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SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-425 

Comment I-201 Donna Poppenhagan (2) 

 
 

Responses to Comment I-201 
I-201-1 
The commenter’s concerns are noted. The proposed project together with other planned 
projects would provide incremental improvements at choke points along the project 
corridor, as described in Master Response TR-2. 
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I-201-2 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including traffic, noise, air quality, and visual resources. Refer to Master Response GEN-
3 regarding preparation of an EIR. Also refer to Master Responses TR-1 regarding traffic, 
N-1 regarding noise, and AQ-1 regarding air quality, and IS/EA Section 2.4.1 regarding 
lighting. 

I-201-3 
The comment states that noise levels are already above State and Federal standards. 
There is no absolute State maximum numeric threshold for freeway noise levels. The 
comment appears to refer to the Federal noise abatement criteria (NAC) of 67 dBA, 
which are shown in IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1. It is important to note that the NAC values are 
used to determine whether noise abatement must be considered, and do not represent 
levels to which noise must be abated. Master Response N-2 provides additional 
information about noise abatement evaluated for the project.  

The project would increase existing noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the 
location. This level of increase would not be significant, as discussed further in Master 
Response N-1. 

I-201-4 
The comment does not specify which agreement is cited. See the responses to Comments 
L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the agreements. 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

I-201-5 
The use of federal funds will not have any effect on the existing truck restrictions on SR 
85. Refer to Master Responses TR-1 regarding traffic and AQ-1 regarding air quality 
impacts. 
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Comment I-202 Caroline Prasad  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-202 
I-202-1 
Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise levels and N-2 regarding noise 
abatement.   
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The comment appears to refer to the Federal noise abatement criteria (NAC) of 67 dBA, 
which are shown in IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1. It is important to note that the NAC values are 
used to determine whether noise abatement must be considered, and do not represent 
levels to which noise must be abated. Master Response N-2 provides additional 
information about noise abatement evaluated for the project. 

I-202-2 
Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality. The traffic studies for the project 
were conducted for the worst-case traffic scenario, which is constrained by the capacity 
of the freeway and is not affected by economic factors such as unemployment. The 
detailed noise and air quality studies for the project fully accounted for existing and 
future traffic conditions.   

I-202-3 
Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding other projects designed to address choke 
points.  Also refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median.  

I-202-4 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement with Saratoga. This project 
does not preclude light rail in the median in the future. 

I-202-5 
An environmental study has been done for the project and further evaluation is not 
warranted, as described in Master Response GEN-3. 
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Comment I-203  Neil Prasad  
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Responses to Comment I-203 
I-203-1 
See the response to Comment I-202-1. 

I-203-2 
See the response to Comment I-202-2. 

I-203-3 
See the response to Comment I-202-3. 

I-203-4 
See the response to Comment I-202-4. 

I-203-5 
See the response to Comment I-202-5. 

 

Comment I-204  [Number Not Used] 
There is no Comment I-204. This comment number was not used.  
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Comment I-205 Jim Pyle  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-205 
I-205-1 
As described in Section 1.2.2.1, under “SR 85 HOV Lanes,” some of the existing HOV 
lane segments, particularly between SR 87 and I-280, experience peak-hour congestion 
and/or reduced speeds. The traffic study for the proposed project also shows that 
segments of the HOV lane system would operate at LOS D, E, and F (with decreased 
speeds and impaired traffic flow) in 2015 and 2035 (Section 2.1.3.2). Refer to Master 
Response TR-1 regarding improvements to future travel times and speeds with the 
project. 

In regard to the reference to a high-speed commuter lane, note that the project would not 
change the posted speed limit on SR 85, and express lanes would be subject to the same 
speed limit as the general purpose lanes. 
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I-205-2 
Refer to Master Response N-3 for a discussion of existing noise levels in Saratoga, future 
noise levels with and without the proposed project, and future noise levels that were 
predicted in the 1987 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the construction of SR 
85. 

The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. This increase would typically not be perceptible, as discussed in Master Response N-1. 

I-205-3 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85, regardless of 
whether federal funding is used. 

I-205-4 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. Refer to Master Responses N-3 regarding noise in 
Saratoga and GEN-2 regarding light rail in the SR 85 median. 

 

Comment I-206 Nick Radov  

 
 
Responses to Comment I-206 
I-206-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The project would improve average 
travel times and speeds on SR 85 through 2035, as described in Master Response TR-1. 
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I-206-2 
See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los 
Gatos) regarding the agreements cited in the comment. VTA is not aware of any 
additional requirements from a City of Campbell Performance Agreement. 

Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

 

Comment I-207 Rainydae  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-207 
I-207-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The project would increase existing 
noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the location. This level of increase is less than 
significant, as discussed in Master Response N-1. 
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Comment I-208 Shoba Rao  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-208 
I-208-1 
The opposition to the proposed project and existing noise levels are noted. The project 
would increase existing noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the location. This level 
of increase is less than significant, as discussed in Master Response N-1. 

A detailed traffic analysis was conducted and shows that the project would improve 
average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in Master Response TR-1. Master 
Response TR-2 discusses congestion at the SR 85/I-280 interchange and other planned 
projects. 

The comment does not identify which agreement is cited. See the responses to Comments 
L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the agreements. 

The Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) for the project was issued on 
December 30, 2013. Although the public review period ended on February 28, 2014, the 
IS/EA will continue to be available at the Caltrans District 4 Environmental Document 
website at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara. The environmental 
impacts of the proposed project, including the additional express lane in each direction 
between SR 87 and I-280, have been fully evaluated in the IS/EA and appropriate 
measures have been included to avoid or minimize impacts. Refer to Master Response 
GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 
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Comment I-209 Bob Rayl  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-209 
I-209-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Responses GEN-2 
regarding light rail in the median, TR-1 regarding traffic, AQ-1 regarding air quality, and 
N-1 regarding noise. 

I-209-2 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including noise, air quality, and traffic. Refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding 
preparation of an EIR. 

See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment. 

I-209-3 
IS/EA Chapter 3 and Master Response GEN-6 list the extensive public outreach that has 
taken place as part of this project, including two community meetings and a City Council 
meeting presentation in Saratoga. 
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Comment I-210 Katherine Reader  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-210 
I-210-1 
The commenter’s opposition to express lanes is noted. The project would maintain 
priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. 
Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding express lane users. 

 

Comment I-211 Lisa Reiche  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-211 
I-211-1 
The carpool/HOV lanes already have areas of congestion, as the commenter notes. The 
detailed traffic analysis indicates that the congestion will become worse in 2015 and 
2035. The project would maintain traffic conditions in the express lanes at or near free-
flow conditions through 2035 by adding a second express lane in the median between SR 
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87 and I-280 (IS/EA Section 2.1.3). The project would improve average travel times and 
speeds on SR 85, as discussed in Master Response TR-1. However, as stated in Master 
Response GEN-1, travel speeds in the HOV/express lanes must be 45 mph or higher for 
solo drivers to pay a toll to use the express lanes. 

The commenter’s recommendation is noted. 

 

Comment I-212 Dan Rhoads  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-212 
I-212-1 
The project would increase existing noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the 
location. This level of increase would not be significant, as discussed in Master Response 
N-1. 

The comment refers to a 60 dB threshold but does not identify the source of the 
threshold. The 1987 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of 
SR 85 between US 101 in southern San Jose and I-280 in Cupertino, which includes SR 
85 in Saratoga and Los Gatos, stated that noise attenuation would be provided in school 
and residential areas whenever forecasted noise levels exceed 67 dBA (p. XI-59). The 
Final EIS also notes that while it would be desirable to meet local noise goals, it is not 
always practical to do so (p. XI-55). 

I-212-2 
The carpool/HOV lanes already have areas of congestion as the commenter notes, and 
detailed traffic analysis indicates that the congestion will become worse in 2015 and 
2035. The project would maintain traffic conditions in the express lanes at or near free-



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

H-438 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

flow conditions through 2035 by adding express lane capacity between SR 87 and I-280 
(IS/EA Section 2.1.3). The project would improve overall average travel times and 
speeds on SR 85, as discussed in Master Response TR-1.  

However, as stated in Master Response GEN-1, travel speeds in the HOV/express lanes 
must be 45 mph or higher for solo drivers to pay a toll to use the express lanes. 

I-212-3 
The comment is noted. 

 

Comment I-213 Stephen Roberts  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-213 
I-213-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Comment I-214 Brian Robertson  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-214 
I-214-1 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
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including noise, air quality, and traffic. The technical studies included the additional 
express lane in each direction between SR 87 and I-280. Refer to Master Response GEN-
3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment and 
Master Response N-2 regarding quieter pavement. 

I-214-2 
Refer to Master Response N-4 for a discussion of the SR 85 noise data in the City of 
Saratoga’s 2013 Draft Noise Element compared with that in the 2012 Noise Study Report 
prepared for the proposed project. 

I-214-3 
The comment refers to a 60 dB threshold but does not identify the source of the 
threshold. At this time, FHWA policy does not allow quieter pavement to be considered 
as a noise abatement measure (Caltrans TeNS 2013). Quieter pavement is not currently 
listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure for which Federal funding may be 
used (Caltrans Protocol, p. 20). Although not considered an abatement measure for 
purposes of this project, the possibility of applying pavement surfaces that have a noise-
reduction benefit, are cost-effective, and meet safety and maintenance requirements, can 
be considered at the time of final project design and development of contract 
specifications. 

I-214-4 
Where the future noise level with the project is predicted to approach (within 1 decibel) 
or exceed the NAC, an impact has been identified, and potential noise abatement has 
been evaluated in the IS/EA as required by Caltrans and FHWA (IS/EA Section 2.2.7.4, 
under “Traffic Noise Abatement Evaluation”). None of the evaluated sound wall 
locations met the Caltrans “feasibility” and “reasonableness” criteria. That does not mean 
noise levels cannot be reduced or that no other noise abatement can be considered or 
included in the project. Rather, the feasibility and reasonableness criteria are used to 
determine whether project-related noise abatement is eligible for federal funding. 
Potential noise abatement can be considered if non-federal funds are available. 

Refer to Master Response N-3 regarding the comment that noise from SR 85 exceeds that 
expected at the time it was approved. 

I-214-5 
See the response to Comment I-214-1. 
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Comment I-215 Mary Robertson (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-215 
I-215-1 
The comments are noted. 
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Comment I-216 Mary Robertson (2)  
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H-444 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 
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Responses to Comment I-216 
I-216-1 
The public review and comment period for the proposed project was extended to 
February 28, 2014, and additional public outreach was conducted to clarify information 
about the second express lane between SR 87 and I-280, as described in Master Response 
GEN-6. 

I-216-2 
The commenter’s recommendation is noted. Project notices have been advertised in El 
Observador, Sing Tao, Korea Times, and Viet Nam, as described in Final IS/EA Section 
3.3. 

I-216-3 
The proposed project is listed in Plan Bay Area as RTP ID 240439.  

The difference in costs from the MTC Plan Bay Area Regional Transportation Plan and 
now is due to an early 2011 estimate prepared for that plan and a refined and updated cost 
estimate now that studies have progressed further into preliminary engineering. Some 
project scope and update costs were revised resulting in a lower overall cost estimate. It is 
still early in the development of the project, and the estimates can change as the project 
moves forward. 

As to the costs, the numbers used ($187 million revised to $170 million) are the correct 
numbers. The form attached to the email may have come from MTC and was prepared 
for a separate unrelated exercise.    

I-216-4 
The public review and comment period for the proposed project was extended to 
February 28, 2014, and additional public outreach was conducted in mid-February to 
clarify information about the second express lane between SR 87 and I-280. Refer to 
Master Response GEN-6 regarding public notices. 

I-216-5 
See the response to Comment I-216-2. 

I-216-6, I-216-7 
See the response to Comment I-216-3 and Master Response GEN-10 regarding costs. 
 



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

H-446 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

Comment I-217 Mary Robertson (3)  
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Responses to Comment I-217 
I-217-1 
See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los 
Gatos) regarding the agreements cited in the comment. Note that no other cities provided 
comments regarding Performance Agreements for the original construction of SR 85. 

Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

I-217-2 
The IS/EA included and described the proposed addition of a second express lane 
between SR 87 and I-280. Advertisements in the following newspapers were run on the 
following days to clarify that the project would include the second express lane: local 
English-language newspapers (Mercury News, February 14, 2014 and Philippines Today, 
February 12, 2014); and foreign-language newspapers (El Observador, February 14, 
2014—Spanish, Sing Tao, February 14, 2014—Chinese, Korea Times, February 14, 
2014—Korean, and Viet Nam, February 14, 2014—Vietnamese).  

