response on the Smart Mobility Report. 
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Response to Comment LC11-57 

The methodology for the operational analysis is described in the US 101 
MSN Widening Project Traffic Operational Analysis Report (February 
2005). No traffic volumes are disclosed. Reduced delay is more 
meaningful than gross traffic volumes because it is correlated with 
congestion, and also defines the need for the project.  

Response to Comment LC11-58 

Our analysis is based on the projected traffic volumes.  

The travel demand model used for this project shows increased “reverse 
commute” traffic for the year 2020. A number of factors account for this. 
Employment opportunities north of the project area are projected to 
expand, causing more people to commute in the off-peak direction. Also, 
increased population north of the project may be making more evening 
southbound shopping and social recreational trips. Both in the Bay Area 
and nationwide this is a common phenomenon, with the off-peak commute 
traffic increasing faster than the peak direction traffic causing the peak and 
off-peak traffic level to grow far closer and even sometimes reverse. The 
prior Sonoma County model also shows this occurring on this section of 
US 101, although we are not aware of any operational analysis based upon 
the output of this model showing what bottlenecks would emerge. 

The 2010 forecast also shows this trend, while presently the resulting off-
peak direction bottleneck may not be occurring. To prepare the 2010 
forecasts, the year 1999 and year 2020 trip tables were interpolated. It is 
probable that although the 2020 land use projections are realistic the 
movement between 2000 and 2020 conditions has not been linear, so that 
linear interpolation between the two has forecast too much off-peak traffic 
in 2010. 
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Response to Comment LC11-59 

It is true that HOV lanes should operate near free-flowing or free-flowing. 
However, in our study, HOV lane delays also include delays in mixed-
flow lanes if there is no HOV lane in place. For the No Build alternatives, 
delays between SR 37 and Old Redwood Highway in 2010 and between 
SR 37 and East Washington interchange in 2030 are included in the HOV 
lane delays in Tables 3.1-12 and 3-1-13 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. For 
the Build alternatives, delays between E. Washington interchange and Old 
Redwood Highway are included in the tables. 

Response to Comment LC11-60 

Traffic volumes are included in the US 101 MSN Widening Project Traffic 
Operational Analysis Report (February 2005). In our study, HOV lane 
delays also include delays in mixed-flow lanes if there is no HOV lane in 
place. 

Response to Comment LC11-61 

There is no queue indicated at the segment north of the Atherton 
interchange in the Build Alternatives because the additional HOV lanes in 
the Build alternatives in the PM peak hour would increase overall 
capacities north of the Atherton interchange, and two-lane mixed flow 
lanes in a three-lane freeway segment would have higher capacities than a 
two-lane roadway segment alone. Figures 3.1-10 through 3.1-14 in 
Volume 1 of the FEIR/S have been revised to clarify this information. 
Corrections to the figures included removal of the diamond symbols in the 
reversible HOV segment for Figures 3.11-12 and 3.11-13, since this lane 
would only be available in one direction, southbound in the AM and 
northbound in the PM. The “Note” next to the legend for these figures has 
also been corrected to reflect this information. 

Response to Comment LC11-62 

Caltrans agrees with this comment. Figure 3.1-14 has been revised to show 
the location of the current bottleneck. 

Response to Comment LC11-63 

The bottleneck north of Nave Drive would constrain traffic entering the 
proposed project area. The 3,945 PM mixed-flow trips at the segment 
north of the Atherton interchange would be constrained to 3,680 trips. Two 
mixed-flow lanes at this segment should have enough capacity to 
accommodate these peak hour trips. 
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Response to Comment LC11-64 

The bottleneck is disclosed in the DEIR/S and Volume 1 of this FEIR/S in 
Section 3.1.9 and in Figure 3.1-14. It would appear that there is a causal 
connection between the bottleneck that the MSN Project is alleviating and 
the latent bottleneck south of Miller Creek. Unfortunately, there are no 
projects on the horizon to address this queue, and extending the MSN 
Project limits south to encompass this area would not address this 
congestion because no delay for HOV users is projected in 2030.  

The commenter seems to be saying that the mere failure to recognize the 
impact renders it a significant unavoidable impact. However, “significant 
unavoidable impacts” describes impacts that would be significant but 
cannot be mitigated to less than significant. 

Chapter 4 in Volume 1 of the FEIR/S identifies this bottleneck as a less 
than significant impact because the MSN Project would substantially 
reduce congestion and increase productivity in the study area from Old 
Redwood Highway to Miller Creek Road. 

Response to Comment LC11-65 

The impact issues raised in the commenter's 2001 scoping letter are 
addressed in the responses to Comments LC11-66 through LC11-68. 

Response to Comment LC11-66 

The existence of conflicting studies or inconsistent test results does not in 
itself render an agency's selection of alternatives and mitigation measures 
defective. Please also see the Master Response on Induced Travel. 

Response to Comment LC11-67 

Since construction activities would take place in non-peak hours and 
roadway capacities would be maintained at levels similar to existing 
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conditions through construction staging, construction related delays would 
be minimized. 

Response to Comment LC11-68 

Cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 5 of the DEIR/S and FEIR/S. 
See also the Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality.  

The 2030 forecasts and operational analysis are credible and should reflect 
the conditions then. Although conditions will not be congestion-free, the 
highway operations will be better if the HOV lanes are built. Similarly, 
traffic levels may continue to increase after 2030, but congestion will still 
be reduced by the HOV lanes. 
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Response to Comment LC11-69 

See responses to Comments I50-4 and I50-5 regarding the expected 
impacts of the proposed interchanges in Segment B. 

Response to Comment LC11-70 

The discussion provides a relative comparison of the access options and 
not a value-laden alternative. On balance, Caltrans and FHWA have 
identified Access Option 12b as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment LC11-71 

Due to the loss of direct access from the expressway to freeway upgrade, 
Caltrans must replace access to US 101. The alternatives analysis took the 
low density land uses into consideration, on balance with the 
environmental impacts and access issues. 

Response to Comment LC11-72 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable 
while still meeting the project's need and purpose. An alternative featuring 
additional design exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not 
meet the project's need and purpose. 

Response to Comment LC11-73 

Buying up adjacent land is one way of restricting growth, but current land 
use controls have also prevented growth in these areas whose access would 
not change much over existing conditions. See responses to Comments 
I50-4 and I50-5 regarding the expected effect of the proposed interchanges 
in Segment B. Note that these areas currently have access via at-grade 
intersections with US 101.  
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Response to Comment LC11-74 

The text will be has been revised to include information on Marin County. 
Textual errors have been corrected where necessary. 

Response to Comment LC11-75 

For mobile sources of ozone precursors, there are no project level CEQA 
thresholds of significance that are applicable. Hence, ozone and ozone 
precursors are not analyzed for individual projects. If a project is 
consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), with conformity findings in federal non-
attainment areas (which includes the Bay Area), and with an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the RTP that considers regional air 
quality issues, it has no significant adverse impact in operation for ozone 
or its precursors, either by itself or cumulatively.  

To demonstrate conformity with the federal ozone and carbon monoxide 
(CO) standards, the Bay Area has to meet a motor vehicle emission 
"budget" test for ozone precursors, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and nitrogen oxides (NOX); and CO. A positive conformity finding means 
that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has 
demonstrated that the sum total of all calculated motor vehicle emissions 
contributed by all of the projects planned for the region (all projects in the 
RTP) is lower than the approved budgets.  

For the ozone precursor emissions VOC and NOX, the applicable motor 
vehicle emissions budget was developed for the 2006 attainment year as 
part of the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan and was subsequently approved 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 

The motor vehicle emissions of VOC and NOX in the Transportation 2030 
Plan (the Bay Area RTP) and 2005 Transportation Improvement 
Program/Amendment #05-05 are also lower than the applicable motor 
vehicle emission budgets which the USEPA has agreed will bring the Bay 
Area into compliance with the national 1-hour ozone standards. 

In addition to the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) has prepared the Bay Area 2005 Ozone 
Strategy in cooperation with the MTC and the Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG). The Ozone Strategy is a roadmap showing how the 
San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the state one-hour 
air quality standard for ozone as expeditiously as practicable, and how the 
region will reduce transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring 
air basins. Because the project is included in the Transportation 2030 Plan, 
it is in conformance with the Bay Area Ozone Strategy. 
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Response to Comment LC11-76 

See the Master Response for Induced Travel. 

As you can see in Table 3.1-15 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S (reprinted 
below), the VMT in the project area and county-wide are not projected to 
significantly increase because of this project. 

Table 3.1-15 Projected Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide  
(in thousands of miles), Year 2030 

Project Area 
Marin County and  
Sonoma County 

Alternatives A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

No Build 5,312 6,358 16,614 20,133 

Build Alternatives 5,318 6,367 16,625 20,154 

Difference 6 9 11 21 

Percent Increase 0.11% 0.14% 0.07% 0.10% 

 

Response to Comment LC11-77 

According to the FHWA guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxics 
(<http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/020306guidmem.htm>), 
projects must meet certain criteria to be considered “projects with higher 
potential MSAT effects,” which would require a quantitative analysis of 
MSAT emissions. To be considered a “project with higher potential 
MSAT effects,” a project must: 

• Create or significantly alter a major intermodal freight facility 
that has the potential to concentrate high levels of diesel 
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particulate matter in a single location; or  

• Create new or add significant capacity to urban highways such as 
interstates, urban arterials, or urban collector-distributor routes 
with traffic volumes where the AADT is projected to be in the 
range of 140,000 to 150,000, or greater, by the design year;  

And also: 

• Be proposed to be located in proximity to populated areas or in 
rural areas, in proximity to concentrations of vulnerable 
populations (i.e., schools, nursing homes, hospitals).  

Projects that do not meet these criteria are defined as “projects of low 
potential MSAT effects” or “projects with no meaningful potential MSAT 
effects.” Furthermore, this project cannot be considered a “project with no 
meaningful potential MSAT effects” because it does not meet the 
following criteria: 

• Projects qualifying as a categorical exclusion under 23 CFR 
771.117(c);  

• Projects exempt under the Clean Air Act conformity rule under 40 
CFR 93.126; or  

• Other projects with no meaningful impacts on traffic volumes or 
vehicle mix  

From Caltrans' traffic forecast and traffic analysis, the maximum AADT in 
the section from the US 101/SR 37 Interchange to the Rowland Road 
Interchange, the segment within the project boundaries with the highest 
24-hour volume, would be 128,300 for the No Build Alternative and 
136,200 for the Fixed HOV Lane Alternative. Therefore, under the FHWA 
guidance the project is defined as a “project of low potential MSAT 
effects,” and a qualitative analysis is required for this project. This is the 
type of analysis that was done for this project. The validity of the predicted 
volumes that TRANSDEF has provided has been addressed in the other 
responses within this document, and using them as a basis for compliance 
with federal guidelines is not appropriate. 

 

Response to Comment LC11-78 

Caltrans is required to comply with all air quality regulations that are 
applicable to its construction projects. Any measures beyond those 
required by the regulations cannot be committed to. 

Response to Comment LC11-79 

The State is in non-attainment for the federal and state ozone standards and 
is in non-attainment for state PM10 (fine particulate matter less than 10 
microns in diameter) and unclassified for the federal PM10 standard. The 
California Clean Air Act (CCAA) must be addressed in CEQA documents 
for transportation projects. Although state air standards for some pollutants 
are more stringent than federal standards, currently there is no conformity 
process under the state law. Until such time that the State codifies its own 
conformity process, the State will apply the federal standards only. Any 
project of this size will cause an increase in pollutants; however, the 
increases from this project have been accounted for in the emissions 
budgets approved through the federal conformity process. 

Response to Comment LC11-80 

Please see the Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality.  
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Response to Comment LC11-81 

Please refer to the Master Response for Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

It is impossible to accurately break down VMT into "5 mph buckets." 
Indeed speeds will vary on a day-to-day basis both because of different 
traffic levels and operational conditions. Please see the Master Responses 
for Induced Travel and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As was discussed in 
the Master Response on Induced Travel, although all of the induced 
demand factors have not been accounted for in the traffic forecast, the 
resulting discrepancy should be small. The subject of induced growth has 
been covered in Section 3.1.4 of the DEIR/S and in Volume 1 of this 
FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LC11-82 

Please refer to the Master Response for Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

It is impossible to accurately break down VMT into “5 mph buckets.” 
Indeed speeds will vary on a day-to-day basis both because of different 
traffic levels and operational conditions. As was discussed in the Master 
Response for Induced Travel, although all of the induced demand factors 
have not been accounted for in the traffic forecast, the resulting 
discrepancy should be small. The subject of induced growth has been 
covered in the growth inducement study.  

Response to Comment LC11-83 

Please see the Master Response on Cumulative Air Quality. The 
Cumulative Impact Assessment is discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of this 
FEIR/S. 

