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Appendix L Responses to Comments 

I-80/I-680/SR12 comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Table L-1. List of Commenters 

Comment 
Number 

Commenter Date 

Agency and Individual Comment Letters 

1 Neal Johnson 08/17/10 

2 Edgar V. Salire, P.E. 08/29/10 

3 Lynn J. Zhang 09/07/10 

4 Steven Kays 09/21/10 

5 Jessica Davenport, Coastal Planner, State of California, San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission 

10/01/10 

6 Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief, Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch, 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security, FEMA 

09/29/10 

7 Nicole Byrd, Executive Director, Solano Land Trust 10/05/10 

8 Richard Wirth, Assistant Civil Engineer, Solano Irrigation District 10/06/10 

9 Justin Hopkins, E.I.T., Assistant Civil Engineer, Solano Irrigation District 10/07/10 

10 John Futini 09/11/10 

11 Paul Wiese, Engineering Manager, Solano County, Department of Resource Management, 
Public Works Engineering 

10/08/10 

12 Jackie Kepley 10/11/10 

13 Jeff Dittmer 10/11/10 

14 Dee Swanhuyser, North Bay Trail Director, Bay Area Ridge Trail Council 10/11/10 

15 Andrea Meier, Sr. Regulatory Project Manager, San Francisco District, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

10/14/10 

16 Cay C. Goude, Assistant Field Supervisor, Endangered Species Program, United States 
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 

10/18/10 

17 George R. Hicks, Public Works Director, City of Fairfield, Public Works Department 10/11/10 

18 Michael Jaeger and Bob McHugh, Jaeger McHugh & Company, LLC 10/15/10 

19 Connell Dunning, Transportation Team Supervisor, Environmental Review Office, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency 

10/18/10 

20 Kim VanGundy, Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District 10/26/10 

21 Brendan Thompson, Environmental Specialist, California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

10/27/10 

Public Meeting Comments 

22 Manoj Sahni, Comment Sheet 09/23/10 

23 Woody Darnelle, SuperStore Ind. Sunnyside Farms, Comment Sheet 09/23/10 

24 Lesley Brunner, HOA Green Valley Lake, Comment Sheet 09/23/10 

25 Linda Mellor, Comment Sheet 09/23/10 

26 Walter Permann, Oral Comment 09/23/10 

27 Michelle Valine, Oral Comment 09/23/10 

28 Pam Sahni, Oral Comment 09/23/10 
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Comment Letter 1, Neal Johnson, 08/17/10 

Response to Comment 1-1 
Commenter suggests reconfiguring the western end of Alternative B by realigning SR 12W to 
the south and connecting it to I-80 at a combined I-80/SR12W/Red Top Road interchange, and 
then improving Red Top Road between I-80 and I-680, potentially giving it a state highway 
designation. 

It is correct to indicate that an eastbound loop on-ramp at a combined I-80/SR 12W/Red Top 
Road interchange would eliminate the Alternative B proposed weave between the eastbound SR 
12W connector to eastbound I-80 and the eastbound I-80 off ramp to Green Valley Road. 

However there are disadvantages to this suggestion as follows: 

 Connecting SR 12W to I-80 at Red Top Road would result in a flat skew over the railroad 
tracks and over Jameson Creek, in large part due to the large radius curve necessary to meet 
the minimum design criteria for high speed highways and freeways. This alignment would 
result in significant higher cost and result in significantly greater environmental impacts than 
with the Alternative B alignment in the Draft EIR/EIS. The proposed SR 12W/Red Top 
Road/Business Center Drive interchange would be relocated from the present planned 
location (north of the railroad tracks and Jameson Creek) to meet this new alignment, placing 
the realigned interchange on top of the railroad tracks and Jameson Creek, further increasing 
costs and environmental impacts. 

 The Department and FHWA have repeatedly opposed combining local and freeway-to-
freeway movements within the same interchange unless there were no other feasible 
alternative. The current Alternative B is a feasible alternative with less impact and lower` 
cost. 

 With the commenter’s suggested alternative revision the eastbound movement on ramp to I-
80 would be a combination of the eastbound SR 12W to eastbound I-80 traffic, the eastbound 
SR 12W to eastbound I-80/Green Valley Road off ramp traffic and the eastbound I-80/Red 
Top Road on ramp traffic. The total projected 2035 PM peak hour volume of these three 
movements is 3,630 vehicles per hour. Due to the regional nature of SR 12W, a high 
percentage of those trips 5–6% is truck traffic. A loop ramp connection, even a two-lane loop 
ramp connection could not accommodate that volume, particularly when the ramp is metered. 



Appendix L. Responses to Comments 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange Project 

October 2012 
L-5 

 



Appendix L. Responses to Comments 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange Project 

October 2012 
L-6 

 

Comment Letter 2, Edgar V. Salire, P.E., 08/29/10 

Response to Comment 2-1 
The volumes along Red Top Road increase in all future cases: No Build, Full Build (Alternatives 
B and C) and the respective fundable first phase projects (Alternative B, Phase 1 and Alternative 
C, Phase 1). Traffic would be worse on Red Top under No Build conditions in 2035 than with 
the project because more traffic would divert to local roadways to avoid congestion on I-80. 
Please refer to response to comment 12-2 for a more detailed discussion of projected traffic on 
Red Top Road. 

Response to Comment 2-2 
Traffic along Red Top Road would not increase over the No Build alternative, and therefore air 
quality and noise impacts would also not be increased over No Build conditions. The Draft and 
Final EIR/EIS present CO modeling at affected ramps and intersections, and receptors would not 
be exposed to pollution concentrations exceeding regulatory thresholds (see Section 3.2.6 and 
Table 3.2.6-3). See response to comment 2-1 above. 

Response to Comment 2-3 
As discussed in Section 2.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, a total of 12 alternatives and variations were 
examined in initial screening stages of project development. Four alternatives were carried 
forward to a second level screening and two alternatives were evaluated in detail in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, Alternative B and Alternative C.  
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Comment Letter 3, Lynn J. Zhang, 09/07/10 

Response to Comment 3-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 3-2 
The I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Improvement project does not include rail improvements. 
However, AMTRAK capitol corridor provides direct rail service. 
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Comment Letter 4, Steven Kays, 09/21/10 

Response to Comment 4-1 
No on- or off-ramps will be relocated or removed in the central Fairfield area. Access to and 
from SR 12E at Beck and Pennsylvania Avenues will be improved. The project will result in no 
changes to the I-80/West Texas interchange. As such, the interchange project will not affect the 
accessibility of central Fairfield. 

Response to Comment 4-2 
The project will not increase driving time to downtown Fairfield from any highway. Downtown 
Fairfield is most easily accessible from I-80 via the West Texas interchange and from SR 12 via 
Pennsylvania Avenue. No improvements or changes are proposed to the West Texas interchange. 
A new SR 12/Pennsylvania interchange is proposed under both alternatives. Under no build 
conditions, the SR 12/Pennsylvania off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS D in the AM peak 
hours in 2015 and LOS F in the PM peak hours in 2015 and in both AM and PM peak hours in 
2035. Under the first phase of Alternative B, the LOS would decrease in the AM peak hours. In 
all other scenarios the LOS would improve or remain the same. This indicates that access to 
downtown Fairfield would actually be improved by the project, particularly in the long run, as 
the off-ramp would operate at LOS A or B for either alternative. Additionally, as indicated in 
Tables 3.1.6-6 through 3.1.6-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS and updated Tables 3.1.6-6 and 3.1.6-11 of 
the Final EIR/EIS, both alternatives, and their fundable first phases reduce congestion, travel 
time, and delays and increase speeds on SR 12E. 

Response to Comment 4-3 
While the project purpose and need is not directly related to revitalizing central Fairfield, the 
project would result in benefits to the city by relieving congestion on I-80, I-680 and State Route 
12. The project would improve access to and from central Fairfield by widening State Route 12 
East and constructing interchanges at both Beck and Pennsylvania Avenues. This could 
indirectly improve the economic viability of central Fairfield. The project does not involve 
increases in local taxes. 

Response to Comment 4-4 
The project purpose and need does not involve revitalizing West Texas Street but may indirectly 
benefit downtown Fairfield as discussed above in response to comment 4-3. 

Response to Comment 4-5 
See response to comment 4-4 above. 

Response to Comment 4-6 
See response to comment 4-4 above. 

Response to Comment 4-7 
See response to comments 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3. 
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Comment Letter 5, Jessica Davenport, Coastal Planner, State of California, San 
Francisco Bay Response to Conservation and Development Commission, 
10/01/10 

Response to Comment 5-1 
Comment noted. The EIR/EIS acknowledges that portions of the project would be constructed 
within the secondary management area (see Response 5-6 below). No part of the project would 
be within the Gold Hills unit of the Grizzly Island Wildlife area (see Response 5-2 below). 