The second express lane was fully disclosed in the IS/EA, and is shown in Figures 1.1-2 
and1.3-1 of the IS/EA and discussed in Sections 1.2.2.3, 1.3.1, 1.3.1.9, 1.3.1.10, 1.3.5.1, 
1.3.5.2, 2.1.1.3, 2.1.2.2, 2.1.3.2, 2.1.4.3, 2.2.6.3, 2.2.7.3, 2.2.7.4, 2.5.1.1, and 2.5.1.2, as 
well as in Appendix C. The second express lane was also fully analyzed in all of the 
technical studies for the project.  

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

I-217-3 
The proposed project is a Type I project as defined by 23 Code of Federal Regulations 
772.7, as noted in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.3. The Type I designation refers to the level of 
noise analysis that is required (Caltrans 2011d). The project’s noise analysis satisfies the 
requirements for a Type I project.  

The Type I project designation does not relate to the type of environmental document that 
should be prepared for a project. An Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) 
was prepared for the proposed project, and many other Type I projects are evaluated in 
IS/EA reports. 

California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. Refer to 
Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

I-217-4 
Refer to the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los 
Gatos) regarding the agreements.  

The extension of light rail along SR 85 is not a planned or programmed project. The 
IS/EA Table S-1 description of land use remains accurate. 
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I-217-5 
The comment does not identify the basis for the statement that the Build Alternative 
would increase vehicles by 35 to 53 percent. It should be noted that 1,650 vph is 
considered the threshold needed to maintain 45 mph in an HOV/express lane. During the 
peak hour, when congestion is highest, the express lanes would be managed through toll 
pricing, and solo drivers would be restricted if necessary to maintain free-flow conditions 
for HOVs. Also refer to Master Response GEN-1 regarding maintaining speeds of 45 
mph or greater.  

See the response to Comment I-217-3 regarding the Type I designation. 

I-217-6 
The project would add signs along SR 85, and additional discussion and exhibits about 
the signs and other project components have been added to IS/EA Section 2.1.4. See the 
responses to Comments L-1-24 and L-3-20 regarding the signs and lighting.  

Unlike the existing lighting along the freeway that illuminates the outside lanes and 
freeway entrances and exits, the new luminaires will be in the median and will be focused 
on the inside lanes. The proposed luminaires and other light fixtures would have lighting 
configured at the minimum necessary illumination level and optimal angle to restrict light 
to the freeway right-of-way. If needed, the fixtures would be outfitted with shields to 
prevent light trespass to surrounding properties. 

I-217-7 
The commenter is referred to IS/EA Sections 2.2.5.3 and 2.2.5.4 regarding potential 
hazardous materials sites. Public outreach for the project is described in IS/EA Chapter 3. 

I-217-8 
Project-related effects to air quality were evaluated in detail as described in Master 
Response AQ-1, and measures to control dust and emissions during construction are 
listed in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.4. The project would not change the existing truck 
restrictions on SR 85. 

I-217-9 
The comment appears to refer to SR 85 noise data in the City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft 
Noise Element compared with that in the 2012 Noise Study Report prepared for the 
proposed project. Refer to Master Response N-4 for a discussion of these noise data.  

The comment states that noise levels already exceed the Federal standard of 67 dBA. The 
comment appears to refer to the Federal noise abatement criteria (NAC), which are 
shown in IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1. Where the future noise level with the project is predicted 
to approach (within 1 decibel) or exceed the NAC, an impact has been identified, and 
potential noise abatement has been evaluated in the IS/EA as required by Caltrans and 
FHWA. It is important to note that the NAC values are used to determine whether noise 
abatement must be considered, and do not represent levels to which noise must be abated. 

The comment is incorrect that a 3 dB difference is a doubling of noise. A 3 dB increase in 
noise level represents a doubling of acoustic energy, rather than a doubling in perceived 
loudness. As stated in the City of Saratoga Draft Noise Element, a 3 dB change is 
considered a just-noticeable difference in noise level, and a 10 dB change is subjectively 
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heard as approximately a doubling in loudness (City of Saratoga Noise Element, p. 5). 
The sound frequency from vehicles on SR 85 would be the same with or without the 
project. Refer to Master Response N-2 regarding quiet pavement. 

Noise measurements for the 2012 Noise Study Report were collected in October and 
November 2011 and in March 2012. Based on unemployment data for Santa Clara 
County, the highest unemployment rates in recent years were for 2009 and 2010, before 
the noise study was conducted.  

Although employment levels have increased since the Noise Study Report was prepared, 
it is important to note that the noise measurements and predicted future levels (assuming 
growth in the area through 2035) reflect the worst hour for traffic noise, when traffic is 
heavy but still moving at or close to the speed limit. Adding vehicles to the freeway due 
to an assumption of higher employment would result in congestion and slower speeds, 
which would decrease, not increase, traffic noise levels. Therefore, a new noise study to 
capture the effects of higher employment levels would not result in different conclusions. 

As discussed in Master Response N-4, there is no conflict between the City of Saratoga’s 
2013 Draft Noise Element and the 2012 Noise Study Report prepared for the proposed 
project. 

I-217-10 
IS/EA Section 2.5.1.1 provides a project-level evaluation of carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions prepared using the most recent project data in accordance with Caltrans 
modeling standards. The 2010 PSR was prepared before the project design was refined. 
The technical studies, including detail traffic and air quality studies, were prepared after 
the PSR.  

The Build Alternative would have slightly higher CO2 emissions in 2015 than existing 
and No Build conditions (Final IS/EA Table 2.5.1-1, which has been refined to include 
CO2 and other GHG components). The project-related increase in 2015 would be 3.7 
percent compared with existing conditions and less than 0.5 percent compared with the 
No Build Alternative. 

However, in 2035, the Build Alternative would have substantially lower CO2 emissions 
than the No Build Alternative. The 2035 Build CO2 emissions would also be lower than 
existing CO2 emissions.  

Greenhouse gas reduction strategies are discussed in IS/EA Section 2.5.1.2. The project 
would result in negligible changes to air quality and would have long-term air quality 
benefits, as described in Master Response AQ-1. 

I-217-11 
Reconstructing the SR 85/I-280 interchange or other bottlenecks is not within the scope 
of the project. Refer to Master Response TR-2 for additional information about other 
planned improvements that, together with the SR 85 Express Lanes Project, would 
provide incremental improvements to bottlenecks at major system interchanges.  

The statement regarding the 2010 Project Study Report is incorrect; the discussion cited 
indicates that the HOV lane (that is, the existing HOV lane) would reach capacity 
between 2023 and 2028. The proposed project would help to address this situation by 
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adding a second HOV/express lane in the median in each direction of SR 85 between SR 
87 and I-280. 

Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median. 

 

Comment I-218 Fiona Rodrigues  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-218 
I-218-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The express lanes would 
create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools, transit buses, and other 
HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. In addition, express lane tolls 
would provide a revenue source for HOV, transportation, and transit service 
improvements in the SR 85 corridor. Refer to Master Response GEN-1 regarding the 
express lanes. 

Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding express lane users. 

 

Comment I-219 Gary Rodrigues  
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Responses to Comment I-219 
I-219-1 
See the response to Comment I-218-1. 

 

Comment I-220 Paul Rood  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-220 
I-220-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.  

The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not 
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 

 

Comment I-221 Steve Rosenblum  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-221 
I-221-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Responses TR-1 and 
TR-2 regarding traffic and AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

The project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes 
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provide time and convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master 
Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 

Refer to Master Response GEN-7 regarding why transit options are not being 
implemented instead of the proposed project. 

 

Comment I-222 Susan Rosenzweig  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-222 
I-222-1 
Noise measurements for the 2012 Noise Study Report were collected in October and 
November 2011 and in March 2012. Based on unemployment data for Santa Clara 
County, the highest unemployment rates in recent years were for 2009 and 2010, before 
the noise study was conducted.  

Although employment levels have increased since the Noise Study Report was prepared, 
it is important to note that the noise measurements and predicted future levels (assuming 
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growth in the area through 2035) reflect the worst hour for traffic noise, when traffic is 
heavy but still moving at or close to the speed limit. Adding vehicles to the freeway due 
to an assumption of higher employment would result in congestion and slower speeds, 
which would decrease, not increase, traffic noise levels. Therefore, a new noise study to 
capture the effects of higher employment levels would not result in different conclusions. 

Also refer to Master Response N-4 regarding a discussion of the Saratoga Noise Element 
Update noise levels and the IS/EA noise levels. 

I-222-2 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement and Master Response GEN-
2 regarding light rail in the median. 

I-222-3 
Additional express bus service on SR 85 is not included as part of the project but could 
be considered as part of reinvestment of toll revenue in the project corridor.  

The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as discussed in 
Master Response TR-1, which in turn would reduce emissions from vehicles idling. 
Carbon emissions from the project were fully evaluated in IS/EA Sections 2.2.6.3 (under 
“Evaluation of Potential for Traffic-Related CO Impacts,” for carbon monoxide) and 
2.5.1.1 (for carbon dioxide). 

I-222-4 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the I-280 interchange, as described in Master Response TR-2. 

I-222-5 
The project was proposed to accommodate expected local and regional growth. See 
IS/EA Section 1.2.2.1 (under “Projected Travel Demand”) for additional information. 

 

Comment I-223 Carol Ross  
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Responses to Comment I-223 
I-223-1 
This comment was forwarded to Caltrans and VTA by the Town of Los Gatos. 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. Light rail in the median of 
SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or 
practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

 

Comment I-224 Dave and Christie Ross 

 
 

Responses to Comment I-224 
I-224-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

See the response to Comment L-4-2 regarding the contract cited. The extension of light 
rail in the median of SR 85 is discussed in Master Response GEN-2. Refer to Master 
Response GEN-7 regarding transit as an alternative to the proposed project. 
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Comment I-225 Alexis Rubin  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-225 
I-225-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The existing noise environment and 
future noise levels with and without the project were evaluated in detail in accordance 
with Caltrans and FHWA standards. Project-related noise increases would not be 
significant, as discussed in Master Response N-1.  

The project would result in minimal changes to particulate matter and other pollutants 
and would have long-term air quality benefits, as described in Master Response AQ-1. 

The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not 
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 
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Comment I-226 Mike Ryken  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-226 
I-226-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The express lanes would 
create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, which 
would continue to use the lanes for free. In addition, express lane tolls would provide a 
revenue source for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements in the SR 85 
corridor. Also refer to Master Response GEN-1 regarding the express lanes. 

The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as discussed in 
Master Response TR-1. 
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Comment I-227 Alexander Sakhanyuk  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-227 
I-227-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Light rail in the median of SR 85 was 
not carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or practicable, as 
described in Master Response GEN-2. Refer to Master Response GEN-7 regarding transit 
as an alternative to the proposed project. 

See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the Performance Agreement signed by the 
City of Saratoga. 



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

H-460 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

Comment I-228 Adele Barbara Salle  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-228 
I-228-1 
The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85 through 2035, as 
described in Master Response TR-1. The proposed project together with other planned 
projects would provide incremental improvements at bottlenecks along the project 
corridor, as discussed in Master Response TR-2. 
The potential environmental effects of the second express lane were studied in detail, 
including for air quality and noise. The project would not result in violations of air 
quality standards, as described in Master Response AQ-1. The project would increase 
existing noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the location. A 3 dBA change is not a 
significant impact, as discussed in Master Response N-1. 
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I-228-2 
The project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes 
provide time and convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master 
Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 

A discussion of whether express lanes could cause road rage would require speculation 
and does not raise an environmental issue that would need to be addressed as part  of the 
environmental process. 

I-228-3 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median of SR 85. Master 
Response GEN-7 discusses why transit options are not being implemented instead of the 
proposed project. 

 

Comment I-229 Suresh Sankaralingam  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-229 
I-229-1 
This comment is similar to Comment I-208-1 and is addressed in the response to 
Comment I-208-1. 
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Comment I-230 Jeffrey Schwartz and Paul Krug  
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Responses to Comment I-230 
I-230-1 
This comment submittal is included in the Final IS/EA and therefore is part of the public 
record for the project. 

I-230-2 
These and all other public comments submitted for the proposed project are part of the 
administrative record for the project.  

The project is a Type I project as defined by 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
772.7, as noted in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.3. The Type I designation refers to the level of 
noise analysis that is required (Caltrans 2011d). The project’s noise analysis satisfies the 
requirements for a Type I project.  

The Type I project designation does not relate to the type of environmental document that 
should be prepared for a project. An Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) 
was prepared for the proposed project, and many other Type I projects are evaluated in 
IS/EA reports. 