Region-wide VMTs have been calculated as follows: 

.____________________________________ 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-103 

Mrn/Son Narrow HOV Widening Project:
Vehicle Mile Travel (VMT) 

No Build Build No Build Build

Project Area 5,312,409 5,317,891 6,357,601 6,366,778
Marin & Sonoma    
County Wide 16,613,607 16,624,547 20,133,319 20,153,656

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

 
For the project area and county-wide VMTs, the change is less than 1% 
between the Build and No Build scenarios. This would not be considered 
significant. In regard to congestion vs. emissions analysis, all projects in a 
conforming Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation 
Improvement Program have been analyzed for total criteria pollutant (as 
defined by the Clean Air Act) emissions on a region-wide basis. This 
project is included in the latest Regional Transportation Plan (the 
Transportation 2030 Plan) and latest Transportation Improvement Program 
(the 2007 TIP). The Transportation 2030 Plan was adopted by MTC on 
February 23, 2005 and the 2007 TIP was adopted by the MTC on July 26, 
2006. The FHWA made its conformity determination for the 
Transportation 2030 Plan and the 2007 TIP in October 2006. 
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Response to Comment LC11-84 

Vehicles will reach their optimum fuel efficiencies at different speeds, but 
in general, fuel economy increases up to 60 mph then drops off. In the 
most congested hours of the day, in the commute direction (i.e., 
southbound in the morning, northbound in the evening), the average 
vehicle speeds in the design year will be well below 60 mph, and will 
increase due to the project. We estimate the average vehicle speeds will 
increase from 41 mph to 51 mph in the morning commute, and the average 
speeds will increase from 38 mph to 45 mph in the evening commute. 
Since these speeds are lower than 60 mph there will be an increase in fuel 
economy overall for the vehicle fleet. It is true that there may be vehicles 
traveling above 60 mph in the non-commute direction; however, these 
would be free-flow conditions, and there is no way of slowing these 
drivers down without strict enforcement. The loss in fuel efficiency for 
these vehicles in the non-commute direction is far outweighed by the 
increases for the majority of vehicles traveling in the commute direction. 

Response to Comment LC11-85 

A measure of the amount of congestion is the predicted average vehicle 
speeds on the mainline freeway within the project limits. Higher average 
vehicle speeds indicate less congestion and greater fuel efficiency. Under 
the fixed HOV lane alternative, average vehicle speeds are predicted to 
increase. We estimate the average vehicle speeds will increase from 41 
mph to 51 mph in the morning commute, and the average speeds will 
increase from 38 mph to 45 mph in the evening commute. As described in 
the response to Comment LC11-84 above, fuel efficiency will decrease 
after 60 mph, but for the commute directions (southbound in the morning, 
northbound in the evening), which represent the majority of vehicles, 
average speeds will stay below 60 mph and fuel economy will increase. 
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Response to Comment LC11-86 

Thank you for your comments. This conclusion paragraph summarizes the 
comments previously stated in greater detail in the main body of this letter, 
to which we have responded above; please refer to the preceding responses 
in this letter for our detailed responses to TRANSDEF's comments. 
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Response to Comment LC11-87 

Thank you for your identification of these errors in the DEIR/S. Individual 
responses to each particular item are presented below. 

• 1-10: The commenter is correct; this has been corrected in Volume 1 
of this FEIR/S. 

• 2-19: The figure has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

• 2-36: This typo has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

• 3.1-12: This typo has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

• 3.1-71, Rohnert Park Expressway: “Santa Rosa” has been changed to 
“Rohnert Park.” 

• 3.1-71, Figure 3.1-10 references: This has been corrected in the 
FEIR/S. 

• 3.1-73 - 76: The queue is not depicted as starting right at the 
interchange screen line because that bottleneck occurs after the on-
ramp, which is downstream of the screen line. 

• 3.1-77: Our study area is from south of Miller Creek Road to north of 
Old Redwood Highway. The No Build alternatives assume that 
existing HOV lanes are in place south of Route 37 in 2010 and 2030, 
and HOV lanes would be in place north of Old Redwood Highway in 
2030. HOV traffic will bypass congestion area if there is an HOV 
operating; consequently, HOV lane traffic would experience less delay 
than mixed flow lane traffic. 

• 3.1-80: This typo has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

• 3.1-94: This typo has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 
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• 3.1-100: The commenter is correct; the photos have been swapped in 
the FEIR/S. 

• 3.2-68: The table has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

• 3.2-69, Footnote 4: The footnote has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

• 3.2-69, Footnote 10: The footnote has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

• 3.2-74: These typos have been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment LC11-88 

The percentages refer to average vehicle speeds. For the Fixed HOV Lane 
Alternative the average vehicle speeds at the worst bottlenecks in the 
southbound direction will improve from as low as 9 mph to the posted 
speed limit (65 mph) from the Build to the No Build condition during peak 
hours (Traffic Operational Analysis Report, Route 101 Marin-Sonoma 
Narrows Widening Project, Caltrans Office of Highway Operations, 
February 2005). The sentence in question has been clarified in Section 
3.2.8 of Volume 1 of the FEIR/S; however, the findings are unchanged. 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-108 

Letter - LC11 

Page 28 

 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-109 

Letter - LC11 

Page 29 

 

Response to Comment LC11-89 

Please see the Master Responses for Induced Travel and the Smart 
Mobility Report.  

The commenter does not state the basis for the 100,000,000 vehicles mile 
per year estimate for increase in VMT so it is not possible to remark upon 
the methods used to reach it nor comment on whether it is a reasonable 
estimate. The travel demand model used for this project is a peak hour 
model only and cannot estimate on the VMT. However, it is it is worth 
mentioning that this model showed a 0.10% to 0.14% increase in peak 
hour VMT in the project area caused by the construction of this project. 
The percent increase in peak hour traffic should be greater than the percent 
increase over 24 hours. During the peak hour, decreased congestion will 
make travel on US 101 quicker and therefore increase the number of 
travelers using it. However, during non-congested off-peak period the 
travel times will change little, so increased travel on US 101 would not be 
expected. In fact, the off-peak travel might decrease because travelers have 
shifted their travel times to the peak period because of reduced congestion. 
The most important result from the modeling is that the change is small 
and is well within the margin of error for the transportation demand model, 
so that a significant increase should not be expected. 

Response to Comment LC11-90 

Please see the Master Responses on Induced Travel and the Smart 
Mobility Report. 

Projected VMT for the MSN Project is shown in Table 3.1-15 in Volume 1 
of this FEIR/S (which is also reprinted in the response to Comment LC11-
76 above). The Project Area columns cover US 101 and nearby road and 
streets while the Marin County and Sonoma County Columns cover Marin 
and Sonoma Counties. 
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The growth analysis evaluated the effects on growth of relative change in 
accessibility to jobs compared with land use plans. The overall conclusion 
is that the proposed highway improvement is a minor factor in the 
accepted plans for area growth. See response to Comment LC11-92 
regarding the effect of travel time changes. The growth study looked at the 
susceptibility of specific neighborhoods to have induced residential growth 
as a result of the proposed project and found a very minor influence. On 
the other hand, Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) Projections 
2005 show that Novato and San Rafael, the two largest cities in Marin 
County, together plan to add almost 26,000 jobs between 2000 and 2030 
while adding about 9,800 households. Given that most of Marin County's 
growth capacity is in these two communities, the current plan would 
import jobs from other counties. It appears that land use planning, not the 
provision of HOV lanes, is the major factor in the commuting trends. 
Please also see the response to Comment LC11-27 regarding transit. 
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Response to Comment LC11-91 

Please refer to the Master Response for Induced Travel.  
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Response to Comment LC11-92 

The commenter is correct that, like most travel demand models in present 
use, this model uses a "four step" travel demand modeling approach, and 
the outline of the four step modeling approach is a good synopsis of this 
approach. However, the commenter is not correct that the best current 
modeling practice iterates on the trip distribution phase. 

The model used for this project, again like most models, iterates during the 
mode split and trip assignment phase. This allows it to take into account 
the travel mode and routes travelers use. 

This commenter states that the model used should iterate not only upon the 
mode split and trip assignment phase but upon the trip distribution phase 
as well. Theoretically, this would provide better results by allowing trip 
destinations to respond to congestion levels. However, this is not common 
practice because it has proven to be very difficult to produce a model that 
iterates upon the trip distribution stage, yet still can reproduce existing 
traffic flows when using current conditions. A model that cannot 
reproduce existing conditions cannot be relied upon to accurately predict 
future conditions. Therefore, standard modeling practice is to iterate only 
on the trip assignment and sometimes the mode split phase. 

It should also be noted that although the model does not iterate upon the 
trip assignment phase, it does assume that the highways will be 
experiencing congesting with the increased travel times that go with it 
during the assignment phase.  

Response to Comment LC11-93 

Please refer to the Master Response for Induced Travel and the response to 
Comment LC11-92 above. 

The trip tables used were traveler trip tables, not vehicle trip tables, so as 
was explained in the response to Comment LC11-92, the model iterates in 
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the mode choice and trip assignment steps so both mode chosen and route 
taken could change in response to changing conditions. 

Response to Comment LC11-94 

See Master Response on “Induced Travel Demand” 
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Response to Comment LC11-95 

Comment regarding title is correct; “(per 1,000 miles)” should have been 
written as “(thousands of miles)” because these are the units used in the 
table. The table also contained other errors, which have all been corrected 
in the FEIR/S (see the next response below).  

See the Master Response for Induced Travel. 

The commenter asserts that the only factor that may cause induced traffic 
that was taken into account when forecasting project traffic is Route 
Choice. This is not true; the traffic forecast model also took into account 
mode choice. The forecast did not take into account land use changes, 
additional trips or destination changes. As was outlined in the Master 
Response for Induced Travel, the importance of these factors has been the 
subject of much research and considerable controversy. However, much 
recent research affirms that the effect of these factors is relatively small. 
The effect of land use changes is likely to be especially low for the already 
developed and heavily regulated project area. Zoning and other land use 
regulation is likely to be a far bigger factor in development patterns than a 
change in accessibility brought about by an additional HOV lane. 

The commenter then presents research stating that route choice is only 
responsible for 1/5 to 1/3 of induced traffic. This is only one researcher's 
opinion of typical values, and is not specifically applicable to this project. 
Also, it does not take into account that mode split was also covered by the 
forecasts. However, even if this assertion is true, induced traffic would 
increase the total VMT for the Marin-Sonoma County area by, at most, 
0.35% in the morning peak period and 0.50% during the afternoon peak 
period, a small percentage. In addition, the 24-hour percentage increase 
will be smaller. During the peak hour, drivers may be making considerable 
changes to their behavior to avoid congestion. Relieving this congestion 
may cause their behavior to revert to what it would have been without the 
congestion. However, during the non-congested off-peak period, US 101 



3.5 Comments and Responses for Local Community/Business Groups 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.5-115 

would not be congested and drivers would not need to change their 
behavior. The addition of extra HOV lanes will not have a large effect on 
the highway's operation and should not affect driver behavior. Induced 
traffic should be very small or non-existent in the off-peak hours. 

Response to Comment LC11-96 

The commenter is correct; the actual projected VMT numbers for Marin 
and Sonoma Counties were far higher than the incorrect numbers shown in 
those columns in the table in the DEIR/S. The correct values are shown 
below. Table 3.1-15 has been corrected in the FEIR/S. 

Table 3.1-15 Projected Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide  
(in thousands of miles), Year 2030 

Project Area 
Marin County and  
Sonoma County 

Alternatives A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

No Build 5,312 6,358 16,614 20,133 

Build Alternatives 5,318 6,367 16,625 20,154 

Difference 6 9 11 21 

Percent Increase 0.11% 0.14% 0.07% 0.10% 

 

Response to Comment LC11-97 

See the response to Comment LC11-96 above for the corrected projected 
VMT values. The actual Percent Increase projected as a result of the 
project are 0.07% for AM Peak and 0.10% for PM Peak, both of which are 
very small percentages of the total VMT. 
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Response to Comment LC11-98 

See Master Response on “Induced Travel Demand” 

Response to Comment LC11-99 

See the Master Response for Induced Travel; also see the corrected Table 
3.1-15, Projected Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled Countywide, Year 
2030, in the response to Comment LC11-96 above. 

The commenter is using the concept of “price elasticity” to estimate the 
VMT added by this project. In economics, the price elasticity of a good is 
given by the following equation: 

Price Elasticity = % change in quantity demanded for a good /  

% change in price for a good 

If a good has a high elasticity, a small decrease in the price will cause a 
large increase in the demand. Conversely, if a good has a low elasticity, a 
large decrease in price will cause only a small increase in demand. 

The relationship the commenter is using can be represented by the 
following formula: 

Elasticity = % change in travel / % change in highway capacity 

This is a flawed relationship. The numerator, percent change in VMT, does 
represent a change in the demand for travel. However, the denominator, 
percent change in highway capacity, does not represent a change in price. 
The largest part of the price paid by drivers on a congested highway is the 
time it takes them to reach their destination. While this is related to the 
percent change in highway capacity, it is not a direct relationship and there 
is no reason to expect that drivers will change their behavior solely 
because of added capacity. Drivers will respond to changes in delay time. 
The price they pay in time will vary throughout the day, being highest 
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during peak periods and lowest during uncongested periods. When the 
highway is not congested, the additional capacity should have no effect on 
the traveler's demand. The theoretically correct formula for elasticity 
would be: 

Elasticity = % change in travel / % change in travel time 

While this formula is theoretically valid, it is difficult to apply because 
travel times vary throughout the day. 

Even if we accept the commenter's calculations, the added VMT arrived at 
are similar to those he computed using the previous method given in 
Comment LC11-95. As was demonstrated in the response to that comment, 
this would still be a small increase. 

Response to Comment LC11-100 

Commenter does not provide enough detail regarding how he arrived at his 
VMT estimates, so it is not possible to comment meaningfully on them. 
Our VMT estimates are shown in the corrected Table 3.1-15 in Volume 1 
of this FEIR/S (reprinted in the response to Comment LC11-96 above). 

Response to Comment LC11-101 

See the Master Response on Induced Travel. 

Response to Comment LC11-102 

See the Master Response on Induced Travel. 

The commenter is correct that the construction of this project may increase 
the traffic on some roads connecting to US 101. However, the project will 
also allow US 101 to carry more travelers in the project area, which should 
reduce the traffic on many local roads paralleling US 101. In sum, the 
project should reduce the traffic on local streets and roads in the project 
area. 

Response to Comment LC11-103 

Please refer to Master Response on Smart Mobility Report. 
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Response to Comment LC11-104 

The bottlenecks and queues are depicted in Figures 3.1-11 to Figure 3.11-
14, which show smooth flow downstream of the bottlenecks and delays 
upstream of the bottlenecks. 