Response to Comment 5-2 
No elements of the proposed project are located within a wildlife priority land use area. The 
closest wildlife area to the project is the Gold Hills Unit of the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area, 
which is on the east side of Ramsey Road, south of Red Top Road. The wildlife area is 
approximately 100 feet east of the proposed construction impact area along I-680. Ramsey Road 
is a physical barrier between the impact area and the wildlife area, and improvements to I-680 
near the wildlife area would not cross Ramsey Road. Improvements to I-680, therefore, would 
not affect the wildlife area; and the project would be consistent with the primary land use area 
designation of the wildlife area. Because the wildlife area would not contain any improvements 
due to the project, approval by the California Department of Fish and Game would not be 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 5-3 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 5-4 
Changed 1997 to 1977 in footnote in Section 3.1.1 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 5-5 
The Addendum to the LPP contains the most recent and applicable policies pertaining to the 
project alternatives. The Addendum incorporates the original LPP (1982) and prior amendments 
made in 1999. Because the Addendum to the LPP is more inclusive, that document is referenced 
in the Draft EIR/EIS.  

Response to Comment 5-6 
See response to comment 5-5. The Department disagrees with the claim that Agricultural Policy 
3 of the Solano County LPP would apply. This policy deals with “existing non-agricultural uses 
within the secondary management area.” Currently I-680 is not located within the secondary 
management area. Therefore portions of the project that would be constructed within the 
secondary management area would constitute a “new” non-agricultural use within the secondary 
management area. Therefore, the more applicable policy is the General Plan’s Suisun Marsh 
Policy Addendum’s “Utilities, Facilities, and Transportation” Policy 1(e). 

Both full build alternatives would involve constructing a new interchange at I-680/Red Top Road 
and realigning Ramsey Road. However, these improvements would not directly or indirectly 
affect the primary marsh. Because the new roadway facilities would be in close proximity and 



Appendix L. Responses to Comments 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange Project 

October 2012 
L-18 

 

adjacent to existing I-680, the project would not form a new barrier to terrestrial wildlife 
movement, as it is adjacent to an existing road and does not isolate any new area. 

Response to Comment 5-7 
The following text has been added to Section 3.1.1 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

“The County component of the Marsh Protection Plan contains several Wildlife Habitat 
Management and Preservation, and Water Quality policies that would pertain to the project. 
These include: 

Wildlife Policy 1 

The diversity of habitats in the Suisun Marsh and surrounding upland areas should be 
preserved and enhanced wherever possible to maintain the unique wildlife resource. 

Wildlife Policy 2 

The Marsh waterways, managed wetlands, tidal marshes, seasonal marshes, and lowland and 
grasslands are critical habitats for marsh-related wildlife and are essential to the integrity of 
the Suisun Marsh. Therefore, these habitats deserve special protection. 

The project alternatives would have minimal impacts on lands within the Suisun Marsh secondary 
management area. Impacts of the project on waterways, wetlands, and marshes would be 
mitigated as described in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. These mitigation measures would 
require compensation for affected waterways, wetlands, and marsh areas at a 1:1 ratio to ensure 
no net loss of these habitats as a result of the project.” 

The full-build project alternatives would primarily affect annual grassland (non-wetland) habitat 
within the Secondary Management Area. Two seasonal drainages that cross under I-680 enter the 
Secondary Management Area within the permanent impact area (see OW-150 and OW-151 on 
Figures 3.3-2a and 3.3-2c, Sheet 13). Although all or most of these drainages would be filled as 
part of the proposed project, neither of these drainages extends more than about 200 feet into the 
Secondary Management Area from the edge of Ramsey Road. The drainages do not connect to 
the Suisun Marsh and end approximately 2,000 feet west of the primary marsh boundary. Direct 
and indirect impacts of the project on waterways, wetlands, and marshes would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated as described in Section 3.3.2 of this Draft EIR/EIS. Avoidance and 
minimization of impacts would be accomplished through implementation of measures (in 
Section 3.3.1.1) to install construction barrier fencing, to conduct environmental awareness 
training, and for biological monitoring, and measures to protect water quality and prevent 
erosion. In cooperation with the RWQCB and USACE, compensation for loss of drainage habitat 
(in Section 3.3.2.1) would be accomplished by purchasing habitat credits at an approved 
mitigation bank. Compensation for impacts on waterways, wetlands, and marsh areas would be 
at a 1:1 ratio to ensure no net loss of these habitats as a result of the project. Therefore, the loss 
of seasonal drainages OW-150 and OW-151 would be compensated to ensure no net loss of 
seasonal drainage habitat. In addition, mitigation for the loss of annual grassland would be 
required as Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat as described in Section 3.3.5.8 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment 5-8 
The following text has been added to Section 3.1.1 of the Final EIR/EIS: 

“Water Quality Policy 3 

Disruption or impediments to runoff and stream flow in the Suisun Marsh watershed should 
not be permitted if it would result in adverse effects on the quality of water entering the 
Marsh. Riparian vegetation in the immediate Suisun Marsh watershed should be preserved, 
and stream modification permitted only if it is necessary to ensure the protection of life and 
existing structures from floods. Only the minimum amount of modification necessary should 
be allowed in such cases. 

Section 3.2.1 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS describes the potential water quality impacts of the 
project alternatives and describes both permanent and temporary (during construction) best 
management practices that would be implemented to protect water quality, preserve existing 
vegetation, and treat stormwater runoff before entering the Suisun Marsh.” 

Response to Comment 5-9 
The following text has been added to Section 3.1.1 of the Final EIR/EIS: 

“Water Quality Policy 6 

Riparian vegetation in the immediate Suisun Marsh watershed should be preserved due to its 
importance in the maintenance of water quality and its value as Marsh—related wildlife 
habitat. Stream modification should only be permitted if it is proved necessary to ensure the 
protection of life and existing structures from floods and only the minimum amount of 
modification necessary should be allowed. 

The project would not affect any riparian habitat located within the Suisun Marsh area. As all 
project activities occurring within the Suisun Marsh Secondary Management Area would be 
subject to the issuance of a Marsh Development Permit by the San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission (BCDC) and all conditions attached to the permit will be 
implemented as part of the project, the project would be consistent with the Suisun Marsh 
Protection Act policies and Solano County General Plan.” 

Response to Comment 5-10 
One of the expected results of global climate change is a rise in existing sea levels. Although 
predicting future sea levels is not a precise science, the latest estimate for the San Francisco Bay 
Area is that the level of the San Francisco Bay could increase by as much as 139 centimeters 
(55.6 inches) by the year 2100 (Knowles 2009). This estimate is based on the CCSM3 global 
climate model’s projection of a global average surface air temperature increase of approximately 
8.1 degrees Fahrenheit. As stated in the draft Potential Inundation due to Rising Sea Levels in the 
San Francisco Bay Region report prepared for the California Climate Change Center (Knowles 
2009), this estimate is “relatively high,” so the resultant estimate of Bay level rise can be 
considered a potential high-end estimate. This is the most current estimate available at the time 
of this writing. 

The draft Potential Inundation due to Rising Sea Levels in the San Francisco Bay Region report 
includes a large-scale map of those areas projected to be vulnerable to inundation by average 
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yearly high water levels under the modeled 2100 conditions. In general terms, mapping was 
based on the hydrodynamic modeling of the height of the lands adjoining the San Francisco Bay 
in conjunction with predicted bay level rise. The report does not take into account the protection 
provided by or the adequacy of existing levees. The mapped vulnerable areas include lands that 
are currently behind levees. This report and maps are available at the following web address: 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-023/CEC-500-2009-023-D.PDF 

It is impossible to state with certainty to what extent the project site may be directly affected by a 
rise in the average level of the San Francisco Bay. The following exhibits depict Alternatives C 
and Alternative C, Phase 1 in relation to anticipated sea-level rise (data on sea level rise is taken 
from USGS, BCDC 2009). Alternative C, Phase 1 would occur in areas not anticipated to be 
affected by sea level rise. Improvements proposed as part of Alternative C along State Route 12 
east could be affected by sea level rise. As indicated in the map of sea level rise in relation to 
Alternative B, much of Suisun City as well as substantial portions of the City of Fairfield would 
also be affected by sea level rise in this area.  

Addressing issues of sea level rise at the regional level is a broad-based planning activity that 
will be implemented by Caltrans as well as other local, regional and state agencies. For 
transportation infrastructure this involves long-term planning and risk management in the 
transportation system. As such, the 2009 California Climate Change Adaptation Strategy Report 
suggests that Caltrans employ the following Adaptation Strategies for projects subject to sea 
level rise: 

 Develop a transportation use “hot-spot” map. Research and identify transportation “hot 
spots” using updated NAS and other appropriate study efforts to identify across the State 
where the mixture of climate change impacts, population increases, and transportation 
demand increases will make communities most vulnerable to climate change. Caltrans will 
include in the analysis how the lowest-income communities in hot spot areas will be 
impacted.  