California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. NEPA requires 
an EIS to be prepared when the proposed project as a whole has the potential to 
“significantly affect the quality of the human environment.” Under NEPA, significance is 
a function of both context and intensity (40 CFR 1508.27). The environmental impacts of 
the proposed project, have been fully evaluated in the IS/EA and appropriate measures 
have been included to avoid or minimize impacts. Also refer to Master Response GEN-3 
regarding preparation of an EIR. 
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I-230-3 
IS/EA Chapter 3 and Master Response GEN-6 list the extensive public outreach that has 
taken place as part of this project, including two community meetings and a City Council 
meeting presentation in Saratoga. The outreach began when the project was in its early 
conceptual stage. The public review and comment period for the proposed project was 
extended to February 28, 2014, and additional public outreach was conducted to clarify 
information about the second express lane between SR 87 and I-280. 

The Valley Transportation Plan 2035 was published in 2009. It is not correct that the 
description of the project in the Valley Transportation Plan 2035 was an attempt to avoid 
public awareness. The project is included in the project list for the Valley Transportation 
Plan 2040, which dates from 2011 and is available on VTA’s website (VTA 2011). The 
project description in the RTP (ABAG and MTC 2013) and TIP (MTC 2013) for the 
nine-county Bay Area includes the second express lane between SR 87 and I-280.   

Master Response GEN-8 provides information about how the project was developed and 
ultimately included a second express lane in the median in each direction of SR 85 
between SR 87 and I-280. 

Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

I-230-4 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement with the City of Saratoga.  

It is outside of the scope of the environmental process for this project to address 
commitments made as part of an earlier project. The environmental effects of the 
proposed project have been fully evaluated and compared with the existing conditions 
and the No Project Alternative, and appropriate avoidance and minimization measures 
have been included. Concerns raised by members of the public during the 60-day 
comment period have been addressed as part of the environmental process.  

In regard to item 6, VTA began public outreach for the proposed project in 2004. IS/EA 
Chapter 3 and Master Response GEN-6 list the extensive public outreach that has taken 
place as part of this project, including two community meetings and a City Council 
meeting presentation in Saratoga. 

I-230-5 
The current truck restriction on SR 85, which is included in California Vehicle Code 
Section 35722 and Santa Clara County Ordinance Section B17-5.3, does not apply to all 
trucks over 9,000 pounds. The following vehicles are exempted: Police and Fire 
Department vehicles, passenger buses, recreational vehicles, and utility vehicles which 
need to enter the area for the purpose of providing services, making pickups or deliveries 
of goods, wares and merchandise, or delivering construction materials to sites within the 
restricted highway segment and have no other means of access, while actually involved in 
and transacting such activities. The project would not change the truck restriction or 
requirements to enforce the restriction. Data about truck restriction enforcement does not 
pertain to the proposed project’s environmental process.  

Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding project funding, cost, and return. 
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As previously stated, the current truck restriction on SR 85 is included in California 
Vehicle Code Section 35722 and Santa Clara County Ordinance Section B17-5.3. Neither 
Caltrans nor VTA are aware of any current provision that would require changes to the 
truck restrictions as a result of federal transportation funding for projects on SR 85. It is 
not clear which federal condition is referenced in the comment. The technical analyses 
for the project, including for noise, accounted for the existing truck restrictions. As the 
restrictions would not change, the technical findings remain applicable. Also refer to 
Master Response GEN-9 regarding federal funding and the truck ban. 

The express lanes do not constitute discrimination against low-income persons, as 
discussed in detail in IS/EA Section 2.1.1 and Master Response EJ-1 regarding express 
lane users. 

I-230-6 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at bottlenecks along the project corridor, as described in Master Response 
TR-2. 

The comment states that the project cannot achieve its objectives. The project’s 
objectives, as outlined in IS/EA Section 1.2.1, are to manage traffic in the congested 
HOV segments of the freeway between SR 87 and I-280, and maintain consistency with 
provisions defined in AB 2032 (2004) and AB 574 (2007) to implement express lanes in 
an HOV lane system in Santa Clara County. The IS/EA demonstrates that the project 
would achieve these objectives. The carpool/HOV lanes already have areas of 
congestion, and detailed traffic analysis indicates that the congestion will become worse 
in 2015 and 2035. The project would maintain traffic conditions in the express lanes at or 
near free-flow conditions through 2035 by adding a second express lane in the median 
between SR 87 and I-280 (IS/EA Section 2.1.3). The project would also improve overall 
average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as discussed in Master Response TR-1. The 
express lanes would be consistent with the provisions defined in AB 2032 (2004) and AB 
574 (2007). 

In regard to item 12, the development of the current access points is described in Master 
Response GEN-4. Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer 
separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master 
Response GEN-4. 

In regard to item 13, it should be noted that the express lanes would maintain priority use 
for carpools and other HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. If the lanes 
become congested, tolls will be increased to deter solo drivers from entering the lanes, or 
the toll signs will be changed to read “HOVs only” and only HOVs will be allowed in the 
lanes. In addition, express lane tolls would provide a revenue source for HOV, 
transportation, and transit service improvements in the SR 85 corridor. Refer to Master 
Response GEN-1 for additional information. 

Climate change is discussed in IS/EA Section 2.5. Measures to help reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions are outlined in IS/EA Section 2.5.1.2, and strategies to address climate 
change are discussed in IS/EA Section 2.5.1.3. 
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I-230-7 
Refer to Master Response N-3 regarding the existing noise levels in Saratoga, future 
noise levels with and without the proposed project, and future noise levels that were 
predicted in the 1987 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of 
SR 85.  

At this time, FHWA policy does not allow quieter pavement to be considered as a noise 
abatement measure (Caltrans TeNS 2013). Item 15 appears to refer to SR 85 noise data in 
the City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft Noise Element compared with that in the 2012 Noise 
Study Report prepared for the proposed project. Refer to Master Response N-4 regarding 
these noise data.  

Also in regard to Item 15, noise measurements for the 2012 Noise Study Report were 
collected in October and November 2011 and in March 2012. Based on unemployment 
data for Santa Clara County, the highest unemployment rates in recent years were for 
2009 and 2010, before the noise study was conducted. Although employment levels have 
increased since the Noise Study Report was prepared, it is important to note that the noise 
measurements and predicted future levels (assuming growth in the area through 2035) 
reflect the worst hour for traffic noise, when traffic is heavy but still moving at or close to 
the speed limit. Adding vehicles to the freeway due to an assumption of higher 
employment would result in congestion and slower speeds, which would decrease, not 
increase, traffic noise levels. Therefore, a new noise study to capture the effects of higher 
employment levels would not result in different conclusions. 

The commenter states that the noise data presented for the project are contradictory (Item 
16); however, both statements cited in the comment are accurate. The project would 
increase existing noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the location within the 33.7-
mile project corridor. Along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, the project would increase 
existing noise levels by 0 to 1 dBA. Even a 3 dBA increase does not constitute a 
significant increase on the logarithmic dB scale, as discussed in Master Response N-1. 
Refer to Master Response N-3 regarding the comment that existing SR 85 noise levels in 
the IS/EA significantly exceed the original noise predictions of the Santa Clara County 
Traffic Authority (not the Santa Clara County Transportation Agency as referenced in the 
comment). 

The comment about the roadbed pavement (Item 17) is noted. A 2002 project found that 
texture grinding the pavement of SR 85 changed the frequency but not the noise level, 
compared with the existing longitudinally grooved portland cement concrete (Parsons 
2003). Also refer to Master Response N-2 regarding noise abatement. 

In regard to Item 18, project-related noise was evaluated with respect to CEQA as 
described in IS/EA Sections 2.2.7.1 (under “California Environmental Quality Act”) and 
2.2.7.5. The first CEQA criteria listed in the comment (Item a) refers to standards 
established by local general plans or other applicable standards. State highways are not 
subject to local noise standards and ordinances. The second and third CEQA criteria 
(Items b and c) were analyzed in IS/EA Sections 2.2.7.3 for permanent noise changes and 
2.2.7.4 for temporary construction noise. Permanent noise changes would be less than 
significant, as described in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.5. Construction noise levels would not be 
substantially higher than existing hourly average traffic noise levels on SR 85 except 
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during temporary pile driving, and measures are included to minimize project 
construction noise, as described in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.4.    

The Sacramento County Noise Element Standards cited in Item 19 are noted; however, 
State highways are not subject to local noise standards or ordinances. Existing worst-hour 
noise levels along SR 85 in Saratoga range from 51 dBA Leq(h) to 67 dBA Leq(h), and 
the project would increase noise levels by 0 to 1 dBA, depending on location (refer to 
Master Response N-3). The comment does not provide evidence for the statement that the 
project will increase noise by 5 to 6 dB. 

With respect to Item 20, a noise analysis was conducted for the project in accordance 
with applicable State and federal requirements, and noise reduction measures have been 
evaluated as described in IS/EA 2.2.7.4. Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding the 
noise findings and N-2 regarding noise abatement. Also refer to the response to Item 18 
above regarding CEQA.   

Summary Items A, B, and C are addressed above.  

I-230-8 
Refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding existing congestion and items 21-23. The 
proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at bottlenecks along the project corridor, as described in Master Response 
TR-2. 

The detailed traffic analysis for the project, which is summarized in IS/EA Section 
2.1.3.2, shows that in both 2015 and 2035, some HOV lane segments of SR 85 would 
have decreased speeds and impaired traffic flow. The second express lane in the median 
in each direction of SR 85 would help to accommodate increased HOV lane use and 
provide other congestion reduction benefits as described in Master Response GEN-1. 
Moreover, the traffic studies show that the project would improve average travel times 
and speeds on SR 85, as discussed in Master Response TR-1. 
The comments in items 24 and 27 address the proposed access zone in relation to SR 85 
interchanges in Saratoga. The development of the current access points is described in 
Master Response GEN-4.  Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with 
no buffer separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in 
Master Response GEN-4. 

For items A and B, refer to Master Responses TR-2 regarding other planned projects and 
GEN-4 regarding access.   

In regard to items 25 through 27, refer to Master Response TR-3 regarding local 
intersections.  

I-230-9 
The comment is correct that there will be additional lighting installed along SR 85. The 
purpose of the lighting is to better illuminate the freeway for driver safety. The new 
lighting will be installed in the median, and the light will be directed on the lanes nearest 
the median. This is in contrast to existing lighting along the corridor, which is along the 
outside lanes.  
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There are 24 existing luminaires along SR 85 within Saratoga inside and just outside of 
the sound walls along the corridor and on overcrossings of SR 85, as described in the 
response to Comment L-3-20. The project would add approximately seven luminaires in 
the median for each of the two access zones (one northbound, one southbound) that are 
proposed between Saratoga Avenue and Winchester Boulevard. The exact locations of 
these access zones would be determined during the project design phase, so it is unclear 
how many, or if any, of the luminaires would be in Saratoga city limits.  

The proposed luminaires and other light fixtures would have lighting configured at the 
minimum necessary illumination level and optimal angle to restrict light to the freeway 
right-of-way. It will be focused on inside lanes, nearest the median. If needed, the fixtures 
would be outfitted with shields to prevent light trespass to surrounding properties.  

See the response to Comment L-3-21 regarding light spill. Evaluation of ambient light 
levels for a hypothetical existing condition without SR 85 is unrelated to the 
environmental process for this project. 

SR 85 in Saratoga is entirely depressed below the grade of surrounding development. 
Therefore, the lighting will have a minimal effect because it will be focused on the 
median and shielded by sound walls and trees between residential development and SR 
85.  Additional information about the lighting is included in Final IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 
and the responses to Comments L-3-20 and L-3-21. 

I-230-10 
Items 29 and 30 state that the project would increase the number of lanes on SR 85 by 33 
percent and would therefore be expected to increase dust, dirt, CO2, and other pollutants 
by 33 percent. Project-related changes to air quality were fully evaluated in the Air 
Quality Impact Assessment and Mobile Source Air Toxics technical reports (URS 2013l, 
m). The reports, which are summarized in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.3, account for the second 
express lane that would be added in each direction of SR 85 between SR 87 and I-280. 
The data do not show that a 33 percent increase in the number of lanes between SR 87 
and I-280 would result in a 33 percent increase in dust, dirt, and other pollutants for the 
following reasons.  

Carbon monoxide emissions would increase no more than 14 percent in 2015 and would 
decrease in 2035. Carbon monoxide (CO) emissions for the Build Alternative would 
generally be lower than the No Build Alternative. For the 2015 PM peak hour at the 
worst-case freeway segment, 1-hour and 8-hour emissions were found to be higher than 
No Build by 14 percent and 12 percent, respectively. This increase is the result of 
additional vehicles using SR 85 where some merging areas or access zones would have 
slower speeds during the worst traffic hour. Elsewhere along the corridor for the 2015 
PM peak hour, Build Alternative CO emissions would be lower. In 2035, Build CO 
emissions would be lower than No Build in the AM and PM peak hours (IS/EA Table 
2.2.6.3) because of increased traffic demand and the inability of the No Build Alternative 
to accommodate the demand. In 2035, both alternatives would have lower CO emissions 
than in 2015. It should be noted that the CO analysis used conservative traffic 
assumptions to represent worst-case conditions. 