Response to Comment LC11-105 

Most results for traffic operations in the DEIR/S are based on the FREQ12 
outputs. Choosing another model may have different outputs and would 
require rewriting the traffic operational report. In general, extensive data 
collection and longer study times would be required to complete traffic 
studies by using a microsimulation model. 

Response to Comment LC11-106 

See the Master Response for Induced Travel. The “Hillside Strangler” 
story referenced concerns a case in Illinois where a highway bottleneck 
was cleared but another was a short distance downstream of the bottleneck 
that had been cleared remained. This is not the situation for this project. 
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Response to Comment LC11-107 

Please see the response to Comment LC11-90. 
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Response to Comment LC11-108 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 
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Letter: I1. 
Signatory: Ana Elvira Flores.  

 

Response to Comment I1-1 

Comments noted. The Preferred Alternative would benefit express bus 
services, like Golden Gate Transit, by making a proposed HOV lane available 
in each direction through Segment B. 
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Letter: I2. 
Signatory: Angela Garvin.  

 

Response to Comment I2-1 

The proposed Rainer Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments will be 
forwarded to the city of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 
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Letter: I3. 
Signatory: Mary Glardon.  

 

Response to Comment I3-1 

The Proposed Rainier Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the City of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 
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Letter: I4. 
Signatory: Melissa Abercrombie.  

 

Response to Comment I4-1 

The proposed Rainer Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the city of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 
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Letter: I5. 
Signatory: Rhonda Berberich.  

 

Response to Comment I5-1 

Due to variations in topography, traffic, and weather conditions, the 
instantaneous noise experienced by a given receiver can indeed be higher 
than the hourly averaged noise level that is used by Caltrans. Because 
instantaneous noise can vary so radically, it is impractical to use it as a 
standard for qualifying soundwalls. Caltrans uses an hourly averaged noise 
level (the total energy of the noise averaged over an hour's time) that 
conforms to the methodology approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration. It should be noted that the emphasis of the noise study is 
to try to find the areas with the highest predicted averaged noise levels 
under the worst traffic conditions in order to determine a noise impact 
under the federal regulations. Your area was found to have traffic noise 
impacts and a noise barrier (Soundwall No. 3) was found to be feasible. 
Soundwall No. 3 has been approved for construction; the determination of 
final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 
1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I6. 
Signatory: Rhonda Berberich.  

 

Response to Comment I6-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted and was considered in making our final 
decision. This soundwall has been approved for construction. The 
determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 
3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I6-2 

See the response to Comment I6-1 above. 
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Response to Comment I6-3 

It is true that a soundwall could reduce exposure of some residents to 
existing freeway headlight and sign glare. However, the existing night 
lighting from the freeway sign and car headlights would not be considered 
an impact of this specific project in this analysis. Justification for 
soundwall construction would be based upon the potential noise effects of 
the project only. 

Response to Comment I6-4 

Due to variations in topography, traffic, and weather conditions, the 
instantaneous noise experienced by a given receiver can indeed be higher 
than the hourly averaged noise level that is used by Caltrans. Because 
instantaneous noise can vary so radically, it is impractical to use it as a 
standard for qualifying soundwalls. Caltrans uses an hourly averaged noise 
level (the total energy of the noise averaged over an hour's time) that 
conforms to the methodology approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration. It should be noted that the emphasis of the noise study is 
to try to find the areas with the highest predicted averaged noise levels 
under the worst traffic conditions in order to determine a noise impact 
under the federal regulations. Your area was found to have traffic noise 
impacts and a noise barrier (Soundwall No. 3) was found to be feasible. 
Though only the residences which were predicted to get a minimum of 5 
dBA in noise reduction are defined as receiving a benefit under the 
Caltrans noise protocol, it is true that changes in the noise levels from the 
construction of this noise barrier will be noticeable to more residences than 
are noted in the noise study. As noted in the responses above, Soundwall 
No. 3 has been approved for construction. 
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Letter: I7. 
Signatory: Ruth and Norm Lynch.  

 

Response to Comment I7-1 

Your change of address is acknowledged, and your contact information 
has been updated in our mailing list. 
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Letter: I8. 
Signatory: Sean Buckley.  

 

Response to Comment I8-1 

This comment pertains to the proposed Rainier interchange, which is being 
studied under a different project and is not part of the Marin-Sonoma 
Narrows Project. Comment will be forwarded to the City of Petaluma, the 
lead agency on that project. 

Response to Comment I8-2 

Please see the response to Comment I8-1 above. 

 



3.6 Comments and Responses for Individuals (I) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.6-14 

Letter: I9. 
Signatory: Tim Hurley.  

 

Response to Comment I9-1 

The proposed Rainer Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the city of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 

 

 



3.6 Comments and Responses for Individuals (I) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.6-15 

Letter: I10. 
Signatory: Steven Seifert.  

 

Response to Comment I10-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted and was considered in making our final 
decision. Soundwall No. 3 has been approved for construction. The 
determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 
3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I10-2 

Adding carpool lanes would increase overall freeway mainline capacities. 
Since carpool lanes will take carpool vehicles away from mixed flow 
lanes, fewer vehicles will stay in mixed flow lanes; consequently, 
congestion will be reduced. 
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Letter: I11. 
Signatory: Residents of Arlington Drive.  

 

Response to Comment I11-1 

East Washington Street Interchange Area: Caltrans maintenance personnel 
have reported backyard flooding in at least some of the residences located 
in the southeast quadrant of the East Washington Street interchange. A 
field review of this area indicates a depressed area to the south and east of 
the northbound off-ramp where highway and adjacent property runoff may 
be trapped by the bordering residential development. It is recommended 
that a more thorough study of this area be undertaken to determine the 
probable extent and cause of flooding and how it can be eliminated. 
Reconstruction of the East Washington Street interchange is planned, 
either as part of this project or as an accelerated separate project. Measures 
should be included during redesign of the interchange to relieve any 
nuisance flooding resulting from freeway runoff by conveying the 
roadway drainage away from this area. The Washington Street Interchange 
is not mapped in the FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area, save Washington 
Creek, which will not be significantly impacted by the project. 

Response to Comment I11-2 

A soundwall with a safety barrier is proposed in the northbound direction 
between the SR 116/US 101 on-ramp and East Washington Interchange in 
order to help protect residential areas from traffic hazards. 
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Response to Comment I11-3 

Surface runoff water, such as stormwater, is known to carry vehicle-related 
contaminants, e.g., hydrocarbons, along roadway pavement in very low 
concentrations. The runoff water typically flows towards the roadway 
shoulders and is then channeled along asphalt curbs or dikes towards storm 
drain inlets. The underground drainage network delivers the water to 
discharge points that typically empty into surface water bodies, such as 
rivers, creeks, and the bay. Caltrans puts much effort into protecting 
waterbodies by implementing "Best Management Practices" that reduce 
erosion of the soil contacted by the drainage water and that filter and clean 
the water before it enters the drainage system. 

The older drainage system along the US 101 corridor contiguous to 
Arlington Drive in Petaluma is comprised of a channel set off to the side, 
parallel to and away from the paved traveled way, at a lower elevation so 
the water runs off the pavement and towards the channel. When the 
channel is not clogged with plant and tree debris, the water flows along 
the channel and drains into either of the creeks located to the north and 
south of Arlington Drive. Runoff water that drains from the roadway's 
pavement surface and contacts soil begins to percolate into the soil 
alongside the roadway under the influence of gravity. The soil through 
which the water drains usually serves effectively in filtering the water of 
the particulates it carries; these particulates can include relatively large 
things such as grains of soil and relatively small things like metal (e.g., 
copper and lead) and hydrocarbon molecules. The portion of the runoff 
water that flows along the ground surface is also filtered of particulates as 
it slowly moves through the surface soil and organic matter. This kind of 
filtering process is the reason that soil-contamination investigations along 
roadways find the highest concentrations immediately next to the 
pavement edge and demonstrate a rapid decrease in contaminant 
concentrations as the distance from the pavement edge increases. 
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It is due to this very limited spreading of contaminants within roadway 
corridors that elevated concentrations in the backyard soils of Arlington 
Drive are most unlikely. The soil and water sampling that will be planned 
and executed for the Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project, including the East 
Washington Avenue interchange component, will examine the 
contaminant locations and their concentration trends, both as a function of 
depth and lateral spread. These studies in all probability will show that the 
demonstrable impact of vehicle-related contaminants has dropped off 
significantly before leaving the US 101 right-of-way. If the results from 
the soil and groundwater studies show that the contamination impacts 
might extend beyond the state's right-of-way, and possibly into the 
backyards of Arlington Drive, the residents will be notified and further 
steps examined. 

Response to Comment I11-4 

A soundwall with a safety barrier is proposed in the northbound direction 
between the SR 116/US 101 on-ramp and East Washington Interchange in 
order to help protect residential areas from traffic hazards. 

Response to Comment I11-5 

The project has been determined to meet all of the requirements of the 
Clean Air Act. Air quality will not be impacted either locally or regionally. 

Response to Comment I11-6 

East Washington Street Interchange Area: Caltrans maintenance personnel 
have reported backyard flooding in at least some of the residences located 
in the southeast quadrant of the East Washington Street interchange. A 
field review of this area indicates a depressed area to the south and east of 
the northbound off ramp where highway and adjacent property runoff may 
be trapped by the bordering residential development. It is recommended 
that a more thorough study of this area be undertaken to determine the 
probable extent and cause of flooding and how it can be eliminated. 
Reconstruction of the East Washington Street interchange is planned, 
either as part of this project or as an accelerated separate project. Measures 
should be included during redesign of the interchange to relieve any 
nuisance flooding resulting from freeway runoff by conveying the 

roadway drainage away from this area. The Washington Street interchange 
is not mapped in the FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area, save Washington 
Creek, which will not be significantly impacted by the project. 

Response to Comment I11-7 

Tree removal will be permitted under the California Department of Fish 
and Game agreement. Tree mitigation is discussed in Volume 1, Section 
3.3 of this FEIR/S. Please also see the mitigation monitoring and reporting 
plan in Appendix J in the Appendices volume. 

Response to Comment I11-8 

It is true that a soundwall could reduce exposure of some residents to 
existing freeway headlight and sign glare. However, the existing night 
lighting from the freeway sign and car headlights would not be considered 
an impact of this specific project in this analysis. Justification for 
soundwall construction would be based upon the potential noise effects of 
the project only. 

Response to Comment I11-9 

The comment is reference to Soundwall No. 8. Your input in support of 
this soundwall was taken into consideration in reaching a final decision. 
Soundwall No. 8 has been approved for construction. The determination of 
final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 
1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I11-10 

Although no meetings have been planned for the near future regarding 
noise abatement, your name will be placed on a mailing list for 
announcements of any future public meetings regarding the MSN Project. 
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Letter: I12. 
Signatory: Tinoco Family.  

 

Response to Comment I12-1 

A soundwall with a safety barrier is proposed in the northbound direction 
between the SR 116/US 101 on-ramp and East Washington Interchange in 
order to help protect residential areas from traffic hazards. 
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Letter: I13. 
Signatory: Brian Redroci.  

 

Response to Comment I13-1 

A feasible soundwall (Soundwall No. 3) has been determined for your 
area. Your input in support of this soundwall will be taken into 
consideration in the final decision. The determination of final 
reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I14. 
Signatory: Marla Fields.  

 

Response to Comment I14-1 

Please refer to the Master Response on Need and Purpose. Please also 
refer to Chapter 1 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I14-2 

Please refer to the Master Responses for Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Induced Travel, and Cumulative Air Quality. 

Response to Comment I14-3 

Roadways filling back up to capacity is not necessarily due to highway 
expansion; it may be caused by developments in the vicinity. Section 3.1.3 
of Volume 1 of the DEIR/S summarizes the result of a growth study that 
found that the MSN Project would not induce growth. 

The references the commenter provides are not complete; however, the 
comments are similar to others received on the document regarding 
alternatives analysis, induced travel, and addressing congestion with 
highway expansion. The Master Response on Range of Alternatives 
(Section 2.5 in this Volume) and Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered and 
Withdrawn, of Volume 1 address your comments regarding consideration 
of transit alternatives. The Master Response on the Smart Mobility Report 
(Section 2.6 in this volume) and the Master Response on Induced Travel 
(Section 2.4) address your comments regarding highway expansion and 
congestion.  

Response to Comment I14-4 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment I14-5 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 
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Letter: I15. 
Signatory: Bill Kortum.  

 

Response to Comment I15-1 

The widths of the access roads conform to Caltrans Design Standards for 
lanes, shoulders and Class II bikeways. The project's growth study 
concluded that the MSN Project would not cause growth inducement. 
Please also see the response to Comment I50-4.  
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Response to Comment I15-2 

Striping is developed for safety and is governed by strict uniform federal 
and state rules and guidelines. Striping cannot be changed for visual or 
aesthetic reasons. 

Response to Comment I15-3 

Local road access standards are set by county agencies and provide county 
standard widths for vehicle access and contiguous bicycle passage. 

Response to Comment I15-4 

The design of access roads referred to in the comment, including standard 
lane widths, shoulders, and striping, is governed by strict uniform federal 
and state rules and guidelines. Although design exceptions are 
occasionally adopted in special instances, it is unlikely that exceptions to 
lane width or striping would be allowed in the case of the Narrows access 
roads for reasons of safety. Service roads will be hydro-seeded or 
landscaped as is appropriate to the local character of the specific area. 
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Response to Comment I15-5 

The design of access roads referred to in the comment, including standard 
lane widths, shoulders, and striping, is governed by strict uniform federal 
and state rules and guidelines. Although design exceptions are 
occasionally adopted in special instances, it is unlikely that exceptions to 
lane width or striping would be allowed in the case of the Narrows access 
roads for reasons of safety.  