 Transportation Infrastructure Assessment. Assess existing transportation design standards 
as to their adequacy to withstand climate forces from sea level rise and extreme weather 
events beyond those considered. 

 Buffer Zone Guidelines. Develop guidelines to establish buffer areas and setbacks to avoid 
risks to structures within projected “high” future sea level rise or flooding inundation zones. 

 Stormwater Quality. Assess how climate changes could alter size and design requirements 
for stormwater quality best management practices (BMPs). (CNRA, 2009) 

These strategies are general in nature and intended to be carried out by Caltrans during the 
planning and programming of transportation projects across the entire transportation network. 
Incorporating these strategies early into the planning and programming of transportation 
improvements will allow transportation planners over time to design new facilities and 
incorporate measures into near-term transportation projects that will avoid, reduce, and address 
sea level rise across the transportation network.  
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The Bay Plan safety of fills findings and policies while acknowledging sea level rise primarily 
address the safety of fills placed in the Bay. While the project would not directly place fill in the 
bay, all structures and roadways would be designed, engineered and constructed to address site 
specific geologic, soils and seismic conditions. Section 3.2.3 Geology of the EIS/EIR contains a 
complete assessment of current geologic, soils and seismic conditions within the project area and 
provides specific recommendations for the design and construction of the proposed project to 
address site specific conditions.  
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Comment Letter 6, Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief, Floodplain 
Management and Insurance Branch, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 
FEMA, 09/29/10 

Response to Comment 6-1 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) were reviewed and are provided in Figures 3.2.1-1 through 
3.2.1- 7 at the end of Section 3.2.1 in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS. A discussion of the Flood 
Zones within the project area is provided in Section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. All structures 
proposed for this project will meet NFIP building requirements. The proposed truck scales, 
which are to be constructed in the floodplain of Raines Drain, will be elevated and will include 
underground structures for stormwater storage, as discussed in Section 3.2.1 of the Draft and 
Final EIR/EIS.  

Response to Comment 6-2 
The adjacent communities of the city of Fairfield and the County of Solano have been contacted 
and they both adhere to the standards described in 44 CFR.  
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Comment Letter 7, Nicole Byrd, Executive Director, Solano Land Trust, 10/05/10 

Response to Comment 7-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 7-2 
Indirect or secondary impacts to farmlands would be minimal to none as a result of the project. 
Farmlands that are affected by the project are already located in close proximity (directly 
adjacent) to major transportation facilities (Interstate 80, interstate 680 and State Route 12). The 
farmlands within the project area do not appear to be significantly affected or less productive due 
to their close proximity to these major transportation facilities. Given the existing conditions, the 
project would not introduce any indirect or secondary impacts to these agricultural parcels 
located immediately adjacent to the transportation facilities. Thus, the remaining portions of 
parcels affected would not be subject to less productivity as farmland.  

Response to Comment 7-3 

Under NEPA, based on the results of the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, the project 
alternatives will not result in a substantive adverse effect on farmlands. Under CEQA, the 
Department will, however, mitigate for agricultural impacts, on a case by case basis, in a 
quantity or ratio according to professional judgment based on local plans, the type of farmland, 
and economic impacts. In this project, important farmland (“prime farmlands”) will be mitigated 
at a 1:1 ratio (one acre protected for every one acre affected). Farmlands under an agricultural 
conservation easement will be mitigated at a slightly higher ratio, 1:25:1.  

Agricultural land is a finite resource. However, the project mitigation will require the 
conservation of an equal amount of agricultural land and acquisition of a larger conservation 
easement; this mitigation would replace the land that is lost. For CEQA purposes, therefore, the 
proposed project’s impact on farmland is less than significant after mitigationconsiderable. 
 

Response to Comment 7-4 
As discussed in Section 3.1.3 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS, mitigation would consist of 
obtaining long-term land use restrictions such as agricultural conservation easements over Prime 
Farmland within Solano County. Conservation easements are generally in perpetuity as 
suggested by the commenter. Mitigation of important farmlands will occur prior to beginning 
construction activities that affect such farmlands.  
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Comment Letter 8, Richard Wirth, Assistant Civil Engineer, Solano Irrigation 
District, 10/06/10 

Response to Comment 8-1 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter 9, Justin Hopkins, E.I.T., Assistant Civil Engineer, Solano 
Irrigation District, 10/07/10 

Response to Comment 9-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 9-2 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 9-3 
A discussion of the water suppliers in the project area has been added to Water Services Section 
3.1.5 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter 10, John Futini, 09/11/10 

Response to Comment 10-1 
The fundable phase of the project is expected to cost approximately $600 million ($557 million 
for Alternative B, Phase 1 and $686 million for Alternative C, Phase 1) as noted in Table 2-4 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. Table 2-4 in Section 2.8.1 of the Final EIR/EIS has been updated to reflect 
costs based on more current estimates. The project would result in adding lanes to both I-680 and 
I-80, as well as to SR 12. The addition of these lanes would reduce congestion by 
accommodating projected growth. 

Response to Comment 10-2 
Two alternatives similar to that proposed by the commenter were considered early in the 
planning process for the interchange project. A four-lane freeway (referred to as the South 
Parkway) would diverge from I-680 at Gold Hill, run parallel to and south of the railroad tracks 
and merge with SR 12 at Pennsylvania Avenue. The other similar alternative consisted of an 
alignment parallel, and adjacent, to the UPRR Capitol Corridor line beginning either at the 
I-680/Parish Road interchange or the I-680 Marshview Road interchange and extending 
northeasterly merging with SR 12 at Pennsylvania Avenue. These two alternatives were rejected 
because each would place a transportation facility within the Primary Suisun Marsh, which is 
prohibited by state law (the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act of 1974). See Section 2.6 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS for a discussion of this alternative and other alternatives considered but eliminated from 
further consideration. Other corridor planning efforts for SR 12 are underway. 

Response to Comment 10-3 
The Department and other transportation planning agencies agree that congestion through the I-
80/I-680/SR12 Interchange is a major problem. The Department will be implementing 
improvements as expeditiously as possible. 
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Comment Letter 11, Paul Wiese, Engineering Manager, Solano County, 
Department of Resource Management, Public Works Engineering, 10/08/10 

Response to Comment 11-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 11-2 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter 12, Jackie Kepley, 10/11/10 

Response to Comment 12-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 12-2 
The commenter expresses concern that construction of Alternative C, Phase 1 would result in 
increased traffic along Red Top Road in front of Rodriguez HS that could affect intersection 
operations and student safety. 

Based on the 2035 traffic forecasts, without the project (No-Build Alternative), Red Top Road 
east of I-80 would have approximately 2,095 vehicles in the AM peak hour and 2, 445 vehicles 
in the PM peak hour. With Alternative C, Phase 1, traffic projections forecast 1,605 vehicles for 
the same location in the AM peak hour and 2,460 vehicles in the PM peak hour. This represents a 
23 percent reduction in the number of AM peak hour trips and less than a 1 percent increase in 
the number of PM peak hour trips as a result of constructing Alternative C, Phase 1. Thus, traffic 
operations adjacent to the school are expected to remain the same or improve with the project. 

Generally with increased traffic there is a corresponding increase in congestion related (rear-end 
type) accidents. A decrease in congestion generally results in fewer congestion-related accidents. 
Thus, Red Top Road is expected to be a safer facility for students, residents, and others with the 
construction of Alternative C, Phase 1 than with the No-Build Alternative (without the project). 

Response to Comment 12-3 
Federal regulation 23CFR772 requires that traffic noise levels associated with federally-funded 
projects such as this be evaluated under the federal regulation. A Noise Study Report was 
prepared in accordance the requirements of the regulation and applying Caltrans’ Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol. Under Alternative C, I-680 would be realigned to the west away from 
residences located along Bridgeport Avenue and Ritchie Road. The existing alignment of I-680 
north of Red Top Road would be converted to a local access road. Under Alternative C, traffic 
noise levels are predicted to increase by up to 4 dB at residential and park uses along I-680 under 
both Phase 1 and full build conditions, as a result of increased traffic volumes on I-680. These 
results are summarized in Table 3.2.7-4, and the locations that were modeled are shown in Figure 
3.2.7-12 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS. Absolute noise levels are predicted to approach or 
exceed the noise abatement criterion of 67 dBA Leq at Rolling Hills Park and a residence on 
Ramsey Road. Noise abatement in the form of noise barriers were evaluated but were determined 
to exceed criteria for reasonableness of cost. This increase, however, does not constitute a 
significant traffic noise impact (an increase of 12 dB over existing levels) as defined in the 
Caltrans Noise Protocol. The technical studies supporting these findings are available at the 
Department District 04 and STA offices. 