Mobile source air toxics would increase no more than 7 percent. For mobile source air 
toxics (MSATs), Build Alternative emissions would be 2 to 4 percent higher than No 
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Build in 2015, and 5 to 7 percent higher than No Build in 2035. Future MSAT emissions 
for both alternatives would be substantially lower in 2015 and 2035 than with existing 
conditions (new IS/EA Table 2.2.6.4).  

Carbon dioxide emissions would increase no more than 0.5 percent in 2015 and would 
decrease in 2035. For carbon dioxide (CO2), the Build Alternative would also have 
slightly higher emissions in 2015 than the No Build Alternative (Final IS/EA Table 2.5.1-
1). The project-related increase would be less than 0.5 percent. However, in 2035, the 
Build Alternative would have substantially lower CO2 emissions than the No Build 
Alternative. The 2035 Build CO2 emissions would also be lower than existing CO2 
emissions.  

Particulate matter emissions are expected to decrease through 2040.  Airborne dirt and 
dust are components of particulate matter. PM10 and PM2.5 are strongly associated with 
diesel truck traffic. The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85, 
therefore additional diesel truck traffic and associated PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would 
be negligible. In addition, the project would reduce delay time and increase speeds 
compared to the No Project Alternative, which in turn would reduce vehicle idling and 
resultant air emissions, including particulate matter. 

PM2.5 emissions are also modeled as part of the regional air quality conformity analysis 
process by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). MTC’s analysis 
accounts for increases in vehicle emissions regionwide, not just from this project. The 
analysis used data inputs for the winter season, when the Bay Area experiences its 
highest levels of PM2.5. The analysis shows that regional PM2.5 emissions are expected 
to decrease by 26 percent between 2008 and 2040 due to local and regional transit and 
freeway operational improvements (MTC 2014).  

In regard to item 31, project construction would take place in the existing right-of-way, 
primarily in the median and shoulder areas adjacent to the existing lanes. The measures 
listed in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.4 were included to control construction dust and particulate 
matter and will be required of the construction contractor during all construction 
operations. Additional information about construction noise abatement has been added in 
IS/EA Section 2.2.7.4.  

A specific timetable for the project construction will be developed as part of detailed 
project design. Although the overall project construction duration is estimated at 1.5 
years, construction activities would be temporary, concentrated in specific areas within 
the right-of-way over a period of several days to a few weeks. See responses to comments 
L-1-13 and L-1-16 for additional information. 

I-230-11 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment and 
Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the SR 85 median.  

Additional express bus service on SR 85 is not included as part of the project but could 
be considered as part of reinvestment of toll revenue in the project corridor. VTA 
currently operates three express buses that use SR 85 (routes 102, 168, and 182). 
Information about bus stops and Park and Ride lots for those and other routes is available 
at http://www.vta.org/Getting-Around/Schedules/By-Type#Express Bus Service. 
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I-230-12 
See the response to Comment I-230-2. The IS/EA includes evaluation of the No Project 
Alternative. 

 

Comment I-231 Carmen R. Segnitz   

 
 

Responses to Comment I-231 
I-231-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. Refer to Master Response 
N-1 regarding noise. 

I-231-2 
The project would not change the width of the SR 85 right-of-way. The comment does 
not specify which agreement is cited. See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), 
L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding specific performance agreements. 
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Comment I-232 Jan Segnitz  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-232 
I-232-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The comment does not 
specify which agreement is cited. See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-
4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding specific performance agreements. Also 
refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median. 

I-232-2 
The comment is incorrect that use of federal funding would open up SR 85 to big rigs. 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85.  

The environmental impacts of the project have been studied in the IS/EA, and the cost 
and funding is identified in IS/EA Section 1.3.3. Also refer to Master Response GEN-10 
regarding funding, cost, and return.   Parking is not associated with express lanes; 
therefore, no additional parking facilities are proposed. 
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Comment I-233 Tony Sehgal  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-233 
I-233-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

The three items listed are elements of the project description. It should be noted that 
HOVs would use the express lanes for free, as described in Master Response GEN-1. 

I-233-2 
Saratoga residents would be able to access the second express lane by entering the 
northbound SR 85 express lane access zone between Winchester Boulevard and Saratoga 
Avenue, as shown in Figure 1.3-2, which has been added to IS/EA Section 1.3.1.1.  

The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  
Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will 
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 

I-233-3 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the I-280 interchange, as described in Master Response TR-2. 

I-233-4 
Noise, air quality, and visual impacts were studied as part of the IS/EA. Refer to Master 
Responses N-1 regarding noise, AQ-1 regarding air quality, and the response to 
Comment L-3-21 regarding project-related visual changes in Saratoga. Measures to avoid 
or minimize effects from project-related noise and air quality are listed in IS/EA Sections 
2.2.7.4 and 2.2.6.4, respectively. The project design includes elements to avoid or 
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minimize light trespass from new lighting and signs as discussed in IS/EA Section 
2.1.4.3. 

I-233-5 
The comment does not specify which agreement is cited. However, see the responses to 
Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the 
agreements cited in the comment. 

I-233-6 
Climate change is discussed in IS/EA Section 2.5.  The project would have a long-term 
beneficial effect on carbon dioxide emissions compared to the No Build Alternative, as 
shown in IS/EA Table 2.5.1-1. Carbon dioxide is the dominant greenhouse gas from 
vehicle emissions. 

The project would result in less than significant noise and air quality impacts and would 
have long-term air quality benefits, as described in Master Responses N-1 and AQ-1, 
respectively. 

I-233-7 
The auxiliary lane is an element of the project description. 

 

Comment I-234 Chris Seitz  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-234 
I-234-1 
The commenter’s concern is noted. The development of the current access points is 
described in Master Response GEN-4. Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV 
lane, with no buffer separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as 
discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 
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I-234-2 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. 

Comment I-235 Robert Silva  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-235 
I-235-1 
The project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes 
provide time and convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master 
Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 

 

Comment I-236 Judy and Dan Simpson  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-236 
I-236-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Light rail in the median of SR 85 was 
not carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or practicable, as 
described in Master Response GEN-2. 

The closest access zones for the northbound and southbound SR 85 express lanes are 
between Saratoga Avenue and Winchester Boulevard, as shown in IS/EA Figure 1.3-2. 
The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  
Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will 
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 
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Technical studies show that the project would meet air quality standards (see Master 
Response AQ-1); increase noise by only 0 to 1 decibel along the Saratoga portion of SR 
85 as described in Master Response N-3 (which would typically not be perceptible, see 
Master Response N-1); and improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85 (see 
Master Response TR-1). There is no evidence that the project would lower real estate 
values. 

 

Comment I-237 Bobby Siu  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-237 
I-237-1 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. This increase would typically not be perceptible, as discussed further in Master 
Response N-1. 

 

Comment I-238 Deanna Slocum (1)  
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Responses to Comment I-238 
I-238-1 
Alternative fuel vehicles with California Department of Motor Vehicles-issued green or 
white stickers would be able to continue to use the express lanes for free until January 1, 
2019 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/carpool/carpool.htm). 

 

Comment I-239 Deanna Slocum (2)   

 
 

Responses to Comment I-239 
I-239-1 
See the response to Comment I-238-1. 

 

Comment I-240 Carol Small  

 
 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/carpool/carpool.htm
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Responses to Comment I-240 
I-240-1 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85. Refer to Master Response N-3 
regarding project-related noise in Saratoga. The project is not expected to significantly 
increase traffic, as described in Master Response TR-1. 

The commenter would be able use the express lanes by entering the northbound access 
zone between De Anza Boulevard and Stevens Creek Boulevard, as shown in new IS/EA 
Figure 1.3-2. It is correct that the northbound express lane will be a single lane in that 
area. 

In addition, continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer 
separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master 
Response GEN-4. The development of the current access points is described in Master 
Response GEN-4.   

 

Comment I-241 Phil Smith  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-241 
I-241-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The express lanes would 
create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, which 
would continue to use the lanes for free. In addition, express lane tolls would provide a 
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revenue source for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements in the SR 85 
corridor. Refer to Master Response GEN-1 for additional information. 

I-241-2 
The project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes 
provide time and convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master 
Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 

 

Comment I-242 Jayne Sonnenschein (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-242 
I-242-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. Refer to Master Responses 
N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding air quality. Tree removal for the Quito Road 
bridge replacement is not part of the proposed SR 85 Express Lanes Project.  
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See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los 
Gatos) regarding the agreements cited in the comment. Note that the City of Campbell 
did not comment on the project. 

I-242-2 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at bottlenecks along the project corridor, as described in Master Response 
TR-2.  

I-242-3 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. The use of federal 
funds will not have any effect on the existing truck restrictions. 

I-242-4 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The proposed project does not 
include express bus service beyond that which is already provided on SR 85. 

 

Comment I-243  
There is no Comment I-243. This comment number was not used.  

 

Comment I-244 Rajat Srivastava  
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Responses to Comment I-244 
I-244-1 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. Refer to 
Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR.   

I-244-2 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. 

I-244-3 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment. 

I-244-4 
The Noise Study Report (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012) provides this information and is 
available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara, under “State Route 85 
Express Lanes Project, Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental 
Assessment.” In addition, refer to Master Responses N-3 and N-4 regarding noise in 
Saratoga. 

I-244-5 
The Air Quality Impact Assessment and Mobile Source Air Toxics technical reports (URS 
2013l, m) are available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara, under 
“State Route 85 Express Lanes Project, Initial Study with Proposed Negative 
Declaration/Environmental Assessment.” 

No methodology exists for correlating Spare the Air Day numbers with air quality 
impacts from individual projects. 
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Comment I-245 Jim Stallman (1)  
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Responses to Comment I-245 
I-245-1 
The comment does not identify which pedestrian overcrossing (POC) is cited. Based on 
Comment I-246 from the same commenter, it appears that the POC is between 
Homestead Road and Fremont Avenue.  

Improvements to the POC are not part of the current project scope. The commenter’s 
recommendations would require additional right-of-way and reconstruction of the POC in 
a different location to meet standards. 

The proposed project would help to alleviate congestion within this bottleneck by 
allowing for some solo drivers to shift into the express lane. Toll revenue from the 
express lanes would be used to fund future projects in the corridor. 

I-245-2 
See the response to Comment I-245-1. 

I-245-3 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at bottlenecks along the project corridor, as described in Master Response 
TR-2. The project would improve overall average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as 
described in Master Response TR-1.  

I-245-4 
The comment addresses previous highway projects and does not provide an 
environmental comment on the current project.  

 

Comment I-246 Jim Stallman (2)  
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Responses to Comment I-246 
I-246-1 
See the response to Comment I-245-1 regarding the northbound auxiliary lane and POC.  

The extension of the auxiliary lane on southbound SR 85 from Stevens Creek Boulevard 
to De Anza Boulevard is not warranted because the proposed project would provide 
operational improvements in this area.  

The project does not propose to modify any ramps; therefore, construction of HOV 
bypass lanes is not included in the current project scope. VTA and Caltrans developed 
plans for HOV bypass lanes, traffic operations systems, and ramp metering 
improvements along the corridor under MTC’s Freeway Performance Initiative Program.   
Construction was completed in mid-2014, and the metering was activated in late January 
2015.   

 

Comment I-247 Jim Stallman (3)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-247 
I-247-1 
The comment is noted regarding a future pedestrian access that requires Caltrans 
approval. 
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Comment I-248 Jim Stallman (4)  
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Responses to Comment I-248 
I-248-1 
See the response to Comment I-245-1. 

I-248-2 
See the response to Comment I-247-1. The proposed project does not impact existing 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and therefore mitigation is not required or proposed. 

I-248-3 
Refer to Master Response N-2 regarding quiet pavement. 

I-248-4 
A transit node in the median is not part of the project or needed to mitigate an impact.  
However, the comment is noted and would need to be addressed as a separate project.  

I-248-5 
This comment is noted but is not part of the project. 

I-248-6 
Express lane access zones are planned between Saratoga Avenue and Winchester 
Boulevard, as shown in Figure 1.3-2, which has been added to IS/EA Section 1.3.1.1. The 
development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  
Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will 
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 

I-248-7 
HOV/HOT bypass lanes are not part of the project but can be considered in the future.   

Item 8 of the comment will be considered during the next design phase. 