Response to Comment I15-6 

The additional impervious service areas and other impacts and mitigation 
associated with the alternatives is discussed in Volume 1 of the FEIR/S, 
Section 3.2.2. 
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Response to Comment I15-7 

Caltrans has acknowledged that this is a moderate to adverse negative 
visual impact within the project limits. Mitigation measures are set forth in 
Section 3.1.11 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S.  

Response to Comment I15-8 

Striping is developed for safety and is governed by strict uniform federal 
and state rules and guidelines. Striping cannot be changed for visual or 
aesthetic reasons.  

Response to Comment I15-9 

The design of access roads referred to in the comment, including standard 
lane widths, shoulders, and striping, is governed by strict uniform federal 
and state rules and guidelines. Although design exceptions are 
occasionally adopted in special instances, it is unlikely that exceptions to 
lane width or striping would be allowed in the case of the Narrows access 
roads for reasons of safety.  
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Letter: I16. 
Signatory: Marge and Bob Schram.  

 

Response to Comment I16-1 

Caltrans follows the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 772) and the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol which defines the specific noise 
levels that must be predicted for an area before consideration of 
soundwalls. The predicted noise levels for your area were not high enough 
to qualify it for the consideration of soundwalls. No soundwalls or other 
noise abatement measures will be considered for this area. 

Installation of rubberized asphalt will be based on the maintenance and 
safety needs of the roadway surface, and cost. An analysis of the pavement 
condition will be done during design and rubberized asphalt will be 
included if it is deemed necessary. 

Response to Comment I16-2 

You have been added to the project mailing list, and you will receive a 
copy of the Notice of Availability (advertisement) for the FEIR/S along 
with a notification letter. 
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Letter: I17. 
Signatory: Carla OCodhain.  

 

Response to Comment I17-1 

Thank you for your comments. Caltrans and FHWA provided notification 
in La Voz, a English and Spanish language newspaper with circulation in 
the MSN Project area. A Spanish translator was provided at the meetings. 
Notices were sent to property owners adjacent to the project along US 101. 
You are welcome to contact Yolanda Rivas in the Office of Environmental 
Assessment at 510-622-1705 to obtain project updates in Spanish. 
Notification of future developments will also be produced in Spanish.  

Caltrans y FHWA dio noticia en La Voz, un diario en Ingles y Espanol con 
circulation en la area del proyecto. Un traductor tambien estuvo a la orden 
en las reuniones. Noticias del los reunions tambien fueron mandados a 
duenos de propriedad al par del proyecto a la ruta 101. Personas 
interesados estan disponibles a llamar a Yolanda Rivas en la officina del 
ambiento a 510-622-1705 para obtener informacion en el futuro. Noticias 
sobre desarollos del proyector tambien seran producidos en Espanol. 

See also the response to Comment I17-2 below. 

Response to Comment I17-2 

Caltrans applies the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 772) to all 
projects requiring a federal approval or federal action. 23 CFR 772 and the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol define specific noise levels that 
must be attained before consideration of soundwalls. The noise levels 
predicted for your area require consideration of noise abatement, though 
they are not high enough to warrant mandatory construction of abatement. 
Soundwall No. 5, which is the soundwall proposed for your area, has been 
determined to meet the criteria for noise abatement, and has been approved 
for construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed in 
the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Response to Comment I17-3 

The proposed project will help accommodate anticipated growth of traffic 
on US 101. The impacts on local circulation should be addressed by a local 
sponsor of proposed development in its environmental impact report. 
These reports are customarily reviewed by the local city and county 
government.  

Response to Comment I17-4 

The commenter's frustration with the City of Petaluma is acknowledged. 
While Caltrans cannot speak on behalf of the City of Petaluma, the 
proposed project will help accommodate anticipated growth of traffic on 
US 101. The impacts on local circulation by proposed development should 
be addressed by a local environmental impact report.  

Response to Comment I17-5 

The commenter's safety concerns regarding increased traffic on US 101 
are acknowledged. Although Caltrans is not in a position to respond to 
complaints about the City of Petaluma's planning, the proposed MSN 
Project is expected to enhance safety by standardizing shoulders and 
curves to improve highway operations on US 101 through the city of 
Petaluma.  

Response to Comment I17-6 

As noted above in the response to Comment I17-2, Soundwall No. 5 has 
been approved for construction in your area. The determination of final 
reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S. For information regarding the soundwalls discussed in this 
document you may contact the following individuals: 
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• Melanie Brent, Office Chief, Office of Environmental Analysis: 
 510-286-5231 

• Jit S. Pandher, Regional Project Manager, Marin County:  
510-286-6425 

• Glenn Kinoshita, Branch Chief-Air/Noise Studies, Office of 
Environmental Engineering: 510-286-5677 
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Letter: I18. 
Signatory: Dennis Coleman.  

 

Response to Comment I18-1 

The first phase of the project is planned for 2010. Other phases will be 
planned as funding becomes available. Please refer to the Summary in 
Volume 1 of this FEIR/S for a description of phase 1 and project funding. 

Response to Comment I18-2 

A soundwall for your area (Soundwall No. 3) has been determined to meet 
the criteria for consideration of noise abatement under the Code of Federal 
Regulations 23 CFR 772. Although the estimated construction cost of this 
soundwall has been determined to exceed the reasonable allowance, so that 
it has been defined as not cost-effective, Soundwall No. 3 has nonetheless 
been approved for construction. It should be noted that cost-effectiveness 
is only one factor in making a final decision on any soundwall. Whether a 
wall is cost-effective or not does not guarantee or preclude its inclusion in 
the project. Any other pertinent factors, including public input, must be 
taken into consideration. The determination of final reasonableness is 
discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I18-3 

The Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, which must be applied 
consistently to all projects requiring federal funds, defines the term 
“benefited residence” as a dwelling unit predicted to receive a noise 
reduction of at least 5 dBA from a proposed noise abatement measure. 
Only 9 houses in this area have at least a predicted 5 dBA noise reduction 
if a proposed wall is built, though it is understood that more houses will 
get some noise reduction.  
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Response to Comment I18-4 

FHWA and Caltrans made every effort to include on the project mailing 
list residents adjacent to US 101 who may be impacted by right-of-way or 
proposed soundwalls. Mailing lists completed from scoping meetings and 
Policy Advisory Group meetings have also been included in our notice of 
availability. You have been added to the project mailing list regarding 
future public meetings for this project. 

Response to Comment I18-5 

Our estimation is that the soundwall has the potential for reflected noise 
that may increase the existing noise by 0.5 dBA on the opposite side. Such 
an increase in noise is not discernible to the human ear. 
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Letter: I19. 
Signatory: Connie Ritchie. 

 

Response to Comment I19-1 

Through public meetings with Arlington Drive neighborhood residents, 
Caltrans is aware of the history of the request for sound barriers and safety 
barriers for the homes adjacent to US 101. 

The noise levels predicted for your area require consideration of noise 
abatement, and Caltrans has applied the Code of Federal Regulations 23 
CFR 772 to the areas that would be impacted by the MSN Project. 
Through its analysis, Caltrans has found that Soundwall No. 8, which 
parallels the Arlington Drive neighborhood, has been determined to meet 
the applicable federal criteria and will be constructed as part of the MSN 
Project.  

Furthermore, all of the soundwalls constructed as part of this project will 
be constructed upon safety barriers which will drastically reduce the 
possibility of errant vehicles entering adjacent properties. In addition, The 
discussion of which soundwalls have been approved is presented in the 
revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I19-2 

Your safety concerns regarding errant vehicles leaving the US 101 
roadway are acknowledged. As noted above, a soundwall has been 
approved for your area. 

Response to Comment I19-3 

Please see the response to Comment I19-1 above. 
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Response to Comment I19-4 

The contribution of noise from the on-ramp will be imperceptible because 
it will be masked by the main source of noise which is the freeway itself. 
Any noise emanating from the ramp or possibly bouncing off of the 
buildings on the other side will not be detectible. 

 

Response to Comment I19-5 

The highest noise levels come from the mainline freeway at full capacity 
and freeway speeds. The contribution of noise from vehicles starting from 
metering lights will be negligible and will only be masked by the much 
higher noise levels emanating from the freeway. 
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Response to Comment I19-6 

The precise impacts to trees in the northeast quadrant of the East 
Washington interchange are not known at this time due to currently 
proposed changes to the project description of the East Washington 
Interchange Improvements Project, under which these impacts would take 
place. However assuming, as this FEIR/S did, that those trees would be 
removed at some time in the future, viewers along Arlington Drive would 
nevertheless not be affected from their residences because views of that 
portion of the freeway would be largely obstructed by the 12-foot-tall 
soundwall proposed in the northwest quadrant of the interchange under the 
MSN Project, between the lots of Arlington Drive residents and the 
freeway. Vine planting on the residential as well as freeway side of the 
soundwalls is therefore called for to mitigate potential visual effects of 
those walls on adjoining residents. 
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Letter: I20. 
Signatory: Claire McCarthy.  

 

Response to Comment I20-1 

This comment pertains to the proposed Rainer Interchange/Cross-Town 
Connector, which is being studied under a different project and is not part 
of the MSN Project. Comments will be forwarded to the city of Petaluma, 
the lead agency on that project. 

The growth study summarized in Section 3.1.4, Growth, in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S found that the MSN build alternatives would increase growth 
pressures slightly in Petaluma. However, given the land use controls and 
the existing level of growth pressures, such slight increase in growth 
pressure was judged unlikely to have an important effect on actual 
residential growth. The Petaluma planning representative on the expert 
panel agreed with the conclusions of the study and saw the proposed 
project as an operational improvement rather than a major capacity 
improvement, adding that the land use controls and the politics that control 
land use will not change due to the proposed project. Consequently, the 
proposed MSN Project is not expected to have a material impact on 
development in the floodplain.  

Response to Comment I20-2 

The MSN Project will not impact Deer Creek. Caltrans will forward your 
comments to the City of Petaluma to ensure that your concerns are 
addressed as part of the Rainier Interchange project. 

Response to Comment I20-3 

The proposed Rainer Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the city of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 
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Letter: I21. 
Signatory: Dominga Lopez.  

 

Response to Comment I21-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted, and this soundwall has been approved for 
construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the 
revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I21-2 

As stated in the Bridge Widening subsection in Section 3.1.10.3, Impacts, 
of the DEIR/S (which is now Section 3.1.11.3 in Volume 1 of this revised 
FEIR/S), center widening of the Franklin Overhead bridge would reduce 
some of the daylight that currently illuminates the pedestrian passage 
under the bridge. Also, the Standard Highway Landscaping subsection in 
Section 3.1.11.4 states that lighting shall be provided beneath 
undercrossings to provide sufficient illumination for pedestrian and bicycle 
use. 
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Letter: I22. 
Signatory: Greg Abell.  

 

Response to Comment I22-1 

Your support of soundwall installation is acknowledged. Caltrans applies 
Code of Federal Regulations 23 CFR 772 to all projects requiring a federal 
approval or federal action. 23 CFR 772 and the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol define specific noise levels that must be attained before 
consideration of soundwalls. The determination of final reasonableness, 
which is the process for determining which soundwalls have been 
approved for construction for this project, is discussed in the revised 
Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

 



3.6 Comments and Responses for Individuals (I) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.6-54 

Letter: I23. 
Signatory: Chip Worthington.  

 

Response to Comment I23-1 

Regarding traffic projections used, please see the response to Comment 
SA2-1 in Section 3.2. 

The Graton Rancheria Casino was not originally included in the traffic 
projections for this project because when the projections were produced 
the Graton Rancheria Casino was only a conceptual proposal without the 
information needed for a traffic forecast. 

Based on the Casino's Draft EIR, the additional demand will total around 
18,000 vehicle trips per day When factoring in an additional 18,000 
vehicle trips, we have to take into account certain aspects of this additional 
traffic: 1) the vehicle trips are spread out over a 24-hour period with only a 
fraction traveling in one particular direction at any given time; 2) the 
casino peak hour occurs at a different time-usually later-than the commuter 
peak hour; and 3) the 18,000 additional vehicle trips will be spread out 
throughout the entire casino study area, not just specifically at the project 
site. 

The information from the casino project's Final Traffic Impact Study 
(dated Sept. 2007) indicates that the casino would generate a 10% increase 
in Average Daily Traffic (ADT) north of Old Redwood Highway 
intersection. Therefore, the additional 18,000 vehicle trips per day will not 
add an overwhelming amount of traffic to the project area, and the MSN 
Project would remain an effective way to relieve the congestion currently 
experienced at this location on US 101 even with the construction of the 
casino.  

Response to Comment I23-2 

See the response to Comment I23-1 above. 
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Letter: I24. 
Signatory: Lisa Pedrani.  

 

Response to Comment I24-1 

FHWA and Caltrans made every effort to include on the project mailing 
list residents adjacent to US 101 who may be impacted by right-of-way or 
proposed soundwalls. Mailing lists completed from scoping meetings and 
Policy Advisory Group meetings have also been included in our notice of 
availability. You have been added to the project mailing list regarding 
future public meetings for this project. 

 



3.6 Comments and Responses for Individuals (I) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.6-57 

Letter: I25. 
Signatory: Eleanor Sluis.  

 

Response to Comment I25-1 

Your preference for Access Option 12b is noted. This option has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative, as discussed in Volume 1, Section 
2.4 of this FEIR/S. 

 



3.6 Comments and Responses for Individuals (I) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.6-58 

Letter: I26. 
Signatory: Frank Penry.  