Response to Comment 12-4 
An alternative similar to that proposed by the commenter was considered early in the planning 
process for the interchange project. A four-lane freeway (referred to as the South Parkway) 
would diverge from I-680 at Gold Hill, run parallel to and south of the railroad tracks and merge 
with SR 12 at Pennsylvania Avenue. This alternative was rejected because it would place a 
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transportation facility within the Primary Suisun Marsh, which is prohibited by state law (the 
Suisun Marsh Preservation Act of 1974). See Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS or Section 2.5.2 
of the Final EIR/EIS for a discussion of this alternative and other alternatives considered but 
eliminated from further consideration. 
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Comment Letter 13, Jeff Dittmer, 10/11/10 

Response to Comment 13-1 
Access will be maintained to commenter’s property. Final location and details of the access will 
be developed during final design. Figure L-1, which shows the preliminary alignment of the 
bicycle path, security fence, driveway access to property and access underneath the proposed 
extension of Business Center Drive, has been added in this response to this comment. 

Response to Comment 13-2 
Comment noted. STA and the Department have removed the segment of bicycle path that would 
connect Mangels Boulevard to Business Center Drive from consideration as part of this project. 
This was done because the City of Fairfield determined there is no need for a separate bicycle 
connection between Mangels Boulevard and Business Center Drive at the westerly city limit. 

Response to Comment 13-3 
The proposed bicycle path that would run from Business Center Drive to the south and then 
along I-80 and State Route 12 west would be separated from the commenter’s property by a 
fence. This fence will be included as part of the bicycle path construction. Please see Figure L-1 
on the following page. 

Response to Comment 13-4 
A 14-foot-high arch undercrossing of the Business Center Drive Extension, sufficient for use by 
livestock, has been incorporated into the project approximately 750 feet west of the current 
westerly terminus of Business Center Drive. The final location will be determined during the 
final design phase. Please see Figure 3.3-8 in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 13-5 
The proposed Business Center Drive extension will provide access to the Commenter’s property 
at preliminary driveway locations approximately 500 feet west of the current westerly terminus 
of Business Center Drive as shown in Figure L-1. The final access locations and details will be 
determined during final design. 
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Comment Letter 14, Dee Swanhuyser, North Bay Trail Director, Bay Area Ridge 
Trail Council, 10/11/10 

Response to Comment 14-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 14-2 
The first quote that the commenter supports (Section 2.5.2) refers to the Smart Growth 
Alternative which was removed from consideration as a stand-alone alternative because it did not 
meet the project purpose and need. Though this alternative was rejected, elements of it are being 
implemented by STA outside of this project. 

Alternative C, Phase 1 would include the construction of a bicycle path along the western 
boundary of the business park at the west end of the existing Business Center Drive parking lot, 
and along the north side of the new connector from westbound I-80 to westbound SR 12W to 
maintain access between the existing bicycle path along Jameson Canyon Road (SR 12W) and 
Business Center Drive. This path would be removed when Business Center Drive is extended to 
the SR 12W/Red Top Road interchange because bicyclists would be able to utilize the extension 
of Business Center Drive to reach Red Top Road and points west. 

The bicycle facilities included in Alternative C, Phase 1 would allow Ridge Trail users to 
traverse the project area to reach existing Ridge Trail facilities both north and south of the 
immediate project area. However, Ridge Trail-related facilities are not part of the project. 

Response to Comment 14-3 
The Jameson Canyon Corridor Study being conducted by STA is currently underway and will 
study how connections with the interchange improvements could be achieved. The interchange 
project has included analysis of pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the immediate 
interchange study area and includes improvements to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian 
movements through the project area.  

Response to Comment 14-4 
Page B-8 of Appendix B has been revised in this Final EIR/EIS to acknowledge a new segment 
of the Bay Area Ridge Trail that was dedicated by the City of Fairfield and the Ridge Trail 
Council in September 2010. This segment, which lies to the south of I-80 along McGary Road 
from Red Top Road to Hiddenbrooke Parkway, is located immediately adjacent to the western 
segment of the project alignment. The revised section also evaluates potential indirect project 
impacts to the segment, especially during construction. 

Response to Comment 14-5 
Comment noted. The bike path on McGary Road was dedicated and opened during the public 
review period of the Draft EIR/EIS. This segment, which lies to the south of I-80 along McGary 
Road from Red Top Road to Hiddenbrooke Parkway, is located immediately adjacent to the 
western segment of the project alignment. Appendix B, Page B-8 of the Final EIR/EIS has been 
revised to evaluate potential indirect project impacts to the segment, especially during 
construction. Further, the revised section discusses the project’s beneficial impact of completing 
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the gap between the between the existing segments of the Ridge Trail between Green Valley 
Road and McGary Road. 

Response to Comment 14-6 
As discussed in response to comments 14-4 and 14-5 above, page B-8 of Appendix B has been 
revised in this Final EIR/EIS to acknowledge a new segment of the Bay Area Ridge Trail that 
was dedicated by the City of Fairfield and the Ridge Trail Council in September 2010. The 
revised section discusses the project’s beneficial impact of completing the gap between the 
between the existing segments of the Ridge Trail between Green Valley Road and McGary 
Road. 

As indicated in the comment, the project would remove the existing I-80 bike path from Red Top 
Road/SR12 West along I-80 to Green Valley Road and replace it with a bike path along the 
extension of Business Center Drive to SR12 West and Red Top Road/I-80 interchange. Segments 
of the Ridge Trail north and south of the project area could be connected through the project area 
following Business Center Drive to Green Valley Road as described in the comment letter. 

Response to Comment 14-7 
The pedestrian and bike improvements that would be constructed as part of the project are 
adequately described and shown in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS in Chapter 2 under the heading 
“Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities” and on project maps (see Figures 2-2 and 2-3).  
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Comment Letter 15, Andrea Meier, Sr. Regulatory Project Manager, San Francisco 
District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 10/14/10 

Response to Comment 15-1 
Comment noted. The analysis provided in the Draft EIR/EIS indicates that under both 
alternatives congestion would remain, but would be improved over the no build alternative. In 
addition to improving truck circulation and CHP enforcement capabilities, the project would also 
increase distances between interchanges, thereby reducing weaving and potential accidents. 

Response to Comment 15-2 
A fault rupture characterization study was prepared for the Green Valley and Cordelia fault 
zones. The report’s methodology and findings were reviewed and approved by the Department’s 
Geologists and a peer review was performed by the USGS and the California Geological Survey 
staff. The study identified fault trace locations and likely maximum vertical and horizontal 
displacements which the Department’s Division of Structures (DOS) concurred could be 
accommodated with the design of the respective elevated structures. A copy of the Fault Rupture 
Analysis has been provided to the USACE. 

Response to Comment 15-3 
Comment noted. While the differences in impact to aquatic resources between the two 
alternatives are minimal, Alternative C is slightly less damaging. 

Response to Comment 15-4 
The text in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS has been corrected to read Solano Regional 
Transit. 
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Comment Letter 16, Cay C. Goude, Assistant Field Supervisor, Endangered 
Species Program, United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, 10/18/10 

Response to Comment 16-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 16-2 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 16-3 
The Department has obtained incidental take authorization for the following species: callippe 
silverspot butterfly, vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tapdole shrimp, valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle, and California red-legged frog. The Biological Opinion was issued on April 16, 
2012. 

Furthermore, the text has been revised in Section 3.3.4 of the Final EIR/EIS to remove the word 
“ensure” in this context. Instead the document now reads: 

“Implementation of…will reduce the project’s effect on….” 

Response to Comment 16-4 
A definition of temporary impacts has been provided on the first page of Section 3.3 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 16-5 
“Action area” is a term used in the Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion. It is 
concurrent with the Biological Study Area, which is defined in Section 3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 16-6 
A discussion of methods, explaining the study limitations for each study has been added to the 
Affected Environment sections of Section 3.3 in the Final EIR/EIS. This discussion also 
addresses whether preconstruction surveys are to be conducted or presence is to be inferred, as 
appropriate. 

Response to Comment 16-7 
The Department coordinated with USFWS and DFG to determine project effects on California 
tiger salamander. A discussion of California tiger salamander was added to the Final EIR/EIS as 
Section 3.3.5.7.  The USFWS concurred with a "not likely to adversely affect" determination for 
CTS in the BO dated April 16, 2012. 