I-248-8 
The recommended extension of express lane hours of operation is noted. 
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I-248-9 
The commenter’s recommendation to plant trees is noted. In accordance with Caltrans 
policy, landscaping and irrigation that is damaged or removed during project construction 
would be replaced in kind. For safety reasons, fixed objects such as trees cannot be 
placed within 30 feet of traffic lanes on a freeway. 

I-248-10 
Refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding a future study of the I-280 corridor from US 
101 to the San Mateo County line.  

 

Comment I-249 Peggy and Peter Stark  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-249 
I-249-1 
The express lanes would create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools 
and other HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. In addition, express lane 
tolls would provide a revenue source for HOV, transportation, and transit service 
improvements in the SR 85 corridor. Refer to Master Response GEN-1 for additional 
information.  

Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. The comment 
does not specify which agreement is cited. See the responses to Comments L-1-2 
(Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding specific performance 
agreements. 

Note that the proposed project does not include express bus service beyond that which is 
already provided on SR 85. 

Potential effects to noise and air quality were evaluated in detail and found to be less than 
significant, as described in Master Responses N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding 
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air quality. The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as 
discussed in Master Response TR-1. 

 

Comment I-250 Scott Stauter (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-250 
I-250-1 
The project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes 
provide time and convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master 
Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 

The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response  
GEN-5. 
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Comment I-251 Scott Stauter (2)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-251 
I-251-1 
See the response to Comment I-250-1.  
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Comment I-252 Lori Stenn  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-252 
I-252-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The express lanes would 
create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, which 
would continue to use the lanes for free. In addition, express lane tolls would provide a 
revenue source for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements in the SR 85 
corridor. Refer to Master Response GEN-1 for additional information. 

The project would also improve travel times and speeds compared to the No Build 
condition in 2015 and 2035, as described in Master Response TR-1. 
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Comment I-253 Mitch Stermer  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-253 
I-253-1 
The terms of toll collection and reinvestment are dictated by California Streets and 
Highways Code Section 149.6. The Bay Area Toll Authority, which is the toll collection 
entity for all Bay Area bridges and express lanes, would collect the tolls. According to 
California Streets and Highways Code Section 149.6(e), toll revenues “shall be available 
to VTA for the direct expenses related to the operation (including collection and 
enforcement), maintenance, construction, and administration of the program. The VTA's 
administrative costs in the operation of the program shall not exceed 3 percent of the 
revenues…. All remaining revenue generated by the program shall be used in the corridor 
from which the revenues were generated exclusively for the preconstruction, 
construction, and other related costs of high-occupancy vehicle facilities, transportation 
corridor improvements, and the improvement of transit service, including, but not limited 
to, support for transit operations pursuant to an expenditure plan adopted by the VTA.” 

Also refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost, and return. 
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Comment I-254 Tom Stevenson  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-254 
I-254-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The project would maintain priority 
use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. Studies in 
California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and convenience benefits 
to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 regarding express lane 
users. 

Comment I-255 Sue  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-255 
I-255-1 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. The use of federal 
funds will not have any effect on the truck restrictions. 
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Comment I-256 Sujatha Bodapati  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-256 
I-256-1 
A Noise Study Report (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012) for the proposed project was 
prepared in accordance with Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans policies to 
address traffic noise impacts and noise abatement. An Initial Study/Environmental 
Assessment was prepared for the project in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act, as described in Master Response 
GEN-3. 

 

Comment I-257 Daniel Swid  
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Responses to Comment I-257 
I-257-1 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. The project would improve travel times and 
speeds, as discussed in Master Response TR-1. Refer to Master Response AQ-1 
regarding impacts from air/carbon pollution and N-1 regarding noise,    

I-257-2 
Refer to Master Response GEN-7 regarding why transit options are not being 
implemented instead of the proposed project. Also refer to Master Response GEN-2 in 
regard to light rail in the median of SR 85. 

I-257-3 
See the response to Comment I-257-2. 

 

Comment I-258 Cathy Switzer  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-258 
I-258-1 
The comment is noted.  The project does not include reconstruction of the pedestrian 
overcrossing at The Dalles. The commenter’s recommendations would require additional 
right-of-way and reconstruction of the pedestrian overcrossing in a different location to 
meet standards. 
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Comment I-259 Keith Szolusha (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-259 
I-259-1 
The Draft IS/EA did not include specific locations of new express lane signs or lighting 
because the locations will not be finalized until detailed project design. However, 
information has been added to the Final IS/EA to show the proposed access zones (Figure 
1.3-2) and the approximate number of new overhead sign structures within each city 
(Section 2.1.4.3, under “Project Signs and Tolling Equipment”). As stated in Section 
2.1.4.3 (under “Lighting”), new lighting would have light-emitting diodes (LEDs) 
configured at the minimum necessary number of bulbs, optimal mounting height, mast-
arm length, and angle to restrict light to the freeway right-of-way. Therefore, no light is 
expected to spill into surrounding communities and cause a significant impact, as 
discussed further in response to Comment L-3-21. 

The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. As described in 
Master Response AQ-1, project-related air quality changes would be minor. 
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Comment I-260 Keith Szolusha (2)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-260 
I-260-1 
Detailed technical studies show that the project would increase noise by 0 to 1 decibel 
along the Saratoga portion of SR 85 as described in Master Response N-3 (which would 
typically not be perceptible; see Master Response N-1). The project would meet air 
quality standards (see Master Response AQ-1). As stated in Section 2.1.4.3 (under 
“Lighting”), new lighting would have light-emitting diodes (LEDs) configured at the 
minimum necessary number of bulbs, optimal mounting height, mast-arm length, and 
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angle to restrict light to the freeway right-of-way. Light pollution is not expected, as 
discussed further in response to Comment L-3-21. 

The proposed project would take an estimated 1.5 years, not several years, to construct. 
Project-related construction activities would be concentrated in specific areas over a 
period of several days to a few weeks. See responses to Comments L-1-13 and L-1-16 for 
additional information. 

I-260-2 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. 

See the response to Comment I-260-1 regarding project-related noise. 

IS/EA Chapter 3 and Master Response GEN-6 list the public outreach that has taken 
place for this project. 

I-260-3 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 
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Comment I-261 Barbara Takahashi  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-261 
I-261-1 
See the response to Comment I-94-1. 
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Comment I-262 Panette Talia  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-262 
I-262-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Lanes are not being taken away.  
Also refer to Master Response GEN-1 regarding express lanes. 

 

Comment I-263 Don Tanner  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-263 
I-263-1 
The commenter’s opposition to carpool lanes is noted. Express lane tolls would provide a 
revenue source for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements in the SR 85 
corridor, as described in Master Response GEN-7. 
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The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not 
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 

The project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes 
provide time and convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master 
Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 

 

Comment I-264 Chris Tar  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-264 
I-264-1 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. This increase would typically not be perceptible, as discussed further in Master 
Response N-1. 

The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response 
AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle 
idling. Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding traffic. 

The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. 
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Evaluation of the noise levels at night, representing more sensitive periods of time for 
nearby residents, would yield no difference with and without project conditions because 
the same number of vehicles would be traveling the same speed under both scenarios, 
resulting in no long-term effect on nighttime noise levels.  This is a result of the express 
lane usage being confined to early morning and evening hours during congested periods 
of commuter traffic. 

Refer to Master Response N-3 regarding commitments about noise levels from SR 85 in 
Saratoga. 

 

Comment I-265 Teresa  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-265 
I-265-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Response N-1 
regarding noise. 

 

Comment I-266 Louie Tersini  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-266 
I-266-1 
See the response to Comment L-1-4 regarding cost-benefit analyses for the project. The 
project as currently proposed would not affect parking and does not include parking 
facilities. Anticipated usage has been studied as described in IS/EA Section 3.1. Also 
refer to Master Response EJ-1 regarding express lane usage. 

The commenter has been added to the project mailing list. 
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Comment I-267 George Thorn  
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Responses to Comment I-267 
I-267-1 
The commenter’s concerns about the proposed project are noted. Refer to Master 
Responses N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

I-267-2 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement with the City of Saratoga. 

Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. Refer to Master 
Response GEN-7 regarding transit as an alternative to the proposed project. Note that the 
project does not include express bus service on SR 85 beyond that which is already 
provided. 

Master Response TR-1 provides information about traffic improvements with the project 
compared to the No Build condition. 

The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. This increase would typically not be perceptible, as discussed in Master Response N-1.  

For clarification purposes, a 3 dB increase in noise level represents a doubling of acoustic 
energy, rather than a doubling in perceived loudness. As stated in the City of Saratoga 
Draft Noise Element, a 3 dB change is considered a just-noticeable difference in noise 
level, and a 10 dB change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness 
(City of Saratoga Noise Element, p. 5). 

The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response 
AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle 
idling. 

I-267-3 
This information is provided in the Noise Study Report (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012), 
Air Quality Impact Assessment (URS 2013l), and Mobile Source Air Toxics (2013m), 
which are available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara, under “State 
Route 85 Express Lanes Project, Initial Study with Proposed Negative 
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Declaration/Environmental Assessment.” Also refer to Master Response N-1 through N-4 
regarding noise impacts in Saratoga. 

Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

As stated in Section 2.1.4.3 (under “Lighting”), new lighting would have light-emitting 
diodes (LEDs) configured at the minimum necessary number of bulbs, optimal mounting 
height, mast-arm length, and angle to restrict light to the freeway right-of-way. Therefore, 
light pollution would not result in a significant impact. 

I-267-4 
See the responses to Comments I-267-2 and I-267-3. 
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Comment I-268 Mark Thorpe  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-268 
I-268-1 
As shown in new IS/EA Figure 1.3-2, a northbound express lanes access zone is proposed 
in the vicinity of Fremont Avenue. The development of the current access points is 
described in Master Response GEN-4.  Continuous access for the express lanes—like the 
existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will be considered during detailed 
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project design. The express lanes would have the same hours of operation as the existing 
SR 85 HOV lanes. 

The commenter’s observation about the SR 85 ramps at Fremont Avenue and 
recommendation about the HOV lanes are noted. It should be noted that the project 
together with other planned projects would provide incremental improvements at 
bottlenecks along the project corridor as described in Master Response TR-2. Refer to 
Master Responses GEN-1 regarding express lanes and HOVs and TR-1 regarding traffic. 

 

Comment I-269 Tracy  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-269 
I-269-1 
The comment is noted. 
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Comment I-270 Trish  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-270 
I-270-1 
This comment was sent to other individuals. It is not a comment on the IS/EA.   

It is incorrect that accepting federal funding for the project would require trucks to be 
allowed on the section of SR 85 where they are currently restricted. The project would 
not change the truck restrictions, regardless of whether federal funding is used. 

The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, not a tax, as described in Master 
Response GEN-5. Express lanes and toll roads are in use in several locations in 
California and throughout the United States. The project would maintain priority use for 
carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. 
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H-514 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

Comment I-271 Gil Troutman  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-271 
I-271-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. Also refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding improvements to travel 
times and speeds with the project. 

I-271-2 
Technical studies show that the project would increase noise by 0 to 3 decibels depending 
on the location (which would result in a less than significant impact; see Master Response 
N-1). 

The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response 
AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle 
idling. 
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SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-515 

Comment I-272 Chiping Tsai  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-272 
I-272-1 
Environmental studies for the proposed project included preparation of the 27 technical 
reports listed in Appendix G of the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA). The 
technical reports addressed noise, traffic, air quality, cultural resources, paleontological 
resources, biological resources, community impacts, hydraulics and water quality, 
hazardous waste, geology, and visual impacts. The determination in the IS/EA that the 
proposed project would not have significant environmental effects was based on a 
detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, including noise and air 
quality.  

The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. Also refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding improvements to travel 
times and speeds with the project. 

I-272-2 
Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding air quality. Also see 
response to Comment I-272-1. 

I-272-3 
As noted in Section 1.3.3 of the IS/EA, the project is funded through the project approval 
and environmental document phase from federal earmarks (Surface Transportation 
Program and Transportation Community and System Preservation), American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act funds, VTA Local funds, and private funding sources. VTA is 
working with local, state, and federal agencies to identify funding sources for the design 
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and construction of the project. Also refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding 
funding, cost, and return. 

 

Comment I-273 Yung-Ching Tseng  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-273 
I-273-1 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. Refer to Master 
Response TR-2 regarding other planned improvements including at the I-280 
interchange. 

 

Comment I-274 Karen Tucker  

 
 



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-517 

Responses to Comment I-274 
I-274-1 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85, which are included 
in California Vehicle Code Section 35722 and Santa Clara County Ordinance Section 
B17-5.3.   

I-274-2 
The comment about existing noise levels from SR 85 not being resolved is noted. 