 

Response to Comment I26-1 

Caltrans has been aware of public support for soundwalls in the city of 
Petaluma, particularly southeast and northwest of the East Washington 
Interchange, based upon scoping and community meetings with residents 
in those areas (see Table 6-1, MSN DEIR/S Public Outreach Coordination, 
in Volume 1). Based upon this background information as well as the 
information Caltrans has collected during the public comment period for 
this project, the soundwalls would be desirable to a number of residents 
adjacent to the project.  Caltrans has determined that all the proposed 
soundwalls in Petaluma are reasonable and feasible, except for Soundwall 
No. 7, whose construction was determined to not be the best use of public 
funds.  
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Letter: I27. 
Signatory: Eva Andrews.  

 

Response to Comment I27-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted, and this soundwall has been approved for 
construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the 
revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I28. 
Signatory: Heracleo Munoz.  

 

Response to Comment I28-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted, and this soundwall has been approved for 
construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the 
revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I29. 
Signatory: Ed and JoAnn Johnson.  

 

Response to Comment I29-1 

Your neighborhood representative had earlier received approval for 
placement of your soundwall on a priority list under the federally funded 
retrofit soundwall program (also known as the HB311 program). A large 
number of soundwalls were prioritized as part of the program though many 
were not built due to lack of funding. In the 1990s, the retrofit soundwall 
program was combined with the overall transportation budgets of the local 
congestion management agencies under California Senate Bill 45. The 
congestion management agencies were then given the responsibility of 
deciding if they would build the walls or not depending on their available 
funds and transportation needs.  

The soundwalls under consideration on this project are not part of that 
program but are considered abatement for traffic noise impacts of the 
project under federal regulations. In compliance with CEQA and NEPA, as 
part of the environmental process, all impacts will be disclosed and 
addressed. 

Response to Comment I29-2 

See the response to Comment I56-14 for discussion of localized flooding 
in the Petaluma urban area. 

Trees in the area may need to be removed to build the soundwall. 
However, water quality treatment (during construction and post-
construction) of pavement runoff will be considered to the maximum 
extent practicable through the implementation of design pollution 
prevention best management practices (BMPs), construction site BMPs, 
and permanent treatment BMPs. Please see response to Comment LJ2-10 
for additional information.  
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Letter: I30. 
Signatory: John Silvestrini.  

 

Response to Comment I30-1 

Your support for a bike path providing a safer route between Petaluma and 
Novato is acknowledged. 

Response to Comment I30-2 

Your preference for the longest Class I bike path is noted. Each access 
option is comprised of a combination of Class I and Class II paths. 

Response to Comment I30-3 

The bike path will alternate between the east and west sides of US 101 to 
provide accessibility to the Olompali SHP and the SMART corridor. 

Response to Comment I30-4 

Caltrans is designing the bike path according to design standards wherever 
feasible. The roadway and bike path typical cross-sections are presented in 
Figure 2-5 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I31. 
Signatory: Jonathan Kopp.  

 

Response to Comment I31-1 

The predicted noise levels for your area were not high enough to qualify it 
for the consideration of soundwalls under the federal criteria, which are 
applied to this project. No soundwalls or other noise abatement measures 
will be considered for this area. 
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Letter: I32. 
Signatory: Les Pierce.  

 

Response to Comment I32-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 5C. Your input in support 
of this soundwall has been noted. The determination of final 
reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S. 
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Response to Comment I32-2 

For your area, a 12-foot soundwall will be built as part of this project. 

The soundwall is described in Volume 1, Section 3.2.7.4 of this FEIR/S. In 
regard to the Petaluma Fairgrounds, the State does not have jurisdiction 
over areas not within its right-of-way and cannot make any commitments 
regarding the abatement of noise coming from them. 
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Letter: I33. 
Signatory: Linda and Hoot Smith.  

 

Response to Comment I33-1 

Kastania Road is an existing two lane road with non-standard shoulders. 
Under the Preferred Alternative, this road will be widened to provide two 
12-foot lanes and two 6-foot shoulders, for a Class II bike facility. It will 
extend from Gunn Lane to the South Petaluma Boulevard overcrossing to 
replace the direct access to US 101 that many property owners currently 
have. Information on the project will be updated and posted on the project 
website (www: dot.ca.gov/dist4/msn) along with Policy Advisory Group 
meeting notices.  

Response to Comment I33-2 

The proposed frontage road will fit within the 60 foot county right-of-way 
and additional right-of-way will not be required. Mainline at this location 
is proposed to be built to the east of the existing expressway and will not 
require additional right-of-way from parcel 019-330-005. The design is 
preliminary, existing right-of-way needs to be validated, and final design 
could require additional right-of-way needs. 
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Letter: I34. 
Signatory: Diane Reilly Torres.  

 

Response to Comment I34-1 

Caltrans and FHWA apologize for any confusion regarding the MSN 
Project boundaries. There is another HOV lane project from Old Redwood 
Highway to Rohnert Park Expressway (known as the Central Sonoma 
HOV Project) which is due to go to construction mid-2010 (see Table S-1 
in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). Although the stated MSN Project boundary 
is to just north of Corona Road Overcrossing, the study limits of the 
project extended to just south of Old Redwood Highway; and the MSN 
Project HOV lanes will conform to the lanes just to the north that will 
already have been constructed as part of the Central Sonoma project. 
Therefore, there will be no gap in the HOV system. 

Response to Comment I34-2 

The DEIR/S mentions the historical flooding problem in the City of 
Petaluma on page 3.2-10, lines 145-156. See the response to Comment 
I56-14 below for discussion of localized flooding in the Petaluma urban 
area. 

Response to Comment I34-3 

Historical records indicate that for the 17 miles of US 101, in general, the 
existing culverts and drainage systems function adequately for passage of 
both on-site and off-site flows. Exceptions to this general rule include the 
Petaluma urban area. The Petaluma River and most of the tributaries are 
included in FEMA's Special Flood Hazard Area detailed mapping. The 
culverts and drainage systems in this project were evaluated in accordance 
with Section 821.3 of the Highway Design Manual for 10-year and 100-
year watershed flows.  

Photo #54: Unknown photo location. 
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Photo # 56: Photo shows Petaluma River in the floodplain located 
southerly of US 101, near mainline station 2095 to 2098. There are no 
Caltrans cross culvert locations visible in this photo. The nearest drainage 
facility would be near the North Petaluma Overhead (shown in photo), 
where it is assumed there is a non-Caltrans culvert under the SMART line, 
which drains southerly to the Petaluma River. 

Photos #57 & #58: Photos show Petaluma River in the floodplain and 
ditch that runs longitudinal to US 101. In this area, the tributary watershed 
flows are conveyed under US 101 by way of a system of 8'x3' Reinforced 
Concrete Boxes (RCBs). Hydraulic calculations indicated that this system 
met the criteria for culvert design in Section 821.3 of the Highway Design 
Manual. Work on the cross culverts includes extension of existing 
RCBs/culverts. 

Photos #60, #66, #68, and #71: Photos are similar to photos 57 and 58. In 
this area near Corona Road, the tributary watershed flows are conveyed 
under US 101 in drainage facilities that include a system of 8'x3' RCBs 
along with multiple other cross culverts. Hydraulic calculations indicated 
that this system met the criteria for culvert design in Section 821.3 of the 
Highway Design Manual. Work on the cross culverts includes extension of 
existing RCBs/culverts. 

Photo #63: Area is approximately 0.2 mile north of Corona Rd. Area 
shown is not within the project limits. 

Photo #64: The Redwood Highway north interchange is not within the 
project limits. 

Photos # 75 and #76: Photos show Petaluma River in the floodplain at the 
Lynch Creek confluence. There are no known flood conveyance design 
problems with the US 101 bridge at Lynch Creek. Higher water surface 
elevations in Lynch Creek can be a backwater influence from the Petaluma 
River. 
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Response to Comment I34-4 

At this phase, the Holm Road Ditch has not been specifically analyzed for 
conveyance performance. The double 10'x5' Reinforced Concrete Box near 
Sta 2115+15 was evaluated in accordance with Section 821.3 of the 
Highway Design Manual for 10-year and 100-year watershed flows. The 
double RCB is proposed to be extended for the addition of the HOV lane. 

Response to Comment I34-5 

Soundwalls need to extend beyond the residences at the end to provide 
adequate abatement for them. Installation of lights along the bike path 
under the Lynch Creek bridge as part of the proposed widening of the 
bridge would be paid for as part of the project. Future maintenance of the 
lights would be the responsibility of the City of Petaluma. 

Response to Comment I34-6 

Your opposition to deferred mitigation is noted. At the time that the 
mitigation measures were prepared, a Policy Advisory Group (PAG) 
existed that could serve as a venue for resolving issues and local 
preferences relating to details of project design. Since that time, however, 
the PAG was disbanded. In the absence of an inter-agency PAG, the best 
avenues for resident input into the detailed specification of mitigation 
measures after the present comment period are via local government 
representatives, including the Director of Public Works, City Council 
members, and other City staff. Caltrans can then incorporate input during 
the final project design phase. Please see the response to Comment I34-7 
for additional detail. 
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Response to Comment I34-7 

With respect to the specific mitigation measures referred to in comment 
I34-6, above, the measures were identified as the only available and 
feasible ones to address the impacts of concern. For example, Caltrans 
staff believe from experience on other projects that vine planting and 
appropriate architectural design enhancements can have a substantial effect 
in reducing the impact and improving the overall appearance of 
soundwalls. At earlier stages of project design, staff believed that it might 
be possible to retain existing trees or replace trees on the highway side of 
soundwalls. However, the physical feasibility of such measures is now in 
question. 

The desired long-term condition after mitigation is to reduce the degree of 
adverse effects on overall visual quality to the greatest extent feasible. As 
noted in the Visual Impacts Assessment (VIA), page 133, these measures 
would partially mitigate anticipated impacts, but a level of adverse impact 
would remain and be unavoidable.  

Caltrans staff are not aware of additional available options for reducing the 
impacts of tree removal and soundwall construction in these locations at 
this time. Highway plantings, including replacement tree and large shrub 
planting, are infeasible along proposed soundwalls in Petaluma because of 
the lack of available adjacent right-of-way; the proposed widening requires 
all remaining land up to the property lines of adjoining residences. In 
addition, substantial opposition to replacement tree planting was received 
by Caltrans from neighboring residents, many of whom view the existing 
trees as a nuisance. In any event, tree replacement would be infeasible in 
terms of accomplishing the stated purpose and need of the project in these 
locations (i.e., highway widening to accommodate additional lanes). 
Caltrans does believe from prior experience that extensive vine planting on 
soundwalls can dramatically reduce the decline in visual quality caused by 
them, in a relatively short period of time. 
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Caltrans is committed and indeed legally obligated to apply the mitigation 
measures called for in the FEIR/S and VIA. Caltrans is ultimately 
responsible for implementation of the mitigation measures called for in the 
environmental document. Monitoring and input on mitigation by other 
sources, including the public, are also possible via local representatives. 

Mitigation measures must be implemented as described in the FEIR/S and 
VIA. For example, in the case of mitigation of soundwalls, the intent is to 
plant the entire wall with vines. As described in the VIA, Mitigation 
Measures for Tree/Vegetation Removal, p. 144: 

'Replacement landscaping shall be funded through the parent 
roadway contract, programmed and completed as a separate 
contract within two years of completion of all roadwork.' 

Any input into architectural design of soundwalls or other structures must 
take place early in the final project design phase, in order to be 
incorporated in final project engineering. Therefore, timely local 
involvement through local officials would be helpful for input to be 
incorporated into the project.  

Proposed vine planting and architectural design measures for soundwalls 
proposed under the MSN Project are technically and economically 
feasible. Caltrans staff are not currently aware of any restricting legal 
factors that could prevent their implementation. 

Response to Comment I34-8 

Corona Road OC, Br. No. 20-0160 - This structure was retrofitted in 1996 
(Earthquake Retrofit Project No. 402). There is no structure work for this 
bridge in the HOV lane project. Therefore, no seismic analysis was 
performed for this structure in the Advance Planning Studies.  

Response to Comment I34-9 

The Proposed Rainier Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the Marin Sonoma Narrows 
project. Comments will be forwarded on to the City of Petaluma, the lead 
agency on that project. 
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Response to Comment I34-10 

The proposed Rainier Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the Marin-Sonoma Narrows 
Project. Comments will be forwarded on to the City of Petaluma, the lead 
agency on that project. 
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Letter: I35. 
Signatory: Diane Reilly Torres.  

 

Response to Comment I35-1 

The proposed Rainier Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the Marin-Sonoma Narrows 
Project. Comments will be forwarded on to the City of Petaluma, the lead 
agency on that project. 
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Letter: I36. 
Signatory: Diane Schaumleffel.  

 

Response to Comment I36-1 

The predicted noise levels for your area were not high enough to qualify it 
for the consideration of soundwalls under the federal criteria, which are 
applied to this project. No soundwalls or other noise abatement measures 
will be considered for this area. 

Installation of open-graded asphalt concrete (OGAC) will be based on the 
maintenance and safety needs of the roadway surface, and cost. An 
analysis of the pavement condition will be done during design and OGAC 
will be included if it is called for. 

Response to Comment I36-2 

The traffic noise studies were done in complete compliance with Code of 
Federal Regulations 23 CFR 772 and the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol. The predicted noise levels for your area were not high enough to 
qualify it for the consideration of soundwalls under the federal criteria, 
which are applied to this project. Measurement of existing noise levels 
would not change the results of the study because determination of noise 
impact is based on predicted noise levels, which are always higher than 
the measured existing levels. There is no compelling reason to extend the 
comment period to take further noise readings. 
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Letter: I37. 
Signatory: Diane Schaumleffel.  
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Response to Comment I37-1 

Your support for soundwalls in your area is noted. Caltrans staff did attend 
the Novato City Council meeting, and we are aware of the local residents' 
views regarding the traffic noise studies.  