Response to Comment 16-8 
An avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures discussion has been added to the Final 
EIR/EIS as Section 3.3.5.2 that requires preconstruction surveys for showy Indian clover in 
locations of the project area where access is currently prohibited and submittal of survey results 
to the USFWS and DFG. 
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Response to Comment 16-9 
The discussion of mitigation for Contra Costa Goldfields in Section 3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has 
been revised to reflect impacts and mitigation based on potential habitat in the project area 
(seasonal wetland and alkali seasonal marsh) that could support a seed bed for the goldfields. In 
addition, mitigation for impacts under two alternatives (C and C, Phase 1) now includes 
modification of the project design to include a retaining wall that will avoid direct impacts on 
potential Contra Costa goldfield habitat south of SR 12E. The Biological Opinion (BO) was 
issued on April 16, 2012, and measures in the BO have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS, 
including the retaining wall south of SR 12E, fencing and monitoring requirements, seasonal 
construction timing, and compensation under Alternatives B and C.  

Response to Comment 16-10 
No surveys were conducted for callippe silverspot butterfly during the project because the habitat 
area was not accessible. The previous study (Monk & Associates 2004) that is cited also did not 
include larval and adult surveys. The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to clarify that biological 
staff did not have access to the property (Section 3.3.5.3). USFWS issued a BO on April 16, 
2012 including a final determination of project effects on callippe silverspot butterfly and its 
habitat and appropriate conservation and mitigation measures. The effects include the temporary 
and permanent loss of hilltop and larval host plant habitat and ridgeline breeding habitat, as well 
as harm and harassment and habitat fragmentation. Measures to avoid and minimize and 
compensate for these effects in the BO have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS and 
include surveys to identify larval host plants; fencing, construction timing and method 
requirements; and restoration, revegetation, and compensation.  

Response to Comment 16-11 
The table is correct. The sentence stating that there are no exit holes has been deleted from the 
Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 16-12 
California red-legged frog has been added to the discussion in the Final EIR/EIS. The sentence in 
Section 3.3.4 of the Final EIR/EIS reads: 

“Four of the 18 special-status wildlife species that could occur in the study area (California red-
legged frog, burrowing owl, northern harrier, and western pond turtle) have been observed in the 
study area.” 

Response to Comment 16-13 
Though western pond turtle and CRLF do share some of the same habitats, these species are not 
discussed in the same section because CRLF is a threatened and endangered species and western 
pond turtle is not. In keeping with the outline of the document, CRLF habitat is addressed in 
Section 3.3.5, Threatened and Endangered Species. The same habitats, ponds and creeks, as well 
as upland habitat, were identified as suitable for both species. Text in Sections 3.3.4.1 and 
3.3.5.6 of the FEIR/EIS has been changed to indicate shared habitat.  
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Response to Comment 16-14 
The following sentence was added to the Affected Environment discussion in Section 3.3.5.6. 

“Aquatic habitat includes creeks, ponds, marshes, and seasonal drainages that may not all be 
suitable for breeding but may be used for other essential activities including foraging, dispersing, 
and cover.” 

Response to Comment 16-15 
Comment noted. 

The Department and STA will provide several design features that will facilitate habitat 
connectivity and passage for CRLFs dispersing west from the Mangels pond over the Business 
Center Drive Extension (BCDE) and out into designated critical habitat. These design features 
are listed below and have been added to the FEIR/EIS under the Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation heading in Section 3.3.5.6. 

 A large 12- by 8-foot concrete box culvert at Jameson Canyon Creek crossing of OW-8 
located at I-80. 

 A free span bridge over Jameson Canyon Creek at OW-8a, OW-8b, and the SPRR west of 
the Red Top Road intersection. 

 An oversized culvert (60 inches in diameter) for OW-161, with a natural substrate (dirt or 
gravel) over which wildlife can travel. At least two large span style undercrossings along the 
BCDE in the vicinity of the seasonal drainage (OW-145) north of Mangels pond, and near 
W-187, suitable for cattle and farm vehicles to cross under the BCDE that connects the I-
80/Red Top Road interchange to Business Center Drive. 

 Approximately 2.5 miles of directional fencing (Figure 4-5) to guide CRLF to the 
undercrossing locations along the BCDE. The fencing will consist of hard plastic or a 
combination of permanent hardware cloth and flashing with a lip on it, or similar material 
and design. Directional fencing will be attached to the newly installed ROW fence on both 
sides of the new highway constructed between Business Center Drive and I-80 (Figure 4-5). 
The fence will be constructed along Business Center Drive, which is a local road off the state 
highway system, and its long-term maintenance will be the responsibility of STA. 

Response to Comment 16-16 
The Department and STA are consulting with the Solano Land Trust, property owners, and 
USFWS to identify mitigation/compensation areas as close as possible to the action area and 
devise a mitigation/compensation plan. The Department and STA agree that mitigation should be 
addressed prior to groundbreaking for the project. In some cases (for instance, vernal pool fairy 
shrimp), mitigation banking may be an option due to lack of suitable areas.  

Response to Comment 16-17 
See response to comment 16-15. The Department and STA are providing several undercrossings 
suitable for larger wildlife species as well as for CRLF. 
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Response to Comment 16-18 
A measure to “Incorporate Design Features to Minimize Indirect Effects from New Road 
Construction that was developed in coordination with USFWS” has been added to the Final 
EIR/EIS in Section 3.3.5.6. This measure is intended to reduce road related mortality for wildlife 
species. 

Response to Comment 16-19 
Two large under-crossings and one culvert along the new road connecting Red Top Road and 
Business Center Drive are possible from an engineering perspective and will be incorporated into 
the project. The under-crossings will be approximately 14-feet high and will be able to 
accommodate cattle as well as wildlife. The culvert will lead to a drainage with CRLF. The fact 
that the road in this location is in a cut section precludes the use of additional culverts or tunnels 
for frogs. This information has been added to the Final EIR/EIS beginning in Section 3.3.5.6. 
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Comment Letter 17, George R. Hicks, Public Works Director, City of Fairfield, 
Public Works Department, 10/11/10 

Response to Comment 17-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 17-2 
Comment noted. Please see responses to comments 17-4, 17-5, 17-16, 17-17, and 17-18. 

Response to Comment 17-3 
The Department is committed to working closely with the City to ensure that the disruption to 
water supply and other utilities is avoided or minimized. This commitment is noted in Sections 
3.1.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS and 3.1.5 of the Final EIR/EIS. No changes were made to the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 17-4 
The assumptions used in the Draft EIR/EIS regarding displacement of property were used to 
provide a consistent comparison between alternatives. During the final design and right-of-way 
negotiation process a more exhaustive assessment of specific impacts to each property including 
affects on parking, storage and access will be undertaken. Property owners will be compensated 
in full accordance with Public Law 91-646, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. 

Response to Comment 17-5 
The text in Section 3.1.4 of the Final EIR/EIS is amended as follows: 

“To the extent feasible, Fairfield businesses displaced by the project will be relocated within 
the city of Fairfield. Because the proposed project would provide for the equitable relocation of 
occupants and businesses, and there are sufficient commercial opportunities and available land in 
the area for the relocation of businesses and industry, no avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures would be required.” 

Response to Comment 17-6 
The Department is committed to working with the City to minimize impacts on local streets 
during construction. This commitment is reflected in the avoidance and minimization measure to 
prepare a Transportation Management Plan in Sections 3.1.5 and 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS.  

Response to Comment 17-7 
The Department is committed to coordinating with the City of Fairfield, as well as other local 
agencies, in the design and construction of intersection improvements, as stated in Sections 3.1.6 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS.  

Response to Comment 17-8 
The list of Class II Bicycle Lanes in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS has been updated to show 
that Lopes Road only has bicycle lanes between Gold Hill Road and Red Top Road. 



Appendix L. Responses to Comments 

 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange Project 

October 2012 
L-80 

 

Response to Comment 17-9 
The connection between Lopes Road and Watt Drive is paved on the eastern half and unpaved on 
the western half; however, it is an off-street path that bicycles are permitted to use. Therefore, it 
is considered a Class I Multi-Use path, and the list of Class I Multi-Use Paths shown in Section 
3.1.6 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS will remain unchanged.  

Response to Comment 17-10 
The Final EIR/EIS has been corrected. 

Response to Comment 17-11 
LOS E, in the context of freeway analysis, represents at-capacity operations per Department 
standard practice. In the context of intersection analysis, LOS E represents operations as they 
approach capacity. The text in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS has been updated to note that 
the LOS E referred to is for the freeway analysis. 

Response to Comment 17-12 
Pittman Road has been added to the list of local roadways studied in Section 3.1.6 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 17-13 
The avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures in Section 3.1.7 states that project 
features such as sound walls, overpass structures, landscaping, and other freeway-related 
structures will be consistent with the corridor aesthetic recommendations for the I-80 corridor 
being prepared by the STA. The recommendations being prepared by STA are being coordinated 
with the Cities along the corridor to address community design and gateway issues and therefore 
should address the commenter’s concern. 