The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. This increase would typically not be perceptible, as discussed further in Master 
Response N-1. 

The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response 
AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle 
idling. 

The project includes measures that will be implemented during construction to reduce the 
potential for noise and air quality impacts, as described in IS/EA Sections 2.2.7.4 (under 
“Construction Noise Measures”) and 2.2.6.4. Additional avoidance and minimization 
measures are listed in IS/EA Table S-1. 

An Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was issued on December 30, 2013. Two 
public information meetings were conducted during the public review period, which was 
from December 30, 2013, to February 28, 2014. Also refer to Master Response GEN-6 
regarding public notices. The commenter’s contact information has been added to the 
project mailing list. 
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Comment I-275 Chris Umminger  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-275 
I-275-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The express lane toll for solo drivers 
is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-5. SR 85 will continue to have two 
general purpose lanes in each direction that do not have tolls or vehicle occupancy 
requirements. 

The project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes 
provide time and convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master 
Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 

I-275-2 
The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  
Continuous access for the express lanes—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no 
buffer separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in 
Master Response GEN-4. 
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Comment I-276 C. Vanslow  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-276 
I-276-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The environmental effects of the 
proposed project have been fully evaluated and compared with the existing setting and 
the No Project Alternative, and appropriate avoidance and minimization measures have 
been included. Refer to Master Response GEN-6 regarding public notices about the 
project. 

The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a less than significant 
increase in traffic noise, as discussed further in Master Response N-1. The project is not 
expected to adversely increase air pollution, as described in Master Response AQ-1, and 
the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle idling. 

 

Comment I-277 Nancy Varnell  
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Responses to Comment I-277 
I-277-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Response N-1 
regarding noise. 

 

Comment I-278 Rashmi Verma  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-278 
I-278-1 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

See the response to Comment L-3-4 (Saratoga) regarding the agreement.  
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The comment about traffic noise from SR 85 is noted. Refer to Master Response N-3 
regarding noise levels in Saratoga. 

 

Comment I-279 Binh Vo (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-279 
I-279-1 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including noise, air quality, and traffic. Refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding 
preparation of an EIR. 

The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not 
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 

 

Comment I-280 Binh Vo (2)  
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Responses to Comment I-280 
I-280-1 
The commenter’s request is noted. 

The project would add a second express lane in the median in each direction of SR 85 
between SR 87 and I-280. The lane would not extend the entire length of SR 85. The 
project would improve travel times and speeds, as described in Master Response TR-1. 
The express lanes would offer immediate congestion relief using the existing right-of-
way. 

 

Comment I-281 John Wallace  
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Responses to Comment I-281 
I-281-1 
The project would improve travel times and speeds, as described in Master Response TR-
1. The express lanes would offer immediate congestion relief using the existing right-of-
way. 

I-281-2 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the I-280 interchange and other bottlenecks along the project corridor, 
as described in Master Response TR-2. 

I-281-3 
The project does not propose to widen SR 85 north of I-280. The widening would require 
additional right-of-way; reconfiguration of interchanges, overcrossings, and other 
structures; and major utility work. See Master Response TR-2 for incremental 
improvements along SR 85 south of I-280. 

I-281-4 
The second express lane in the median in each direction of SR 85 between SR 87 and I-
280 is not proposed to be used for transit only. Transit buses and other HOVs would 
continue to use the express lanes for free, and solo drivers would have the option to pay a 
toll to use the lanes, provided that capacity is available to accommodate solo drivers. 
Also refer to Master Response GEN-1. 

I-281-5 
New pavement is currently anticipated to match the existing pavement type of the 
adjacent lanes. 

I-281-6 
A detailed traffic analysis was conducted for the proposed project and is summarized in 
IS/EA Section 2.1.3. The proposed project together with other planned projects would 
provide incremental improvements at the I-280 interchange and other areas of congestion 
along the project corridor, as described in Master Response TR-2. 

I-281-7 
There will not be a significant increase in the number of cars. With the project, an 
additional express lane would be added in each direction but only within a portion of the 
SR 85 corridor, between SR 87 and I-280. During the peak period, a portion of the 
existing traffic would shift to using the express lanes. This would include some drivers 
who previously might have driven before or after the peak period to avoid congestion. 
The cost of using the express lanes will be adjusted to “regulate” the number of single 
occupancy vehicles in the lanes and maintain free-flow conditions (as discussed further in 
Master Response GEN-1). The express lanes will be most attractive to drivers who 
already use SR 85 and need an additional option to travel to their destination in a 
predictable time frame. 
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The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 2 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Los Gatos portion of SR 85 (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012; also 
see Final IS/EA Tables 2.2.7-11 [receptors ST-67 through ST-70] and  2.2.7-12 
[receptors ST-72 through ST-76] for locations in Los Gatos). This increase would not be 
significant, as discussed in Master Response N-1. 

I-281-8 
The project evaluated a number of new or reconstructed noise barriers in IS/EA Section 
2.2.7.4 (under “Traffic Noise Abatement Evaluation”). None of the evaluated sound wall 
locations met the Caltrans “feasibility” and “reasonableness” criteria.  

I-281-9 
Potential project-related effects to air quality and noise were studied and are not expected 
to create a nuisance, as described in more detail in Master Responses AQ-1 regarding air 
quality and N-1 regarding noise.  

Master Response TR-2 addresses the SR 85/I-280 interchange and other congestion 
points along SR 85. 

The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not 
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 

Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding express lane users. 

 

Comment I-282 Bill Wang  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-282 
I-282-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.  



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-525 

The project would improve travel times and speeds, as described in Master Response TR-
1. The express lanes would offer immediate congestion relief using the existing right-of-
way. 

Potential project-related effects to noise and air quality were studied and are not expected 
to result in adverse impacts, as described in more detail in Master Responses N-1 
regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding air quality. 
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H-526 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

Comment I-283 Mark Weisler  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-283 
I-283-1 
The commenter’s concerns are noted. To clarify, the project would not add traffic signals 
to SR 85. 
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California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including air quality, noise, and visual resources. The technical studies included the 
additional express lane in each direction between SR 87 and I-280. It is important to note 
that Caltrans requires the same technical studies to be prepared whether the ultimate 
environmental document is an Initial Study or EIR. Thus, preparing an EIR would not 
change the content or nature of any of the technical studies. Also refer to Master 
Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

Ongoing pollution studies are not within the scope of this project, but local air quality 
data are available to the public at http://www.baaqmd.gov/Know.aspx. 

I-283-2 
The comment is noted. See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the Performance 
Agreement. Also refer to Master Response GEN-6 regarding the public noticing that has 
taken place. 

I-283-3 
The commenter is referred to California Streets and Highways Code Section 149.6, which 
sets the terms of toll collection and reinvestment for the proposed project. The Bay Area 
Toll Authority, which is the toll collection entity for all Bay Area bridges and express 
lanes, would collect the tolls. It would be up to the City of Saratoga whether they were 
interested in establishing a financial review committee. 

I-283-4 
A detailed statement of the problem that the proposed project is intended to address is 
provided in IS/EA Section 1.2, Purpose and Need. 

http://www.baaqmd.gov/Know.aspx
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H-528 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

Comment I-284 Jackie Welch  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-284 
I-284-1 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. The SR 85 Express Lanes Project is part of a 
region wide effort to develop 550 miles of express lanes in the Bay Area (MTC 2015). 
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SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-529 

Express lanes will benefit bus riders and carpoolers through faster, more reliable travel, 
and ultimately create an incentive for more bus service. Toll revenues from the SR 85 
express lanes will be used for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements in 
the SR 85 corridor. Moreover, the number of paid vehicles will be limited so they do not 
congest the express lanes. 

Master Response GEN-7 discusses why transit options are not being implemented instead 
of the proposed project. 

VTA conducts bus service planning annually and adjusts service to better serve those 
communities with greater demand.  Should locations in Saratoga demonstrate sufficient 
ridership demand, bus service would be considered. 

 

Comment I-285 Harry Weller  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-285 
I-285-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. See the response to Comment L-3-4 
regarding the comment about light rail along SR 85. 

I-285-2 
The project would provide incremental improvements to traffic congestion on SR 85, as 
described in Master Responses TR-1 and TR-2. Also note that the project would add an 
auxiliary lane on northbound SR 85 between the South De Anza Boulevard on-ramp and 
the Stevens Creek Boulevard off-ramp, which would help to accommodate congestion in 
this area. 
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H-530 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

I-285-3 
The comment does not specify which agreement s are cited. See the responses to 
Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding specific 
performance agreements. 

Comment I-286 Gary Wesley  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-286 
I-286-1 
It is incorrect that HOVs not paying tolls would be disallowed from the express lanes. 
The express lanes would create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools 
and other HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. Refer to Master 
Response GEN-1 regarding the express lanes and HOVs. The project would also improve 
travel times and speeds compared to the No Build condition in 2015 and 2035, as 
discussed in Master Response TR-1. 

There is no plan or legislative authority to charge tolls for use of the general purpose 
lanes of SR 85.   

The environmental impacts of the proposed project have been fully evaluated in the 
IS/EA and appropriate measures have been included to avoid or minimize impacts. Refer 
to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 
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SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-531 

Comment I-287 Caron Whitacre  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-287 
I-287-1 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. Also refer to 
Master Responses N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1regarding air quality. Lighting is 
addressed in IS/EA Section 2.1.4. 

I-287-2 
New Figure 1.3-2 has been added to IS/EA Section 1.3.1.1 to show the conceptual access 
zone locations. The development of the current access points is described in Master 
Response GEN-4.  Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer 
separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master 
Response GEN-4. 

A detailed traffic analysis was conducted for the project, and the findings do not support 
the statement in the comment that major congestion would result from the two express 
lanes transitioning to one express lane. The analysis shows that in peak traffic hour for 
the primary commute travel direction, levels of service approaching major system 
interchanges would generally remain the same or improve slightly with the project in 
both 2015 and 2035 (northbound in the AM peak and southbound in the PM peak; IS/EA 
Tables 2.1.3-5 and 2.1.3-6 for 2015, and Tables 2.1.3-9 and 2.1.3-10 for 2035). Overall 
corridor speeds would increase and total delay would decrease with the project in 2015 
and 2035 compared with the No Project conditions (IS/EA Tables 2.1.3-8 and 2.1.3-12). 
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I-287-3 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. Refer to Master Responses GEN-2 regarding light 
rail in the median and TR-1 regarding traffic. 

Comment I-288 Patty Winningham  
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Responses to Comment I-288 
I-288-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Response GEN-6 
regarding public notices. 

I-288-2 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the contract cited in the comment. 

I-288-3 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. This increase would typically not be perceptible, as discussed further in Master 
Response N-1. Also refer to Master Response N-3 regarding noise in Saratoga. 

All Caltrans highway noise analyses are required by 23 CFR 772 to be conducted in 
terms of the worst noise hour (Leq[h]) for traffic.  The Noise Study Report (Illingworth 
and Rodkin 2012) for the proposed project included more than 140 measurements along 
the proposed project corridor at various times of day. This approach is intended to 
determine the worst-case noise levels from traffic, which occur when the maximum 
number of vehicles are traveling at the speed limit. Taking noise measurements for a full 
year and then averaging them with the median and the mean would result in lower levels 
than the worst noise hour for traffic. 

I-288-4 
The commenter’s observations are noted. Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air 
quality, and see the response to Comment I-288-3 regarding noise.  Also refer to Master 
Response TR-3 regarding local traffic. 

I-288-5 
The environmental impacts of the proposed project have been fully evaluated in the 
IS/EA. California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including noise and air quality.  

It is important to note that Caltrans requires the same technical studies to be prepared 
whether the ultimate environmental document is an Initial Study or an EIR. Thus, 
preparing an EIR would not change the content or nature of any of the technical studies. 
Refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

Potential effects to air quality and noise would be minor, as described in more detail in 
Master Responses AQ-1 regarding air quality and N-1 regarding noise. There is no 
evidence that the project would reduce the value of the commenter’s home. 

I-288-6 
Refer to Master Response GEN-7 regarding the comment that mass transit should be 
advanced instead of the proposed project, and Master Response TR-2 regarding 
bottlenecks on SR 85. 
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I-288-7 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median of SR 85. 

I-288-8 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. The use of federal 
funds will not have any effect on the truck restrictions. In addition, the current truck 
restrictions on SR 85 are included in California Vehicle Code Section 35722 and Santa 
Clara County Ordinance Section B17-5.3. Refer to Master Response GEN-9 regarding 
the truck restrictions. 

Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding air quality impacts 
from the project. 

I-288-9 
See the response to Comment I-288-7. 

I-288-10 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at bottlenecks along the project corridor, as described in Master Response 
TR-2. 