Caltrans follows the Code of Federal Regulations 23 CFR 772 and the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol which defines the specific noise 
levels that must be predicted for an area before consideration of 
soundwalls. The predicted noise levels for your area were not high enough 
to qualify it for the consideration of soundwalls.  

As for the roadway material, installation of rubberized asphalt or OGAC 
will be based on the maintenance and safety needs of the roadway surface, 
and cost. An analysis of the pavement condition will be done during 
design and rubberized or open-graded asphalt will be included if it is 
appropriate. 

Response to Comment I37-2 

Caltrans and FHWA acknowledge and thank the commenter for the signed 
petition. Twenty-four-hour field measurements have been done for this 
study. The readings are used only to determine the worst hourly traffic 
noise. In order to determine qualifying soundwalls, Caltrans uses predicted 
levels for the finished project, which are higher than the existing noise 
levels. 

Response to Comment I37-3 

Your support for these Novato City Council recommendations is noted. 
The City of Novato input will be taken into consideration. 

Twenty-four-hour field measurements have been done for this study. As 
noted above in the response to Comment I37-2, the readings are used only 
to determine the worst hourly traffic noise. In order to determine 
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qualifying soundwalls, Caltrans uses predicted levels for the finished 
project, which are higher than the existing noise levels. Therefore, 
additional noise measurements would not change the conclusions of the 
noise study. 

As noted above in the response to Comment I37-1, the predicted noise 
levels for your area were not high enough to qualify for a soundwall. As 
for the other soundwalls that will be built as part of this project, the 
addition of SoundSorb® type material to the soundwalls would provide no 
benefit for the additional cost. The studies Caltrans has done indicate only 
a potential of a 2 dBA decrease in reflected noise from addition of 
SoundSorb to a soundwall. Changes of less than 3 dBA in traffic noise are 
imperceptible to the human ear. Hence, any changes due to the addition of 
SoundSorb would not be perceptible to residences of the affected 
neighborhoods, and would not justify the additional cost and ongoing 
maintenance. 

Regarding the roadway material, please see the response to Comment I37-
1 above. 

Response to Comment I37-4 

Thank you for your comments. Please see the above responses to 
Comments I37-2 and I37-3 regarding 24-hour field measurements and why 
additional noise studies are not necessary.  
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Response to Comment I37-5 

All traffic noise studies are public record, in full compliance with federal 
regulations, and are fully disclosed and addressed in compliance with 
CEQA and NEPA. A copy of the project traffic noise study will be sent to 
you. Although the specific times of day of the sound tests are not stated, 
the locations are provided and they are conducted at the peak hour of 
traffic. The methodology of the study complies with state and federal 
requirements. 

Response to Comment I37-6 

The area is predicted to receive an increase in noise of 1 dBA. Average 
noise levels after project completion are predicted to be 64 dBA, which is 
below the soundwall-qualifying criteria. 

Response to Comment I37-7 

It is customary for Caltrans to contact property owners for their permission 
to conduct tests and to inform them of their timing and duration 
beforehand. It is unknown at this time when the test results will be 
available, but your request has been noted and the results will be provided 
when available.  
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Response to Comment I37-8 

The predicted noise levels for your area were not high enough to qualify it 
for the consideration of soundwalls under the federal criteria, which are 
applied to this project. No soundwalls or other noise abatement measures 
will be considered for this area. 

Response to Comment I37-9 

Please see the response to Comment I37-6 above. 

Response to Comment I37-10 

The predicted noise levels for your area were not high enough to qualify it 
for the consideration of soundwalls under the federal criteria, which are 
applied to this project. No soundwalls or other noise abatement measures 
will be considered for this area. 

Response to Comment I37-11 

The addition of SoundSorb® type material to the soundwalls would 
provide no benefit for the additional cost. The studies we have done 
indicate only a potential of a 2 dBA decrease in reflected noise from 
addition of SoundSorb to a soundwall. Changes of less than 3 dBA in 
traffic noise are imperceptible to the human ear. Hence, any changes due 
to the addition of SoundSorb would not be perceptible to residences of the 
affected neighborhoods, and would not justify the additional cost and 
ongoing maintenance. 

Installation of rubberized asphalt or OGAC will be based on the 
maintenance and safety needs of the roadway surface, and cost. An 
analysis of the pavement condition will be done during design and 
rubberized or open-graded asphalt will be included if it is called for. 
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Response to Comment I37-12 

Title 23, Part 772 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 772), titled 
"Procedures for Abatement for Highway Traffic Noise and Construction 
Noise," outlines procedures for noise studies that are required for approval 
of federal-aid highway projects. The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) requires that state highway agencies prepare state-specific 
policies and procedures for applying 23 CFR 772. These policies have 
been defined in Caltrans' August 2006 Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (the 
Protocol), which documents the specific steps for the determination of 
traffic noise impacts and abatement. The Protocol applies to Caltrans and 
local agency projects that receive federal funding or require FHWA 
approval. 

Twenty-four-hour field measurements have been done for this study. The 
readings are used only to determine the worst hourly traffic noise. In order 
to determine qualifying soundwalls, in compliance with federal 
regulations, Caltrans uses predicted levels for the finished project, which 
are higher than the existing noise levels. Predicted noise levels for this 
neighborhood did not reach the qualifying criteria levels stated in the 
Protocol and 23 CFR 772. Additional noise measurements would not 
change the conclusions of the noise study. 

Response to Comment I37-13 

Soundwalls are considered where traffic noise impacts have been 
determined in compliance with federal regulations. All communities are 
treated equally under the regulations. 
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Response to Comment I37-14 

Noise abatement is only considered for the homes closest to the 
freeway because soundwalls are not effective for those further away. 

Regarding the request for SoundSorb walls and OGAC, please see 
the response to Comment I37-11 above. 
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Signatory: Edith Rivasplata.  
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Response to Comment I38-1 

Caltrans apologizes for the difficulty you experienced in trying to 
download the DEIR/S document files. Breaking the document into smaller 
files would still not ensure your ability to access them via a dial-up 
connection due to the figures and graphical elements in the document that 
tend to result in large file sizes. Members of the public are always 
welcome to request a hardcopy or a PDF version on CD. We will work 
toward trying to make this more clear in the future.  

You have been added to our mailing list and you will receive a CD of the 
final environmental document when it becomes available. 
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Letter: I39. 
Signatory: Edith Rivasplata.  

 

Response to Comment I39-1 

Please see the Master Responses on Range of Alternatives and Need and 
Purpose. 

 

Response to Comment I39-2 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment I39-3 

The alternatives evaluation process is fully disclosed in Appendix A of the 
DEIR/S and this FEIR/S.  

Response to Comment I39-4 

Please refer to the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 

Response to Comment I39-5 

Please see the Master Response on Range of Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment I39-6 

Please see the response to Comment I39-7 below. 

 

Response to Comment I39-7 

Caltrans' traffic analysis considers up to twenty years in the future. 
Caltrans will update the Project's traffic analysis in preparation for future 
phases of construction. 

See the Master Response on Induced Travel. 

This project will allow US 101 to carry more traffic. Even if in the future 
US 101 is over capacity, it will still serve the traveling public's needs 
better with the HOV lanes constructed by this project than without them. 
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Letter: I41. 
Signatory: George Bertram III.  
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Response to Comment I41-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 2. Your input stating your 
opposition to this soundwall was taken into consideration, but Soundwall 
No. 2 has been selected for inclusion in the MSN Project. The 
determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 
3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I41-2 

Soundwall No. 2 will be shortened so as not to cover the mobile home 
park on Armstrong Avenue, while providing some abatement for residents 
from 1512 Armstrong Avenue to the apartment complex at the corner of 
Cherry Street and Armstrong Avenue. The shortened wall length should 
reduce visual impact to this property's views. 
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Response to Comment I41-3 

Thank you for your comments. Your opposition to Caltrans easements on 
Armstrong Avenue has been noted. Caltrans and FHWA strive to avoid 
right-of-way conflicts in the planning and design of projects, and to 
minimize them where they cannot be avoided. Whether easements can be 
avoided or minimized for this project will be determined during the final 
design phase. 
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Letter: I42. 
Signatory: Janice Cader-Thompson.  

 

Response to Comment I42-1 

The proposed Rainier Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the Marin-Sonoma Narrows 
Project. Comments will be forwarded on to the City of Petaluma, the lead 
agency on that project. The MSN Project will not impact Deer Creek. 
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Response to Comment I42-2 

Regarding the Corona Overcrossing, a design exception has been approved 
for reduced shoulder width at the center column in the median; the column 
will be retrofitted with a barrier to protect the column and the traveling 
public. A seismic retrofit project was implemented in 1995 to the structure. 

Response to Comment I42-3 

The proposed Rainer Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the city of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 
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Letter: I43. 
Signatory: Janice Cader-Thompson.  

 

Response to Comment I43-1 

The East Washington Improvement Project was approved in March 2008. 
A Notice of Determination has been filed with the State Clearinghouse. 

Response to Comment I43-2 

Many of these individual comments are in such abbreviated form, it is 
difficult to discern their full intent and meaning. We will respond to them 
to the extent possible. This commenter also wrote the previous letter, 
Letter I42, in which her comments are presented in much greater clarity 
and detail; we hope that our responses to Letter I42 cover most if not all of 
her concerns regarding the MSN Project expressed in the present comment 
card. 

A number of the comments pertain to the Rainier project. The proposed 
Rainier Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied under a 
different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments will be 
forwarded to the City of Petaluma, the lead agency for that project. 

Response to Comment I43-3 

For a discussion of flooding of San Antonio Creek, see the response to 
Comment LC9-7 in Section 3.5. 

Response to Comment I43-4 

The MSN Project will not be impacting Deer Creek. Caltrans will forward 
your comments to the City of Petaluma to ensure that your concerns are 
addressed as part of the Rainier Interchange project. 
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Letter: I44. 
Signatory: Kevin and Kirsten Strain.  

 

Response to Comment I44-1 

The preliminary design of the proposed improvements near the Strain 
property has been modified in response to comments received. The 
proposed frontage road has been moved closer to the freeway lanes. Shore 
retaining walls may also be utilized to avoid impacts to the horse arena. 
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Letter: I45. 
Signatory: Marilee Montgomery.  

 

Response to Comment I45-1 

See the response to Comment LJ5-9 regarding the Graton Rancheria 
Casino. 

The River Rock Casino expansion and the Cloverdale Casino are newer 
proposals that are still in the preliminary stages, so it is premature to 
include them in our planning. In addition, since both of these proposed 
casino projects are a considerable distance from the project area, their 
impacts in the project area would be less than if they were nearer. Much of 
their generated traffic would either be dispersed onto other roads or would 
have reached its final destination before reaching the project area. 
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Letter: I46. 
Signatory: Marian Giddings.  

 

Response to Comment I46-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted, and this soundwall has been approved 
for construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed 
in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I47. 
Signatory: Residents of Stuart Drive.  

 

Response to Comment I47-1 

Caltrans will only consider new soundwalls on projects that will change 
the freeway in a major way. As part of this project a soundwall (Soundwall 
No. 5) was under consideration for your area; this soundwall has been 
approved for construction. The determination of final reasonableness is 
discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I48. 
Signatory: Marian Giddings.  

 

Response to Comment I48-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted, and this soundwall has been approved for 
construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the 
revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I49. 
Signatory: Neal Osborne.  

 

Response to Comment I49-1 

The Caltrans noise protocol requires that all known existing terrain 
features be taken into consideration in the prediction of future noise 
levels. The existing wall provides some abatement, so the measured noise 
level is 63 dBA, which is well below the criterion of 67 dBA. Therefore, 
no new soundwalls have been proposed for this area. 
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Letter: I50. 
Signatory: Frank Egger.  

 

Response to Comment I50-1 

An alternative incorporating a moveable barrier system was considered 
early in the development of project alternatives but was rejected due to the 
cost for installation and operation of the system.  

Response to Comment I50-2 

FHWA/Caltrans have decided the reversible HOV lane is not a preferred 
alternative. The Preferred Alternative, Fixed HOV Access Option 12b, will 
provide access to the HOV lanes during non-peak hours. 

Response to Comment I50-3 

Access Option 12b has been identified as the Preferred Option to reduce 
the potentially significant visual impacts within Segment B, which 
excludes an interchange at San Antonio Road.  

Response to Comment I50-4 

The proposed interchanges would replace and consolidate existing 
intersections of local roads with US 101 in Segment B and would not 
create new access. If access were the prime criterion for growth 
inducement, Marin County would have long-standing problems with 
growth inducement in this corridor. In contrast, Marin County has 
successfully managed growth pressures on agricultural lands for the last 
several decades and is recognized as the leader in developing a countywide 
approach to growth management of agricultural lands.  

To examine this and other growth issues, a growth inducement analysis 
was conducted, the results of which are summarized in Section 3.1.3, 
Growth, of the DEIR/S (which is now Section 3.1.4 in Volume 1 of this 
FEIR/S). Using the area around San Antonio Road on the border between 
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Marin and Sonoma Counties as a sample location of sensitive agricultural 
lands combined with a proposed interchange, the growth inducement 
analysis carefully analyzed the proposed project's impact on it. The study 
found that the improved speed of the mainline traffic on US 101 under the 
proposed improvements would cause a slight increase in growth pressures 
in the area only if land use constraints were not considered. When the 
constraining effect of the land use plans of Marin and Sonoma Counties 
was considered, the growth analysis projected no impact for the area. The 
expert panel, which included planners from the two counties and local 
cities, agreed with this conclusion, saying that the land use plans for this 
area would not change because of the project and that the time savings 
were too small to have an important effect on growth. Results of the 
growth inducement analyses for other actual or potential residential areas 
considered in the study were similar. The study concluded that the 
proposed project would support planned growth, but would not induce 
unplanned growth in the region.  