Response to Comment 17-14 
The text in Section 3.1.7 of the Final EIR/EIS under “Replace landscaping as appropriate” is 
revised as follows: 

“The Department will replace highway planting within the project limits per policy. The 
Department will work with the City of Fairfield during development of highway planting 
plans.” 

Response to Comment 17-15 
Comment noted. Comment refers to text in Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Final 
EIR/EIS. 

This is one of several measures to reduce MSAT emissions that will be reviewed for their 
practicality and efficacy. The Department does not rely on land use changes alone to minimize 
air quality impacts. 

Response to Comment 17-16 
For federally funded projects such as the I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Improvement project, 
noise studies are required to conform to traffic noise standards specified in 23CFR772 and the 
Department's protocol. Noise abatement criteria outlined in 23CFR772 and the Protocol were 
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used to identify traffic noise impacts and to determine whether noise abatement must be 
considered for noise sensitive locations within the project study area. The study conducted for 
the project conformed to these standards. In addition, potential noise impacts under CEQA 
criteria were also considered and discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.10. 

Response to Comment 17-17 
Comment noted. Because the I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Improvement project is federally 
funded with Department oversight it is required to conform to the noise analysis requirements 
and standards specified in 23CFR772 and the Department’s Protocol. The commenter is correct 
that in many cases traffic noise levels at noise sensitive locations studied in the Draft EIR/EIS 
either already exceed or would likely exceed outdoor noise limits specified in the City of 
Fairfield ordinance. Noise analyses were performed according to the Department’s protocol and 
standards specified in 23CFR772, as required for federally funded projects. In addition, potential 
noise impacts under CEQA criteria were also considered and discussed in Chapter 4, Section 
4.1.2.10. 23CFR772 and the Department’s Protocol require that noise abatement be considered in 
areas where traffic noise impacts are predicted (i.e. where traffic noise levels approach or exceed 
noise abatement criteria specified in the Protocol). There are locations where the noise abatement 
criteria are predicted to be exceeded and noise abatement has been considered as required.  

Response to Comment 17-18 
For reasons discussed in response to comment 17-17 City noise standards are not applied to this 
project. However the Department did evaluate potential noise impacts under CEQA criteria in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.10. Under 23CFR772 and the Department’s Protocol, residential areas 
that contain areas of outdoor frequent human use (backyards) are eligible for noise abatement 
evaluation where traffic noise levels approach or exceed the NAC for a given land use (Activity 
Category B for residential receivers). Noise barriers are generally indicated as the standard and 
most effective form of noise abatement, because of the noise reduction that can be achieved for 
outdoor areas at multiple first- and second-row receivers. Other forms of noise abatement may be 
considered where severe noise impacts are predicted, such as noise sensitive locations where 
traffic noise levels exceed 75 dBA Leq. In such cases, residences may be considered for other 
forms of noise abatement such as improved building sound insulation on a case-by-case basis if 
barriers are not reasonable and feasible. However, noise abatement techniques such as 
soundproofing residences do not address exterior noise levels and may not result in a minimum 5 
dB of noise reduction in all cases. Therefore noise insulation has not been evaluated as a form of 
noise abatement for this project. Federal funds may be used to construct soundwalls that are 
reasonable and feasible. Non-federal funds may be used for noise abatement when federal funds 
are restricted.  

Response to Comment 17-19 
The Bay Area Ridge Trail is addressed in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS in Appendix B on pages 
B-8 and B-9. The discussion of the Bay Area Ridge Trail has been updated in Sections 3.1.1.3 
and B.1.1.1 of the Final EIR/EIS. Also see responses to comments 14-4 and 14-5. 
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Comment Letter 18, Michael Jaeger and Bob McHugh, Jaeger McHugh & 
Company, LLC, 10/15/10 

Response to Comment 18-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 18-2 
Cost estimates for anticipated right of way acquisition were provided by a real estate appraisal 
and acquisition firm with long-term experience on Department highway projects. The right of 
way costs were based on estimated values for general types of land uses from late 2008. They are 
estimates only, not the final determined value. Right of Way acquisition offers will be based on 
fair market value (FMV) appraisals conforming to the “Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policy Act” (URAA). 

The formal appraisal process will begin once the environmental clearance process is completed, 
the funds become available for right of way and construction and sufficient design development 
is completed to confirm right of way requirements. This could be several years after the 
environmental process is completed. 

Response to Comment 18-3 
The environmental document reflects the results of years of technical studies and analyses, and 
consultation with agencies. It is the goal of the Department to disclose to the public all 
environmental effects that could result from the project in compliance with state and federal 
environmental regulations. Section 2.4 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS provides a comparison of 
the two build alternatives and Section 2.5 of the Final EIR/EIS “Identification of the Preferred 
Alternative” outlines the reasoning for the selection of Alternative C as the preferred alternative. 
Alternative C provides superior traffic operations and offers a more favorable construction 
phasing and staging opportunities. While the overall environmental impacts are similar, 
Alternative C would move the highway further from the Village of Cordelia Historic District, 
reducing impacts. 

Both build alternatives and their fundable first phases were fully evaluated and their effects on 
the environment disclosed in the EIS/EIR. The environmental review process under NEPA and 
CEQA also involves consultation with a number of local, state and federal agencies including the 
U.S. EPA and USACE to determine the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 
On March 15, 2012 and April 10, 2012, the U.S. EPA and USACE respectively agreed that the 
LEDPA was Alternative C, Phase 1. This process is documented in Section 5.2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 18-4 
The realignment of Lopes Road has been changed since the Draft EIS/EIR to fully avoid any 
affect to the grounds of Rodriguez High School including the softball field. The Final EIR/EIS 
has been revised to reflect this change (See Appendix B, Resources Evaluated Relative to the 
Requirements of Section 4(f), page B-7). 
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Response to Comment 18-5 
The benefits to vehicle-hours of delay and travel times for Alternatives B-1 and C-1 are different, 
as described in Table S-1 and Section 3.1.6 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS, and as noted in the 
comment. The Draft EIR/EIS does not state an overall conclusion that the two alternatives are 
the same in reference to these specific measures. However, the Draft EIR/EIS does state that 
both alternatives produce benefits relative to the No Build alternative in many of the MOEs. (See 
Tables 3.1.6-6 through -9 in Section 3.1.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Tables 3.1.6-6 through 3.1.6-
11 in the Final EIR/EIS.) 

Response to Comment 18-6 
Cost estimates for all alternatives were developed through an established and recognized 
methodology, which looks at a combination of right of way costs, utility relocation costs, 
construction costs, related support costs, and escalation. Cost estimates for anticipated right of 
way acquisition were provided by a real estate appraisal and acquisition firm with long-term 
experience on Department highway projects. Cost estimates for utility relocation costs were 
developed and discussed with utility owner for reasonableness. Cost estimates for roadway and 
construction costs were based on unit prices from summaries of recent Department construction 
bid openings. Project support costs were assumed to be a fixed percentage of construction costs 
(the same percentage for all alternatives). Escalation costs were the same for each alternative. 

A Cost Estimate Certification form was prepared for the project estimates and approved by the 
Department. Subsequently FHWA staff reviewed the cost estimate prepared for Alternative C-1 
and analyzed it in a probabilistic cost simulation program. 

A fault rupture and displacement hazard study was performed for both the Green Valley and 
Cordelia fault zones to determine location of fault traces and potential magnitude of 
displacement during a seismic event. The report, accepted by the Department, was a factor in the 
preliminary bridge structure design and resultant cost estimate. 

An alternative’s cost estimate is not a factor used in the selection of a project’s preferred 
alternative. 

Response to Comment 18-7 
Cost estimates for anticipated right of way acquisition were provided by a real estate appraisal 
and acquisition firm with long-term experience on Department highway projects. The right of 
way costs were based on estimated values for general types of land uses from late 2008. They are 
estimates only, not the final determined value. Right of Way acquisition offers will be based on 
fair market value (FMV) appraisals conforming to the “Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policy Act” (URAA). 

The formal appraisal process will begin once the environmental clearance process is completed, 
the funds become available for right of way and construction and sufficient design development 
is completed to confirm right of way requirements. This could be several years after the 
environmental process is completed. 
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Response to Comment 18-8 
As noted in responses to comments 18-6 and 18-7, the costs are estimated using an established 
and recognized methodology and then reviewed by the Department. Further, costs for Alternative 
C-1 were tested by FHWA using their cost simulation program and determined to be acceptable. 