I-288-11 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2.  Also refer to 
Master Response GEN-7 regarding mass transit alternatives.  Information about light rail 
planning is available on the VTA website at http://www.vta.org/projects-and-
programs/transit. Also refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1 
regarding air quality.    

http://www.vta.org/projects-and-programs/transit
http://www.vta.org/projects-and-programs/transit
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Comment I-289 Sybil Wolden  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-289 
I-289-1 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. This increase would not be significant, as discussed further in Master Response N-1. 
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I-289-2 
The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response 
AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle 
idling. The project would not exceed applicable thresholds for carbon monoxide, as 
addressed in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.  

Construction activities for this project would be substantially less than for construction of 
a new freeway (i.e. SR 85).  In addition, IS/EA Section 2.2.6.4 provides avoidance and 
minimization measures to reduce air quality impacts during construction.  

Note that there are no restrictions on buses on SR 85, and buses would continue to use the 
corridor. The project does not propose to change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. 

I-289-3 
The project would not make existing lanes narrower to accommodate the second express 
lane in the median in each direction of SR 85 between SR 87 and I-280. See IS/EA 
Section 1.3.1.9. 

Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding general traffic improvements from the project 
and Master Response TR-2 regarding the I-280 interchange and other bottlenecks along 
SR 85. 

Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

 

Comment I-290 Rosemary Woolley  
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Responses to Comment I-290 
I-290-1 
The commenter’s observations are noted. The project would provide incremental 
improvements to traffic congestion on SR 85, as described in Master Response TR-1. 

A VTA bus weighs 27,500 pounds (13.75 tons) when empty and 39,500 pounds (19.75 
tons) when full.  The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. 

I-290-2 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

Contrary to the statements in the comment, the project was developed as a result of 
California Assembly Bills 2032 (2004) and 574 (2007), which authorized VTA to 
implement express lanes in two freeway corridors in Santa Clara County, as discussed 
further in Section IS/EA 1.1.2. As stated in Section 1 of Assembly Bill 2032, express 
lanes (or high occupancy toll [HOT] lanes, as used in the legislation) have been 
implemented and proven successful on freeways in California and elsewhere, increase the 
efficiency of the transportation system by taking advantage of existing capacity without 
forfeiting the congestion mitigation and air quality benefits provided by HOV lanes, and 
provide a source of revenue to be reinvested in projects and services that provide traffic 
congestion relief in the corridor. 
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Comment I-291 (Vivian) Huifen Wu  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-291 
I-291-1 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. This increase would not be significant, as discussed in Master Response N-1. 
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H-540 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

The project would provide incremental improvements to traffic congestion on SR 85, as 
described in Master Response TR-1. 

There is no evidence that the project would lower the quality of life or housing values 
along SR 85. 

I-291-2 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be shared with the 
project team.  

See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited. Light rail in the 
median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable 
or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

 

Comment I-292 Wilma Y.  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-292 
I-292-1 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. The comment lists a number of issues, which are 
addressed in the following: 

• Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise; 

• Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality; 

• See the Response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the contract/agreement cited in the 
comment; 

• Refer to Master Response GEN-4 regarding access points; 
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• Refer to Master Responses GEN-1 and TR-1 regarding the project’s traffic 
benefits; and   

• Refer to Master ResponseTR-2 regarding bottleneck at SR 85/I-280 and other 
planned projects 

 

Comment I-293 Steven Yang  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-293 
I-293-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

 

Comment I-294 Jim and Helena Yeh  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-294 
I-294-1 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at bottlenecks along the project corridor, as described in Master Response 
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TR-2. Also see Master Response TR-1 in regard to improvements to travel times and 
speeds with the project.  

Technical studies show that the project would meet air quality standards (refer to Master 
Response AQ-1) and increase noise by only 0 to 1 decibel along the Saratoga portion of 
SR 85 (refer to Master Responses N-3 and N-1). 

I-294-2 
The environmental impacts of the proposed project have been fully evaluated in the 
IS/EA. The determination that the project would not have significant environmental 
effects was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. It 
is important to note that the same technical studies must be prepared whether the ultimate 
environmental document is an Initial Study or an EIR. Thus, preparing an EIR would not 
change the content or nature of any of the technical studies. Refer to Master Response 
GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 
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Comment I-295 John Yu  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-295 
I-295-1 
Transportation projects are prioritized based on regional needs and goals and availability 
of funding. The planning process for transportation projects takes place at both the county 
and regional level, which are coordinated as part of VTA’s Valley Transportation Plan 
(VTP) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP).  
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The VTP is the long-range transportation plan for Santa Clara County, which VTA is 
responsible for preparing and updating. The VTP provides a planning framework for 
developing and delivering transportation projects and programs over a 25-year period. 
The planning process for each VTP update sets priorities for study, policies, 
development, and investment; identifies existing and future transportation needs; and 
guides investments to specific program areas. The VTP identifies sources and amounts of 
funding reasonably expected to be available over 25-year period, but does not include 
precise schedules for implementation or make assumptions regarding financing costs that 
may be needed to implement specific projects in specific years. VTA proactively works 
with local jurisdictions and the public to seek input into the VTP. To learn more, see 
VTA’s VTP 2040 website at http://www.vta.org/projects-and-programs/planning/valley-
transportation-plan-2040-vtp-2040. 

The VTP and other counties’ long-range transportation plans provide input into the RTP, 
which covers the nine-county Bay Area. The RTP lists projects of local and regional 
importance based on factors such as local support and need, ridership, and potential cost 
and funding. These factors provide direction in how anticipated federal, state, and local 
transportation funds will be spent in the Bay Area during the next 25 years. 

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project is part of the Silicon Valley Express Lanes Program, 
the history of which is described in IS/EA Section 1.1.2. The program has been included 
in the VTP since 2009. The project is also part of a regional effort to develop 550 miles 
of express lanes in the Bay Area, which has been included in the RTP since 2009.  

I-295-2, I-295-3 
Other projects are planned that would help to relieve congestion on SR 85 in the vicinity 
of I-280 and Foothill Expressway. These projects are summarized in Master Response 
TR-2. See the response to Comment I-295-1 regarding how projects are prioritized. 

The comment asks why adequate funding should be a prerequisite for the establishment 
of any future plan. The source of the statement is not identified. As previously noted, 
regional needs and goals and availability of funding are all considered in prioritizing 
transportation projects. The commenter’s opinion is noted.  

I-295-4 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at bottlenecks along the project corridor, as described in Master Response 
TR-2. 

I-295-5 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited. 

I-295-6 
VTA is committed to light rail and other forms of public transit, and that commitment is 
demonstrated through the allocation of funds in the upcoming Valley Transportation Plan 
2040. As shown in the most recent project list for the plan, approximately $7.9 million is 
slated for transit projects including light rail, Caltrain, Altamont Commuter Express 
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(ACE), and California High Speed Rail. Less than half of that amount (approximately 
$3.4 million) is slated for highway projects and improvements (VTA 2011).  

I-295-7, I-295-8 
These are not comments on the IS/EA. Information about the VTA Board of Directors 
and board meetings is available at http://www.vta.org/get-involved/board-of-directors. 

 

Comment I-296 Larry Yuan  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-296 
I-296-1 
The environmental impacts of the proposed project have been fully evaluated in the 
IS/EA. The determination that the project would not have significant environmental 
effects was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including noise and air quality. It is important to note that the same technical studies must 
be prepared whether the ultimate environmental document is an Initial Study or an EIR. 
Thus, preparing an EIR would not change the content or nature of any of the technical 
studies. Refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

Avoidance and minimization measures for the project, including for noise and air quality, 
are summarized in IS/EA Appendix E. 

I-296-2 
The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not 
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 

http://www.vta.org/get-involved/board-of-directors
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I-296-3 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the I-280 interchange and other bottlenecks along the project corridor, 
as described in Master Response TR-2. 

Comments I-297 Sharon Zhang  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-297 
I-297-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

Technical studies show that the project would meet air quality standards (see Master 
Response AQ-1) and increase noise by 0 to 3 decibels (which would not be significant; 
see Master Response N-1). The project would improve travel times and speeds, as 
described in Master Response TR-1. The express lanes would offer immediate congestion 
relief using the existing right-of-way. Also refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding 
other planned projects. 
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Comment I-298 Tracy Zhao  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-298 
I-298-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

Technical studies show that the project would meet air quality standards (see Master 
Response AQ-1) and increase noise by 0 to 3 decibels (which would not be significant 
see Master Response N-1). Along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, the noise increase 
would be 0 to 1 decibel and less than significant (see Master Response N-3). The project 
would improve travel times and speeds, as described in Master Response TR-1. The 
express lanes would offer immediate congestion relief using the existing right-of-way. 
Also refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding other planned projects. 
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Comment I-299 Elizabeth and Michael Zimmerman  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-299 
I-299-1 
The comment about HOV lane access is noted. The development of the current access 
points is described in Master Response GEN-4. Continuous access—like the existing SR 
85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will be considered during detailed project 
design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. Note that the project would not change 
the existing truck restrictions on SR 85.  

The environmental impacts of the proposed project have been fully evaluated in the 
IS/EA. The determination that the project would not have significant environmental 
effects was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including noise and air quality. It is important to note that Caltrans requires the same 
technical studies to be prepared whether the ultimate environmental document is an 
Initial Study or an EIR. Thus, preparing an EIR would not change the content or nature of 
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any of the technical studies. Also refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation 
of an EIR. 

Avoidance and minimization measures for the project are summarized in IS/EA 
Appendix E. 

The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the I-280 interchange and other bottlenecks along the project corridor, 
as described in Master Response TR-2. 

I-299-2 
The commenter’s support for the City of Saratoga comment (Comment L-3) is noted, 
along with the observation about CHP enforcement along the SR 85 HOV lanes and I-
680 express lanes.  

The project will include shoulder areas along SR 85 for CHP officers to monitor beacon 
lights that will identify vehicles without FasTrak toll tags. An officer will visually verify 
vehicle occupancy to determine whether it is an SOV without a toll tag or a legitimate 
HOV. Violators will be pulled over to the right shoulder and cited.  
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Comment I-300 Anthony R. Fisher 

 
 

Responses to Comment I-300 
I-300-1 
The commenter’s request to eliminate the second express lane in each direction of SR 85 
is noted. The second express lane was included to accommodate existing and future travel 
demand in the HOV lanes. See IS/EA Section 1.2. 

The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the I-280 interchange and other bottlenecks along the project corridor, 
as described in Master Response TR-2.  

The support for the auxiliary lane is also noted as well as an additional auxiliary lane on 
SR 85, north of I-280. 



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-551 

Comment I-301 Roy and Barbara Gustafson  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-301 
I-301-1 
The commenters’ opposition to the project is noted. 

In regard to the points briefly raised in the comment, see the following: 

• Master Response TR-2 describes how the proposed project together with other 
planned projects would provide incremental improvements at the I-280 
interchange and other bottlenecks along the project corridor.  

• Master Response N-1 discusses project-related noise increases, which would 
typically not be perceptible. Note that there is no absolute federal maximum 
numeric standard for freeway noise levels; rather, the standard applies to levels at 
which abatement should be considered.  

• Master Response AQ-1 describes the project’s compliance with air quality 
standards. 

• The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. 

I-301-2 
The commenter’s request to eliminate the second express lane in each direction of SR 85 
is noted. The second express lane was included to accommodate existing and future travel 
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demand in the HOV lanes. See IS/EA Section 1.2 and Master Response TR-1 regarding 
the need for the second express lane. 

Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the SR 85 median. 
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H.7 Responses to Comments on PM2.5 Conformity 
 

Comment PM-1 Michele Braucht 

 

 
 

Responses to Comment PM-1 
Public comment has been requested on the project’s status with respect to particulate 
matter (PM2.5) conformity; therefore, this response focuses on how PM2.5 is analyzed for 
highway projects in the Bay Area and why the project has not been identified as a Project 
of Air Quality Concern.   

As stated on the Spare the Air website (http://www.sparetheair.org/), wood smoke is the 
largest source of particulate pollution, including PM2.5, during the winter season. In the 
summer season, mobile sources, particularly cars and light duty trucks, are the main 
source of Bay Area air pollution. However, summer Spare the Air days are typically 
based on high levels of ground-level ozone rather than particulate matter. 