Response to Comment I50-5 

The proposed interchanges in Segment B would mainly give safer access 
from US 101 than currently exists with the several at-grade intersections. 
If access from US 101 were the determining factor for growth, the lands 
along Segment B would currently have runaway growth, given that access 
is less restricted than it would be under the proposed project. See also the 
response to Comment I50-4. The commuter time savings of two to ten 
minutes for mixed flow traffic over the entire length of the proposed 
project were found to be not substantial enough to cause material shifts in 
residential location. With the exception of weekend conditions, the hours 
of operation for the HOV lanes would typically extend through the peak 
congested periods and would open up for non-HOV traffic during off-peak 
times when they would provide less time benefit. The growth inducement 
study carefully analyzed the effect of the projected time savings for 
commuters in the context of the area land use controls and concluded that 
the proposed project would support planned growth, but would not induce 
unplanned growth in the region.  
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Response to Comment I50-6 

The ridership study for the SMART EIR (Appendix I) took into account 
the proposed HOV lanes. Because the EIR assumed the completion of the 
HOV lanes as baseline for SMART, the effect of the HOV lanes was fully 
considered by SMART. 

Response to Comment I50-7 

The increase in vehicle miles traveled and its resulting emissions have 
been analyzed on a region-wide basis as well as local area basis for 
compliance with the Clean Air Act. In order to comply with the Act the 
project must be included in a Regional Transportation Plan and 
Transportation Improvement Program, and the analysis of those plans must 
be shown to be within the emissions budgets. The project is included in 
those plans, has been analyzed for regional air quality, and has been shown 
to meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

Response to Comment I50-8 

See response to Comment LJ5-9. 

Based on the Graton Rancheria Casino's DEIR, the additional demand will 
total around 18,000 vehicle trips per day. We agree with this estimate and 
feel that estimates of 27,000 to 68,000 vehicle trips per day are 
unsubstantiated. We have not been able to find any basis for the 13.6 trips 
per slot machine per day figure. 

It appears that the Dry Creek Rancheria Casino discussed in this comment 
refers to the proposal to build a casino adjacent to US 101 on Kastania 
south of Petaluma. This proposal is in a very early stage and is only one of 
the proposals being considered for the parcel of land. The environmental 
process has not begun for any use of this parcel and it is far too early to 
even estimate what the impacts of these uses might be. 
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Letter: I51. 
Signatory: George Bertram III.  

 

Response to Comment I51-1 

Soundwalls are being proposed for areas where the predicted noise levels 
reach the criteria designated in the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol and federal regulations, and where such walls are constructible 
and will provide a benefit. A feasible soundwall has been approved for this 
area which would be constructed at the edge of the freeway and off-ramp 
shoulder, starting to the south of Cherry St. and ending at the corner of the 
northbound off-ramp and Atherton Avenue.  

Response to Comment I51-2 

The height of the wall will be 14 feet. The wall that is proposed will be 
approximately 1,600 feet in length but adjustments to all of the soundwalls 
will be made in response to comments or other factors that may arise in the 
course of the public comment period.. The determination of final 
reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of 
this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I51-3 

The soundwall would be located on the Caltrans side of the existing fence. 

Response to Comment I51-4 

No temporary easements or additional right-of-way from property owners 
along Armstrong Avenue are currently anticipated. A soundwall is 
proposed along US 101 adjacent to Armstrong Avenue. Temporary traffic 
control with flaggers may be required along Armstrong Avenue for the 
sound wall construction. 
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Response to Comment I51-5 

We are not proposing any change on the corner of Atherton Avenue and 
Armstrong Avenue. 

Response to Comment I51-6 

In consideration of your concerns that a sound wall would block motorists 
view of the RV park, Caltrans has determined that a shortened sound wall 
would provide the desired visibility and still provide noise abatement to 
adjacent residents. 

Response to Comment I51-7 

Soundwall No. 2 will be shortened so as not to cover the mobile home 
park on Armstrong Avenue, while providing some abatement for residents 
from 1512 Armstrong Avenue to the apartment complex at the corner of 
Cherry Street and Armstrong Avenue. Specific plant selection for wall 
screening, as well as specific wall design and responsibility for 
maintenance and trash pickup, would be developed in consultation with 
City of Novato staff. The shortened wall length should reduce visual 
impact to this property's views. 
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Letter: I54. 
Signatory: Mary Glardon and Kevin Bodwell.  

 

Response to Comment I54-1 

Caltrans and FHWA thank you for your comments. The proposed Rainier 
Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied under a different 
project and is not part of the Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project. Comments 
will be forwarded on to the City of Petaluma, the lead agency on that 
project. 
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Response to Comment I54-2 

Caltrans has been working with SCTA regarding the project design and 
inclusion of features, such as the soundwalls. Please refer to Section 
3.2.7.4 regarding the Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures 
of the Noise and Vibration discussion. This section discusses the proposed 
soundwalls and the process of determining which ones will be approved 
for construction. You will see that three of the four soundwalls have been 
approved, including Soundwall No. 6, which would be closer to your 
residence as described in this letter. The intended benefit of this soundwall 
is to abate noise by as much as 5 dBA. 
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Letter: I55. 
Signatory: Marin County Public Meeting.  
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Response to Comment I55-1 

Caltrans noise analysis procedures require that all terrain features that 
are known to exist at the time of this environmental document be taken 
into consideration in determining the need for any new soundwall. This 
includes all existing structures, walls, and earth berms, regardless of 
whether they were constructed by a private party or not. When noise 
predictions are done, they are always in outdoor areas of frequent human 
use. In the case of private residences, this will always be outside of 
Caltrans right-of-way, at locations that are used by people for extended 
periods and are the most exposed to the freeway. 
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Response to Comment I55-2 

FHWA/Caltrans have decided the reversible HOV lane is not a 
preferred alternative. The Preferred Alternative, Fixed HOV Access 
Option 12b, will provide access to the HOV during non-peak hours. 
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Response to Comment I55-3 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted, and this soundwall has been approved 
for construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed 
in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I55-4 

See the response to Comment I55-3 above. 
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Response to Comment I55-5 

The Preferred Alternative that has been identified is Access Option 
12b. Please refer to the Preferred Alternative discussion in Section 2.4 
in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I55-6 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted, and this soundwall has been approved 
for construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed 
in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 



3.6 Comments and Responses for Individuals (I) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.6-145 

Letter - I55 

Page 7 

 

Response to Comment I55-7 

Oaks will be replanted in Olompali State Park. See the responses to the 
comments in Letter SA1 for more details.  
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Response to Comment I55-8 

Caltrans and FHWA have followed the statutory requirements under 
CEQA and NEPA in conducting public meetings within the review and 
comment period. We also extended the public comment period from 45 
to 60 days. The breadth and volume of comments received demonstrate 
the adequacy of meeting the statutory requirements of the 
environmental process. 
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Response to Comment I55-9 

Please see the response to Comment RA3-4. Please note that any 
planned expansion is being sponsored by the utility districts 
independently of the MSN Project or its impacts. As stated in the 
FEIR/S, the MSN Project will not induce growth, and by extension, will 
not lead to a need for an expansion of utility facilities. 

 

Response to Comment I55-10 

Caltrans and FHWA will be mitigating for impacts to wetlands. Please 
see discussion in Section 3.3 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Letter: I56. 
Signatory: Sonoma County Public Meeting.  
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Response to Comment I56-1 

The proposed Rainier Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the Marin-Sonoma Narrows 
Project. Comments will be forwarded on to the City of Petaluma, the lead 
agency on that project.  
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Response to Comment I56-2 

Caltrans and FHWA apologize for any confusion regarding the MSN 
Project boundaries. The commenter is correct that there is an HOV 
Lane Project from Old Redwood Highway to Rohnert Park 
Expressway, which is due to go to construction mid-2010 (see Table S-
1 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). This project also goes by the name of 
the Central Sonoma HOV Project.  

When the MSN Project was first being developed, the schedule for the 
Central Sonoma Project was not certain, so the MSN Project 
Development Team assumed that the HOV lanes would be constructed 
after the MSN Project.  

Once the Central Sonoma Project progressed, the MSN Project 
boundaries were adjusted southward. Because it would not make sense 
to end and begin HOV lanes in the middle of an interchange, it is 
logical to end the MSN Project before the Old Redwood Interchange 
and conform the HOV lanes to the ones that will already be 
constructed. Therefore, there will be no gap in the HOV system. 
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Response to Comment I56-3 

HOV lanes north of the proposed project are proposed in a different 
project, and are in the design phase now. 

Response to Comment I56-4 

The proposed Rainier Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the Marin Sonoma Narrows 
Project. Comments will be forwarded on to the City of Petaluma, the lead 
agency on that project. 

Response to Comment I56-5 

The purpose of the environmental document is to compare alternatives 
based upon environmental impacts. The design exception at Corona 
overcrossing will be done as a design measure to conserve right-of-way, 
not to reduce environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment I56-6 

Widening the Corona overcrossing is beyond the scope of the MSN 
Project and would fall under the SHOPP (State Highway Operation and 
Protection Program) program for bridge improvements. The structure did 
receive a seismic retrofit in 1995. 

 



3.6 Comments and Responses for Individuals (I) 

Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV Widening Project FEIR/S 3.6-155 

Letter - I56 

Page 6 

 

Response to Comment I56-7 

The proposed Rainer Interchange/Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the city of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 
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Response to Comment I56-8 

Caltrans applies Code of Federal Regulations 23 CFR 772 and the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol to all of its projects that require federal 
approval or action. It is correct that the increases in traffic noise do not rise 
to the level of significant impact; hence, all soundwalls proposed on the 
project are considered abatement, as opposed to mitigation. What this 
means is that soundwalls are not legally mandated but the decision-making 
process must be consistently followed. Public comments are a major, 
though not the only, consideration in the final decision. The determination 
of which soundwalls have been approved for the MSN Project is presented 
in the “determination of final reasonableness” portion of Section 3.2.7.4 in 
Volume 1 of this FEIR/S.  
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Response to Comment I56-9 

Please see the response to Comment I56-8 above.  

The reasonable allowance is based on a formula described in the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. In addition to a base allowance it also 
takes into consideration predicted absolute noise levels, the predicted 
increase in noise, and the achievable noise reduction. It is true that a major 
part of the calculation of the reasonable allowance is the number of 
residences that will receive a noise reduction. The intent was to give 
greater consideration to soundwalls that would serve more people. It 
should be noted that cost-effectiveness is only one factor that must be 
considered and it is not intended to be used by itself to eliminate or include 
any soundwall. 

The following is the comparison of estimated construction costs to 
reasonable allowances for all of the soundwalls based on 2007 costs. 

Sound-
wall No. 

No. of 
Benefited 
Receptors 

2007 
Reasonable 
Allowances 

2007 
Construction 

Costs 

1 9 $450,000 $416,250 

2 17 $850,000 $774,000 

3 9 $432,000 $851,000 

4 27 $1,404,000 $763,250 

5 61 $3,294,000 $3,163,500 

6 18 $972,000 $494,500 

7 20 $1,000,000 $1,870,500 

8 34 $1,768,000 $1,406,000 
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Response to Comment I56-10 

Please see Section 3.2.7 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S for determination on 
soundwalls in Segment C.  

Response to Comment I56-11 

Please refer to Section 3.2.7 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S for a 
determination on which soundwalls are proposed for construction as part 
of the MSN Project. The East Washington Interchange project and the 
MSN Project are independent projects and not dependent upon one 
another. 
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Response to Comment I56-12 

The commenter refers to figures in the MSN Project DEIR/S that showed 
portions of the East Washington Improvement Project being complete. 
Caltrans apologizes for any confusion. The East Washington Improvement 
Project was approved as a separate project; in the visual simulations of the 
MSN Project DEIR/S, parts of the East Washington project are depicted 
because it is assumed that this project will be constructed prior to Segment 
C of the MSN Project. 

After Caltrans and FHWA approve a project, such as the East Washington 
Project, construction can be planned in anticipation of other projects or 
stages, dependent upon resources. Decisions regarding construction 
phasing is made during the final design and the PS&E phases.  
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Response to Comment I56-13 

There will be some outside widening around East Washington Interchange 
and Lynch Creek to accommodate the improvements in Segment C. For 
the most part, the proposed HOV and auxiliary lanes can be 
accommodated within the existing right-of-way. A small amount of 
additional right-of-way is required along the northbound East Washington 
off-ramp. Temporary easements will also be required for soundwall 
construction. 
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Response to Comment I56-14 

Petaluma Urban Area: Localized flooding has historically been a problem 
in the City of Petaluma, especially in the region from US 101 westward to 
the Petaluma River. Much of this area lies in the Petaluma River 
floodplain, and in the floodplains of several small creeks that flow to the 
river. Corona Creek, Lynch Creek and Washington Creek drain watershed 
areas to the east of the City of Petaluma and flow westward, under the 
freeway, to the Petaluma River. Most of the on-site drainage from the 
freeway, as it exists today, discharges into these small creeks and finds its 
way to the river. This project will increase the paved surface area of the 
freeway corridor and thereby could increase stormwater runoff to the 
regions historically affected by flooding.  