Right of way acquisition costs will be independently appraised and will not be based on the 
estimates included in the environmental document. The right of way acquisition costs are 
independent of other project costs, including construction costs. This means that FMV for 
property as determined by a certified real estate appraiser will be offered regardless of other 
project costs 

Response to Comment 18-9 
The Draft EIR/EIS in Tables 3.1.4-3 and 3.1.4-4 indicate that the business located at 494, 495 
and 499 Edison Court would be displaced under Alternative C and Alternative C, Phase 1. Table 
3.1.4-4 inaccurately indicated 499 Edison Court as 399 Edison Court. This has been corrected in 
the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 18-10 
As noted in response to comment 18-7, the right of way acquisition process, including appraised 
values and final compensation are based on procedures included in the Public Law 91-646, the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended 
which includes an opportunity for the owner to accompany the property appraiser in their field 
review of the subject property. 

Response to Comment 18-11 
As noted in response to comment 18-7, the right of way acquisition process, including appraised 
values and final compensation are based on procedures included in Public Law 91-646, the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. 
The details of the final appraisals will be provided to property owners for review.  

Response to Comment 18-12 
As discussed in response to comment 18-3, both build alternatives and their fundable first phases 
were fully evaluated and their effects on the environment disclosed in the EIS/EIR. The 
environmental review process under NEPA and CEQA also involves consultation with a number 
of local, state and federal agencies including the U.S. EPA and USACE to determine the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative. On March 15, 2012 and April 10, 2012, the 
U.S. EPA and USACE respectively agreed that the LEDPA was Alternative C, Phase 1. This 
process is documented in Section 5.2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter 19, Connell Dunning, Transportation Team Supervisor, 
Environmental Review Office, United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
10/18/10 

Response to Comment 19-1 
Per the NEPA/Section 404 MOU, coordination with federal and state agencies, and concurrence 
or agreement on the LEDPA is required before proceeding with the approval of the final 
environmental document and the Record of Decision. The Department has engaged the U.S. 
EPA, Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish 
and Game and the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and NOAA’s National Marine 
Fisheries Service regarding the identification of the LEDPA. Section 5.2 of this Final EIR/EIS 
discusses the consultation and identification of Alternative C, Phase 1 as the LEDPA. LEDPA 
concurrence has been obtained from these agencies and included in Appendix H. 

Response to Comment 19-2 
Temporary fill in the form of coffer dams would be left in waters of the U.S. for less than one 
year in all cases. Impacts that persist for less than one year are considered temporary by the 
USACE. Construction at Green Valley Creek will take multiple seasons, but coffer dams will not 
be left in place during the wet season. The definition of temporary impact has been added to the 
impact discussions in Sections 3.3.2.1, 3.3.2.2, and 3.3.2.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 19-3 
The text has been revised to include a discussion of indirect impacts on wetlands in Sections 
3.3.2.3, 3.3.2.4, and 3.3.2.5. Mitigation is necessary to avoid these potential indirect impacts, 
therefore, the avoidance and minimization measure in Section 3.3.2.1 (Protect Water Quality and 
Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation into Drainages and Wetlands) was revised to include 
exclusion fencing and silt fencing during construction. Because the avoidance and minimization 
measures will prevent the indirect impacts, no additional compensatory mitigation for indirect 
impacts on wetlands is included in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 19-4 
All mitigation for waters of the US will be developed in coordination with the USACE and will 
comply with the Compensatory Mitigation Rule. This language has been added to the required 
components in the mitigation measures for riparian and wetland compensation in Sections 3.3.2 
and 3.3.2 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 19-5 
For impacts to perennial streams, the RWQCB will require riparian mitigation. In-kind 
compensation is included for all waters of the US except for seasonal and perennial drainages, 
which are mitigated out-of-kind with riparian habitat. Text has been revised in Sections 3.3.2 and 
3.3.2 of the Final EIR/EIS to reflect this.  

Response to Comment 19-6 
The compensatory wetland mitigation site located near Green Valley Creek would be affected 
under Alternative B. The wetland mitigation measure in Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIR/EIS has 
been revised as indicated below, to specify minimum 2:1 for impacts on this particular feature. 
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“In compliance with the CWA Section 404 permit and WDRs, the permanent loss (fill) of 
wetlands, including perennial marsh, alkali seasonal marsh, and seasonal wetland, will be 
compensated for and measures will be taken to ensure no net loss of habitat functions. Loss of 
wetlands will be compensated for at a minimum ratio of 1:1 (one acre of mitigation for every one 
acre filled), except for any loss of wetlands in W-45e-1 that are a mitigation area and will 
require mitigation at a minimum ratio of 2:1.” 

Response to Comment 19-7 
Compensation for permanent loss of wetlands may be a combination of mitigation bank credits 
and restoration/creation of habitat. The portion of the measure addressing compensation through 
restoration or creation of habitat in Section 3.3.2.3 “Compensate for Permanent Loss of 
Wetlands” of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to indicate that mitigation will occur near the 
project site, as opposed to on-site. There are currently no plans for on-site creation or 
enhancement of wetlands, because the areas available for mitigation are small and isolated. Text 
has been added to the measure to indicate that the wetland restoration plan would be developed 
in coordination with the RWQCB and USACE. Details of plans and performance standards will 
be developed in close coordination with the USACE and RWQCB as part of the NEPA/Section 
404 MOU process. 

Response to Comment 19-8 
Efforts to avoid and minimize impact to the Suisun Marsh Secondary Management Area 
primarily included engineering the interchange to occupy the smallest footprint possible. During 
the initial and secondary screening process a number of alternative interchange configurations 
were reviewed and compared to determine which configurations provided safe and adequate 
traffic operations for projected traffic, while minimizing impacts to sensitive habitat. The most 
practical solution, and the one with the least impact to sensitive areas, is to improve existing 
facilities rather than constructing improvements on new alignments. During final design, more 
detailed foundation analysis and design refinement will be performed to identify opportunities 
(such as retaining walls, reduced roadway profiles, etc.) that would reduce impacts to sensitive 
areas. Additionally, specific language regarding the Suisun Marsh Secondary Management Area 
has been added to the avoidance and minimization pertaining to protecting water quality and 
preventing erosion and sedimentation in drainages and wetlands in Section 3.3.2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 19-9 
The text in Section 3.2.6 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to clarify the wind directions and 
their connection to pollutant levels and receptor as follows: 

“Within the region, the prevailing winds are from the west. During the summer and fall months, 
high offshore pressure systems and low pressure in the Central Valley force marine air to 
flow eastward through the Carquinez Strait. However, atmospheric conditions occasionally 
cause the winds to shift direction and flow from the east. These easterly winds usually contain 
more pollutants from the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys in the east than the cleaner marine 
air from the west. During summer and fall months, this condition can result in elevated pollutant 
levels as pollutants move through the strait into the central Bay Area from surrounding areas.” 
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Response to Comment 19-10 
Comment noted. The description for Alternative C is the project that is described in the RTP and 
the TIP. Since Alternative C, Phase 1 was identified as the preferred alternative, revisions of the 
RTP or TIP are not needed. 

Response to Comment 19-11 
Comment noted. Interagency consultation (IAC) has been initiated and a determination was 
made that the project is potentially a POAQC. A qualitative PM2.5 hot spot assessment was 
conducted, and resulted in the conclusion that the project would not result in violations of the 
federal PM2.5 or PM10 air quality standards. This determination was confirmed by appropriate 
agencies during IAC on December 8, 2010. The FHWA concurrence letter was signed on April 
13, 2011. The Final EIR/EIS document has been updated to convey this information (Section 
3.2.6). 

Response to Comment 19-12 
The language in question is taken directly from FHWA’s prototype language found in their 2006 
MSAT guidance regarding incomplete or unavailable information for compliance with 40 CFR 
1502.22. The language in question has been replaced in Section 3.2.6 of the Final EIR/EIS with 
updated language from the FHWA’s 2009 MSAT guidance. Based on FHWA’s 2009 MSAT 
guidance, the project was identified as being a project with higher potential MSAT effects, and a 
quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions was conducted. The quantitative analysis indicated that 
project implementation would lead to decreases in MSAT emissions relative to existing 
conditions and would result in increases in some MSAT emissions relative to future no project 
conditions. However, an analysis of the project’s MSAT impacts on sensitive receptors is not 
conducted because, as indicated in the Final EIR/EIS, there are no established criteria for 
determining when MSAT emissions should be considered a significant issue given the EPA has 
not established regulatory concentration targets for the six relevant MSAT pollutants appropriate 
for use in the project development process and the emerging state of the science and of project-
level analysis techniques. To the extent that it is applicable or feasible for the project and through 
coordination with the project development team, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 will help to reduce 
MSAT emissions and air quality impacts associated with the build alternatives.  