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project and other Federally-funded projects are required to 
undergo a screening process set forth by United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) Final Conformity Rule EPA420-F-10-011. This process was established to 
protect public health with a margin of safety. The process involves interagency 
consultation, facilitated through the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) 
Air Quality Conformity Task Force, regarding whether a project meets specific criteria 
defined in Title 40 CFR Part 93 for Projects of Air Quality Concern. The Air Quality 
Conformity Task Force concurred that the project does not fit the definition of a Project 
of Air Quality Concern. As a result, it is not subject to further PM2.5 project-level 
conformity requirements or analysis. 
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Particulate matter, including PM2.5, is strongly associated with diesel truck traffic. The 
project would not accommodate an increase in truck traffic or truck emissions because 
large trucks are prohibited on SR 85 between US 101 in San Jose and I-280—more than 
18 miles of the 24.1-mile SR 85 corridor—and the project would not change the truck 
restrictions. In addition, the project would reduce delay time and increase speeds 
compared to the No Project Alternative, which in turn would reduce vehicle idling and 
resultant air emissions, including particulate matter. 

PM2.5 emissions are also modeled by the MTC as part of the regional air quality 
conformity analysis process. MTC’s analysis accounts for increases in vehicle emissions 
regionwide, not just from this project. The analysis used data inputs for the winter season, 
when the Bay Area experiences its highest levels of PM2.5. The analysis shows that 
regional PM2.5 emissions are expected to decrease by 26 percent between 2008 and 2040 
due to local and regional transit and freeway operational improvements (MTC 2014, 
Transportation-Air Quality Conformity Analysis for Plan Bay Area and the Final 2015 
Transportation Improvement Program. URL: 
http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/TIP/2015/final_air_quality_conformity_analysis.pdf. 
September 24, 2014).  

The comments regarding social equity and other concepts for the SR 85 corridor are 
noted. 
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Comment PM-2 Jim Foley 

 

 
 

Responses to Comment PM-2 
Public comment has been requested on the project’s status with respect to particulate 
matter (PM2.5) conformity; therefore, this response focuses on how PM2.5 is analyzed for 
highway projects in the Bay Area and why the project has not been identified as a Project 
of Air Quality Concern.  

The SR 85 Express Lanes Project and other Federally-funded projects are required to 
undergo a screening process set forth by United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) Final Conformity Rule EPA420-F-10-011. This process was established to 
protect public health with a margin of safety. The process involves interagency 
consultation, facilitated through the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) 
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Air Quality Conformity Task Force, regarding whether a project meets specific criteria 
defined in Title 40 CFR Part 93 for Projects of Air Quality Concern. The project 
assessment for PM2.5 included projected future traffic conditions (with and without the 
project) for the SR 85 corridor. The development of future traffic volumes included peak-
hour traffic counts at existing bottleneck locations. The Air Quality Conformity Task 
Force concurred that the project does not fit the definition of a Project of Air Quality 
Concern. As a result, it is not subject to further PM2.5 project-level conformity 
requirements or analysis. 

Particulate matter, including PM2.5, is strongly associated with diesel truck traffic. The 
project would not accommodate an increase in truck traffic or truck emissions because 
large trucks are prohibited on SR 85 between US 101 in San Jose and I-280—more than 
18 miles of the 24.1-mile SR 85 corridor—and the project would not change the truck 
restrictions. In addition, the project would reduce delay time and increase speeds 
compared to the No Project Alternative, which in turn would reduce vehicle idling and 
resultant air emissions, including particulate matter. 

PM2.5 emissions are also modeled by the MTC as part of the regional air quality 
conformity analysis process. MTC’s analysis accounts for increases in vehicle emissions 
regionwide, not just from this project. The analysis used data inputs for the winter season, 
when the Bay Area experiences its highest levels of PM2.5. The analysis shows that 
regional PM2.5 emissions are expected to decrease by 26 percent between 2008 and 2040 
due to local and regional transit and freeway operational improvements (MTC 2014, 
Transportation-Air Quality Conformity Analysis for Plan Bay Area and the Final 2015 
Transportation Improvement Program. URL: 
http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/TIP/2015/final_air_quality_conformity_analysis.pdf. 
September 24, 2014).  

The comments regarding previous agreements with the City of Saratoga are addressed in 
the environmental document but do not pertain to the PM2.5 analysis. 
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Comment PM-3 Cheriel Jensen 
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Responses to Comment PM-3 
Public comment has been requested on the project’s status with respect to particulate 
matter (PM2.5) conformity; therefore, this response focuses on PM2.5 and the conformity 
process.   

The PM2.5 hot spot demonstration process for Federally-funded transportation projects is 
set forth in 40 CFR 93.123(b). Rather than using specific PM2.5 measurements, the 
process begins with an evaluation of whether a project fits into one or more of the 
categories for “Projects of Air Quality Concern” listed in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(i)–(v). The 
process requires interagency consultation in order to make this determination. If, in the 
course of consultation, a project is determined to meet the definition of a Project of Air 
Quality Concern under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1), a quantitative hot spot analysis is required. 

In the Bay Area, the evaluation process has been established by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) and requires interagency consultation with the Bay 
Area Air Quality Conformity Task Force. The Task Force includes representatives from 
Federal (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, Federal Highway 
Administration, Federal Transit Administration), state (California Air Resources Board, 
Caltrans), regional (MTC, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and Association 
of Bay Area Governments), and sub-regional (Congestion Management Agencies, transit 
operators, local jurisdictions, etc.) agencies. For the SR 85 Express Lanes Project, a 
detailed PM2.5 hot spot analysis was not completed because the Task Force concurred that 
it is not considered a Project of Air Quality Concern as defined in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1). 
As a result, the project is not subject to further PM2.5 project-level conformity 
requirements or analysis. 

It should be noted that particulate matter, including PM2.5, is strongly associated with 
diesel truck traffic. The project would not accommodate an increase in truck traffic or 
truck emissions because large trucks are prohibited on SR 85 between US 101 in San 
Jose and I-280, which includes the segment where the second express lanes would be 
added, and the project would not change the truck restrictions. In addition, the project 
would reduce delay time and increase speeds compared to the No Project Alternative, 
which in turn would reduce vehicle idling and resultant air emissions, including 
particulate matter.  

PM2.5 emissions are also modeled by the MTC as part of the regional air quality 
conformity analysis process. MTC’s analysis accounts for increases in vehicle emissions 
regionwide, not just from this project. The analysis used data inputs for the winter season, 
when the Bay Area experiences its highest levels of PM2.5. The analysis shows that 
regional PM2.5 emissions are expected to decrease by 26 percent between 2008 and 2040 
due to local and regional transit and freeway operational improvements that are 
programmed for implementation during that period (MTC 2014, Transportation-Air 
Quality Conformity Analysis for Plan Bay Area and the Final 2015 Transportation 
Improvement Program. URL: 
http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/TIP/2015/final_air_quality_conformity_analysis.pdf. 
September 24, 2014).  

It should also be noted that the Bay Area is in attainment of the federal and state CO 
standards, and a carbon monoxide (CO) analysis was completed for the project in 
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accordance with the requirements set forth in Chapter 11 of the Caltrans Standard 
Environmental Reference. As shown in the project’s environmental document, carbon 
monoxide emissions modeling was performed for the Build and No Build conditions in 
2015 and 2035. Compared with the No Build Alternative, the project would result in a 
minor increase in CO emissions in the 2015 analysis year (up to 14 percent) but would 
reduce CO emissions in 2035. The increase in CO emissions in 2015 would not cause or 
contribute to any new localized CO violations. 

 

Comment PM-4 Mary Robertson (1 of 2) 
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Responses to Comment PM-4 
Public comment has been requested on the project’s status with respect to particulate 
matter (PM2.5) conformity; therefore, this response focuses on how PM2.5 is analyzed for 
highway projects in the Bay Area and why the project has not been identified as a Project 
of Air Quality Concern.   

Information about the number of Spare the Air days in the Bay Area can be found at 
http://www.sparetheair.org/. As stated on the Spare the Air website, wood smoke is the 
largest source of particulate pollution, including PM2.5, during the winter season. In the 
summer season, mobile sources, particularly cars and light duty trucks, are the main 
source of Bay Area air pollution. However, summer Spare the Air days are typically 
based on high levels of ground-level ozone rather than particulate matter.  

A detailed PM2.5 hot spot analysis was not completed for the project because it meets the 
requirements set forth by the Clean Air Act and Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 
40, Section 93.116. Federally-funded projects are required to undergo a different 
screening process than the California.gov Public Health Guidelines discussed in the 
comment. The process is set forth by United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) Final Conformity Rule EPA420-F-10-011. The process involves interagency 
consultation, facilitated through the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) 
Air Quality Conformity Task Force, regarding whether a project meets specific criteria 
defined in Title 40 CFR Part 93 for Projects of Air Quality Concern. The project 
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assessment for PM2.5 included projected future traffic conditions (with and without the 
project) for the SR 85 corridor. The projection of future traffic conditions included the 
proposed second express lane in each direction between SR 87 and I-280. The Air 
Quality Conformity Task Force concurred that the project does not fit the definition of a 
Project of Air Quality Concern. As a result, it is not subject to further PM2.5 project-level 
conformity requirements or analysis. 

The comment states that the additional express lanes would increase PM2.5 along a 
corridor bordered by residences, schools, and parks. It should be noted the second express 
lanes would be added in the median, along the centerline, and the traffic lanes would not 
be shifted toward the outer shoulders of SR 85. Also, particulate matter, including PM2.5, 
is strongly associated with diesel truck traffic. The project would not accommodate an 
increase in truck traffic or truck emissions because large trucks are prohibited on SR 85 
between US 101 in San Jose and I-280, which includes the segment where the second 
express lanes would be added, and the project would not change the truck restrictions. In 
addition, the project would reduce delay time and increase speeds compared to the No 
Project Alternative, which in turn would reduce vehicle idling and resultant air emissions, 
including particulate matter.  

PM2.5 emissions are also modeled by the MTC as part of the regional air quality 
conformity analysis process. MTC’s analysis accounts for increases in vehicle emissions 
regionwide, not just from this project. The analysis used data inputs for the winter season, 
when the Bay Area experiences its highest levels of PM2.5. The analysis shows that 
regional PM2.5 emissions are expected to decrease by 26 percent between 2008 and 2040 
due to local and regional transit and freeway operational improvements that are 
programmed for implementation during that period (MTC 2014, Transportation-Air 
Quality Conformity Analysis for Plan Bay Area and the Final 2015 Transportation 
Improvement Program. URL: 
http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/TIP/2015/final_air_quality_conformity_analysis.pdf. 
September 24, 2014).  

The comments regarding performance agreements, visual pollutants, and second express 
lanes are addressed in the environmental document but do not pertain to the PM2.5 
analysis. The comment regarding SMART corridor planning is noted. 
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Comment PM-5 Mary Robertson (2 of 2) 
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Responses to Comments PM-5 
Public comment has been requested on the project’s status with respect to particulate 
matter (PM2.5) conformity; therefore, this response focuses on PM2.5 and why the project 
has not been identified as a Project of Air Quality Concern.   

The comment cites a Los Angeles Times article and an Environmental Health 
Perspectives study regarding ultrafine and fine particulate matter. The Los Angeles Times 
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article refers to “ultrafine particles” and states that they are not regulated by state or 
Federal environmental agencies. Fine particulate matter (PM2.5), the air contaminant that 
was the subject of the request for public comments, is regulated by both the California 
Air Resources Board and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Particulate matter 
has well-documented potential health concerns, and therefore state and Federal numeric 
standards have been established for PM2.5 to protect human health with a margin of 
safety.  

The commenter’s concern about potential particulate matter impacts from the SR 85 
Express Lanes Project is noted. The term “Project of Concern” in the request for public 
comments has a specific regulatory definition set by Title 40 CFR Part 93. The statement 
that the project is not a Project of Concern is based on consultation with the Bay Area Air 
Quality Conformity Task Force, which includes representatives from Federal (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, Federal Highway Administration, Federal 
Transit Administration), state (California Air Resources Board, Caltrans), regional 
(MTC, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and Association of Bay Area 
Governments), and sub-regional (Congestion Management Agencies, transit operators, 
local jurisdictions, etc.) agencies. The Task Force considered projected future traffic 
conditions, with and without the project, for the SR 85 corridor. The projection of future 
traffic conditions included the second express lane in each direction between SR 87 and 
I-280. The Task Force concurred that the project does not fit the definition of a Project of 
Air Quality Concern. As a result, the project is not subject to further PM2.5 project-level 
conformity requirements or analysis. 

For more information about PM2.5 levels along SR 85 and in Bay Area, see the response 
to the commenter’s previous letter, dated February 18, 2015 (Comment PM-4).  

Air quality studies for the project have already been completed in accordance with U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and Federal Highway Administration requirements. 
The studies demonstrate that the project will conform to the Federal Clean Air Act and 
the State Implementation Plan. However, a citation to the study referenced in the 
comment will be included in the administrative record for the project.  

The comments regarding the additional express lanes and existing particulate matter are 
noted but do not pertain to the PM2.5 analysis. 
 