In 2001, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, in conjunction with the City 
of Petaluma, embarked on a project to reduce flooding along the Petaluma 
River as it passes through the city. This project included re-shaping and 
reconstructing 3,500 feet of river channel from Lakeville Avenue to the 
confluence of Lynch Creek, replacing two vehicular bridges and two 
railroad bridges. Since completion of the USACE project in 2005, it will 
provide protection from a 100-year flood event. However, when the 
contributory watershed areas are fully developed (estimated to occur about 
2040) the level of protection will have dropped to a 40-year flood event 
unless strict detention or retention measures are mandated. For this reason, 
it is important that new construction within state right-of-way (ROW) not 
increase the level of stormwater runoff beyond that which currently exists. 

In order to maintain on-site highway drainage at or below current levels, 
detention facilities are planned, where necessary, throughout the Petaluma 
urban area. Several methods of detaining stormwater runoff have been 
considered: (1) ponds, (2) open swales and/or ditches, and/or (3) 
underground storage. Detention basins or ponds are advantageous in that 
they have a relatively low construction cost and can improve the quality of 
stormwater runoff. However, an important disadvantage of ponds in 
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urbanized areas is that they typically require the purchase of expensive 
ROW for construction. Swales and ditches also have relatively low initial 
cost and provide for good quality enhancement of storm runoff. 
Additionally, swales can frequently be constructed within existing rights-
of-way. A possible disadvantage of using swales for detention is increased 
maintenance cost for control of unwanted growth and debris clean-up.  

Underground detention structures are "clean" from the standpoint of being 
out of sight and not requiring frequent cleaning by maintenance personnel. 
Also, if underground storage is properly designed and constructed, future 
widening could occur without modification of the storage facilities or 
acquisition of additional ROW. The primary disadvantage of underground 
storage is that the initial cost is significantly greater than above-ground 
storage, and removal of sediments and debris, when eventually required, 
will be more expensive. Based on existing ample ROW holdings along the 
Petaluma corridor and the relative costs of various detention methods, the 
January 2006 Preliminary Drainage Report recommended implementation 
of above-ground detention storage in swales and/or ditches. 

The current peak stormwater run-off for a 100-year event was calculated to 
be 2.27 cfs per 1,000 feet of roadway for each side of the highway. It is 
desired to reduce the existing runoff rate by about 50%, to ensure that the 
current runoff level is not exceeded as a result of the new construction. 
Therefore, the maximum (peak) discharge rate from detention facilities 
should be limited to about 1.13 cfs per 1,000 feet for each side of the 
highway. Detention ditches should be located strategically to discharge 
into natural (existing) drainage channels that ultimately flow to the 
Petaluma River. Metering devices should be constructed in the ditches to 
limit the rate of discharge to pre-construction conditions. 

Response to Comment I56-15 

The East Washington Improvement Project was approved in March 2008. 
A Notice of Determination has been filed with the State Clearinghouse. 

Response to Comment I56-16 

Caltrans and FHWA apologize for any confusion regarding the MSN 
Project boundaries. There is an HOV Lane Project from Old Redwood 

Highway to Rohnert Park Expressway, which is due to go to construction 
mid-2010 (see Table S-1 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S). This project also 
goes by the name of the Central Sonoma HOV Project.  

When the MSN Project was first being developed, the schedule for the 
Central Sonoma Project was not certain, so the MSN Project Development 
Team assumed that the HOV lanes would be constructed after the MSN 
Project.  

Once the Central Sonoma Project progressed, the MSN Project boundaries 
were adjusted southward. Because it would not make sense to end and 
begin HOV lanes in the middle of an interchange, it is logical to end the 
MSN Project before the Old Redwood Interchange and conform the HOV 
lanes to the ones that will already be constructed. Therefore, there will be 
no gap in the HOV system. 

Response to Comment I56-17 

Sufficient right-of-way exists to accommodate the HOV lanes proposed 
under the Fixed HOV Lane (preferred) alternative. At the Corona Road 
Overcrossing, the proposed US 101 inside shoulder would be reduced 
from 3 m (10 ft) to about 2.4 m (8 ft) due to the bridge columns. A design 
exception for this point restriction in the shoulder width has been 
approved. 

Response to Comment I56-18 

The proposed Rainier Interchange Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the City of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 
Sonoma County Transportation Agency is the decision-making body on 
Measure M funds. 
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Response to Comment I56-19 

Your support of soundwalls in Petaluma has been noted. The 
determination of final reasonableness is discussed in Section 3.2.7.4 in 
Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 

Response to Comment I56-20 

Any relocation of utilities or rail tracks would be for the MSN Project and 
not any other local projects (e.g., Rainier Cross-Town Connector). 

Response to Comment I56-21 

The proposed Rainier Interchange Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. The MSN 
Project will not be impacting Deer Creek. Caltrans will forward your 
comments to the City of Petaluma to ensure that your concerns are 
addressed as part of the Rainier Interchange project. 

Response to Comment I56-22 

The proposed Rainier Interchange Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the City of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project.  

Response to Comment I56-23 

A feasible soundwall (Soundwall No. 6) has been determined to benefit 
residences on Lynch Creek Parkway on the east side of the freeway. Your 
input in support of this soundwall has been noted. The determination of 
final reasonableness is discussed in the revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 
1 of this FEIR/S. 
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Response to Comment I56-24 

The proposed Rainier Interchange Cross-Town Connector is being studied 
under a different project and is not part of the MSN Project. Comments 
will be forwarded to the City of Petaluma, the lead agency on that project. 
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Letter: I57. 
Signatory: Donald Barry Trudeau.  

 

Response to Comment I57-1 

The comment is in reference to Soundwall No. 3. Your support of 
Soundwall No. 3 has been noted, and this soundwall has been approved for 
construction. The determination of final reasonableness is discussed in the 
revised Section 3.2.7.4 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. Please see the 
response to Comment I37-3 for more information on the use of sound 
absorbing material. 

Response to Comment I57-2 

Open-graded asphaltic concrete (AC) is proposed for the final wear course 
of the proposed project. 
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Letter: I58. 
Signatory: Thomas Saberi.  

 

Response to Comment I58-1 

The alternatives evaluation process is fully disclosed in Appendix A of the 
DEIR/S and this FEIR/S (see the Appendices volume). There would be no 
fiscal impact to the service station as a result of the project, as access will 
be maintained to the service station.  

Response to Comment I58-2 

Please see the response to Comment I58-3. 

Response to Comment I58-3 

Currently, the Gas N' Shop does not have direct access to US 101. The 
ingress and egress of this establishment is on Kastania Road and this 
access point will not change under either Build Alternative, including the 
Preferred Alternative. Access to the gas station will be maintained during 
construction. 

Currently, due to heavy congestion, motorists are deterred from directly 
accessing the gas station via a left-hand turn movement from US 101 to 
Kastania Road, where the gas station is located. This deterrence most 
likely leads to the gas station being bypassed. Under the Preferred 
Alternative, this movement would be eliminated and the Petaluma 
Boulevard South Interchange would be constructed; access to the gas 
station from US 101 would be via the interchange and Kastania Road. The 
existing portions of Kastania Road proposed to remain would be widened 
and rehabilitated. In addition, there is currently no advance signage in 
either direction along US 101 to alert drivers to the availability of a gas 
station. Under built conditions, this standard type of signage could be 
installed. However, the location of the gas station is neither a 
socioeconomic nor natural resource that can be evaluated under CEQA and 
an economic or fiscal analysis is not warranted. 
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Letter: I59. 
Signatory: Residents of Kenwood Drive.  

 

Response to Comment I59-1 

The predicted noise levels for your area were not high enough to qualify it 
for the consideration of soundwalls under the federal criteria, which is 
applied to this project. No soundwalls or other noise abatement measures 
will be considered for this area. 
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Letter: I60. 
Signatory: Susan Stompe.  

 

Response to Comment I60-1 

Access Option 12b has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Response to Comment I60-2 

Oaks will be replanted in Olompali State Park. See the responses to the 
comments in Letter SA1 for more details. 

Response to Comment I60-3 

Access was considered east of the railroad tracks and rejected due to 
environmental impacts during the matrix analysis process. 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable 
while still meeting the project's purpose and need. An alternative featuring 
additional design exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not 
meet the project's purpose and need.  
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Letter: I62. 
Signatory: Tony Silveira.  
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Response to Comment I62-1 

The address we had for you in our records was apparently incorrect; we have 
now corrected our records with the new address you have provided: 

Anthony Silveira, 140 Blackstone Drive, San Rafael, CA 94903 

We have also complied with your request for mapping files and technical 
studies, and we have added you to Chapter 8 in Volume 1 of this FEIR/S. 
Caltrans apologizes for the previous omissions.  

Response to Comment I62-2 

In regard to individual property owners, Caltrans and FHWA will adhere to 
procedures under the Uniform Relocation Assistance Program (please refer 
to Appendix E of the FEIR/S).  

The DEIR/S included a discussion of agricultural lands adjacent to US 101 
that would be impacted by the MSN Project Build Alternatives. While the 
MSN Project would convert agricultural lands, the roadway configurations 
will not sever you from accessing your lands. Likewise measures will be 
taken to ensure that construction does not interfere with agricultural 
operations.  

Response to Comment I62-3 

In regard to individual property owners, Caltrans and FHWA will adhere to 
procedures under the Uniform Relocation Assistance Program (please refer 
to Appendix E of the FEIR/S).  

The DEIR/S included a discussion of agricultural lands adjacent to US 101 
that would be impacted by the MSN Project Build Alternatives. While the 
MSN Project would convert agricultural lands, the roadway configurations 
will not sever you from accessing your lands. Likewise measures will be 
taken to ensure that construction does not interfere with agricultural 
operations.  
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Response to Comment I62-4 

The Silveira property will have access to the frontage road system and the 
existing cattle crossing will be perpetuated.  

Response to Comment I62-5 

Fixed HOV Access Option 12b has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response to Comment I62-6 

A clear recoverable zone (CRZ) along the mainline and minimum county 
right-of-way width for local roads are required to meet the project need 
and purpose. An alternative featuring non-standard CRZ and county right-
of-way width was considered but rejected as it does not meet the project's 
need and purpose. Impacts associated with this rejected alternative were 
not evaluated. 

Response to Comment I62-7 

The frontage road is located on the west side of mainline to provide access 
from existing San Antonio Road to the proposed Landfill Interchange. The 
proposed right-of-way acquisitions have been reduced to the extent 
practicable while still providing a safe facility meeting design standards. 
Caltrans will continue to work with individual property owners during 
final design to further reduce impacts where possible. 

Response to Comment I62-8 

Access will be provided via a frontage road system. Access damages will 
be appraised during the right-of-way acquisition process and compensation 
will be provided. 
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Response to Comment I62-9 

Both cattle undercrossings will be perpetuated with this project. 

Response to Comment I62-10 

The proposed right-of-way acquisitions have been reduced to the extent 
practicable while still providing a safe facility meeting design standards. 
Existing access will be redirected to the proposed interchanges. Numerous 
public meetings have been held to solicit comments. Caltrans will continue 
to work with individual property owners during final design to further 
reduce impacts where possible. 

Response to Comment I62-11 

Right-of-way for a clear recoverable zone (CRZ) along the mainline and 
minimum county right-of-way width for local roads are required to meet 
the project's need and purpose. An alternative featuring non-standard CRZ 
and county right-of-way width was considered but rejected as it does not 
meet the project's need and purpose. Impacts associated with this rejected 
alternative were not evaluated. 

Response to Comment I62-12 

Local access was studied on the east side during the Evaluation Criteria 
Matrix performed in June of 2005, and was eliminated due to 
environmental impacts and because it would not be feasible to provide 
access for all properties in the area. 

Response to Comment I62-13 

All affected properties within the project limits will receive access to US 
101 via the interchange and frontage road system. 
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Response to Comment I62-14 

Caltrans and FHWA understand that the proposed location of the San 
Antonio Interchange will impact your property, hence your request for an 
alternative site further north. The location of the interchanges was based 
primarily on restoring access in Segment B in light of property owners’ 
loss of direct access to US 101 under the Build Alternatives. The need for 
access was balanced against other project needs, environmental resources, 
and engineering and cost considerations. All of the considerations are 
presented in Appendix A of the DEIR/S and this FEIR/S. The 
consideration of access and traffic needs between Access Options 4b, 12b, 
14b and 14d is discussed in the DEIR/S and the FEIR/S in the latter part of 
Section 2.3.4. This discussion also appears on pages 3.1-78/79 of the 
DEIR/S and pages 3.1-86/88 of the FEIR/S. Caltrans analysis points out 
the trade-offs of the different Access Options between heavier traffic 
movements around Redwood Landfill and San Antonio Creek. In light of 
the potential impacts to your property, Caltrans will seek to minimize the 
need for additional right of way wherever feasible.  

Response to Comment I62-15 

The project footprint was reduced to the maximum extent practicable 
while still meeting the project's need and purpose. An alternative featuring 
additional design exceptions was considered but rejected as it does not 
meet the project's need and purpose. 

Response to Comment I62-16 

The wetland delineation was conducted by consultants working for 
Caltrans and has been verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Field 
work was conducted only on property where permission to enter was 
obtained. In areas where access was not obtained, the limits of jurisdiction 
for wetlands and other waters of the U.S. was determined based on 
wetland data points taken in other parts of the project area where 
conditions were similar.  

Response to Comment I62-17 

Access will be provided via a frontage road system and the two existing 
cattle crossings will be perpetuated after final design. 

Response to Comment I62-18 

The quarry is on the back side of the hill adjacent to US 101 and the 
landfill road. The proposed access to the landfill road goes right through 
the hill and quarry. Option 12b, as presented, cuts into the quarry. Caltrans 
and FHWA will seek ways to refine the access road configuration to 
reduce the impacts to the quarry during the final design phase. 

Response to Comment I62-19 

The mapping provided on the website from 2005 does not include the 
design change of relocating the proposed frontage road along the existing 
railroad to just west, along the proposed mainline. Relocating the road near 
the mainline reduces environmental impacts. 