Response to Comment 19-13 
The Department is committed to implement the mitigation measures to reduce MSAT emissions 
identified in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.2.6. 

Response to Comment 19-14 
The comment refers to the performance of Alternative C Phase 1 relative to the No Build 
alternative, in both 2015 and 2035. The specific comment referring to Table 3.1.6-6 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, which summarizes 2015 AM peak hour conditions, highlights the only two MOEs in 
that table that are worse under Alternative C, Phase 1 than the No Build case, and the differences 
are minor. The difference in travel times for WB I-80 to SB I-680 is 15 seconds, or 2.5 percent, 
and the difference in maximum individual delay is also 15 seconds for that route. All other AM 
peak hour MOEs improve relative to the No Build Alternative. 

The differences presented in Table 3.1.6-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, however, are more substantial. 
This table summarizes for the 2035 PM Peak Hour, No Build, Alternative B Phase 1, and 
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Alternative C Phase 1 cases. While many of the system-wide MOEs presented in this table (and 
all of the MOEs presented in Table 3.1.6-8 for the AM peak hour) improve over the No Build 
case, the peak direction travel times are identified as longer than the No Build case for 
Alternative C Phase 1. This issue was more closely examined after the Draft EIR/EIS was 
published, and it was found that the longer travel times were the result of the extensive upstream 
queues in the No Build case not being included in the calculation. This happened because the 
study area limits were not set far enough upstream to capture the full extent of queuing for the 
2035, PM peak hour, peak direction cases, for the No Build, Alternative B Phase 1, and 
Alternative C Phase 1 cases. When the full queue length is included, the revised travel times are 
as shown in Table 3.1.6-10 in the Final EIR/EIS. Note that only the information in the shaded 
area has been revised, as the upstream queuing effect was only an issue for these cases. The 
revised comparison shows that Alternative C, Phase 1 does in fact deliver improved travel times 
relative to the No Build case. 

The information in Table 3.1.6-10, along with more explanatory text, has been included in a 
revision to the Traffic Operations Report (TOR) in Section 3.1.6 of the Final EIR/EIS. 

The maximum individual delays were also revised based on the corrected analysis, and are now 
shown to improve over the No Build alternative, as shown in Table 3.1.6-9 in the Final EIR/EIS. 
This table is also being included in the revised TOR. 

Based on the revised information, it is clear that Alternative C Phase 1 provides benefits in all 
MOE areas, relative to the No Build alternative and can meet project objectives if future phases 
are delayed or not built. 

Response to Comment 19-15 
See response to comment 19-14. EPA has concurred that Alternative C, Phase 1 is the 
preliminary LEDPA, see Appendix H. 

Response to Comment 19-16 
See response to comment 19-14. 

Response to Comment 19-17 
The project description is intended to provide an overview to make the project understandable to 
the public. The lane widening has been determined, but will vary slightly between alternatives. 
The width of the highway would increase as one approached the interchange and decrease after it 
had passed. A list of lane additions between points for each alternative would be confusing. The 
discussion in Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised as indicated below to clarify 
where the most and least lane widening will occur. (Bold indicates added text.) 

“Under both alternatives, I-80 and I-680 would be widened. I-80 would be widened to a 
minimum of ten lanes (four mixed-flow lanes and one HOV lane in each direction) near the 
eastern and western ends of the project and a maximum of 19 lanes extending east of the 
interchange with I-680 to approximately the westbound truck scales (Figures 2-2 and 2-3). I-
680 would be widened to a minimum of six lanes (two mixed-flow lanes and one HOV lane in 
each direction) and a maximum of eight lanes (three mixed-flow lanes and one HOV lane in each 
direction) north of the Red Top Road interchange.” 
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The study area for all resources includes the most extensive footprint and all areas that may be 
affected by the project. 

Response to Comment 19-18 
The scope of the I-80/I-680/SR12 Interchange Improvement project is very large and includes 
transportation improvements across many communities, both environmental justice communities 
and non-environmental justice communities. As documented in the Draft EIR/EIS the impacts of 
the build alternatives are also spread across a large area, with some of the most substantial 
effects, such as business displacement occurring in areas that are not environmental justice 
communities. In addition, the benefits provided by the project such as reduced congestion, 
reduced cut-through traffic on local streets, encouraged use of HOV lanes and ridesharing, and 
improved safety would be equally realized by both environmental justice communities and non-
environmental justice communities. 

With specific regard to noise impacts on environmental justice communities, the Draft EIR/EIS 
identified that the build alternatives would result in noise impacts to residents along the north 
side of State Route 12 East. This area is already protected from noise generated on State Route 
12 by existing sound walls (H-1 and H-2 in the EIR/EIS). Four monitored locations on Marquette 
Way (H01, H06, H09 and H11) would experience noise increases that would approach or exceed 
NAC under both full build alternatives. This represents 25 residences that would experience 
future noise levels ranging from 62 to 69 dBA Leq, with the existing sound walls in place. 
Therefore, abatement was considered. The Draft EIR/EIS evaluated raising the height and 
extending the sound walls to provide additional noise reduction. Noise barrier H-2 is ten feet 
high. Raising H-2 to a height of 16 feet was found not to benefit any receivers in that it did not 
reduce noise by 5dB, and therefore, raising the barrier was not feasible. Noise barrier H-1 is 8 
feet high. Analysis was conducted to determine if raising the height of the existing wall up to 14 
or 16 feet would result in an additional 5 dB of noise reduction. Since 5 dB of noise reduction 
could be achieved by raising the height of the barrier to 14 feet or 16 feet, the barrier was 
determined to be feasible. However, the cost was found to exceed the Caltrans cost 
reasonableness allowance for this area. The reasonableness allowance per residence was 
calculated using the procedure defined in the 2006 Caltrans Protocol. 

The Department has determined that the barriers studied in this analysis are not considered 
reasonable from a cost perspective. The public input process has been completed and the final 
determination is that none of the barriers evaluated will be included in the project (see Section 
3.2.7 of the Final EIR/EIS). 

Response to Comment 19-19 
The cost of the project is not a factor in determining reasonableness of noise abatement. As 
stated in the 2006 protocol, the determination of the reasonableness of noise abatement is more 
subjective than the determination of its feasibility. For a noise barrier to be reasonable from a 
cost perspective, the estimated cost of the noise barrier should be equal to or less than the total 
cost allowance calculated for the barrier. The base allowance of $31,000 is based on the 
published Department Construction Price Index and is adjusted annually. The total allowance per 
residence is determined by adding several adjustments to the base allowance based on several 
factors identified in the Protocol. Other factors that affect reasonableness include the following: 
absolute noise levels, existing versus design-year noise levels, achievable noise reduction, date 
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of development along the highway, life cycle of noise abatement measures, and environmental 
impacts of abatement construction. Additional factors to consider include opinions of affected 
residents; input from the public and public agencies; and social, economic, legal, and 
technological factors. 

Response to Comment 19-20 
The Department proposed that identification and evaluation of archaeological properties within 
the APE, and any resolution of adverse effects on those properties, be provided for in a 
programmatic agreement specific to the undertaking. As an attachment to the PA, SHPO further 
states that a Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) will be developed which will address 
detailed protocol for identification, evaluation, and treatment of historic properties. The need for 
monitoring and treatment of unknown properties will also be addressed in the HPTP. SHPO 
concurred with this course of action (in addition to eligibility of several built resources and two 
historic distracts) on March 20, 2010. The PA was approved by SHPO and Department HQ on 
November 7, 2011 and by the Department District 04 Director on November 8, 2011.  

Response to Comment 19-21 
The City of Fairfield has provided a letter, dated November 22, 2010, indicating the proposed 
project will have a minimal impact upon the Fairfield Linear Park. Please see Appendix B of the 
Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment 19-22 
According to the Solano County General Plan, Figure AG-1, all farmlands affected by the project 
are either classified as Prime Farmlands or grazing lands. Grazing lands within the project area 
are not classified as Farmlands of Statewide Importance or Unique Farmlands. Therefore no 
farmlands of Statewide Importance or Unique Farmlands would be adversely affected by the 
project. 

Response to Comment 19-23 
Climate change is briefly discussed and in Section 3.2.6 Air Quality. This section refers the 
reader to Chapter 4 (CEQA) for a more in depth analysis of climate change impact analysis. 
Because there have been more requirements set forth in California legislation and executive 
orders regarding climate change, the issue is addressed in the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) chapter of this environmental document and may be used to inform the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) decision.  
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Comment Letter 20, Kim VanGundy, Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District, 
10/26/10 

Response to Comment 20-1 
The Department acknowledges FSUSD’s concerns and has reexamined these impacts areas. The 
Final EIR/EIS and the responses to comments below address FSUSD’s areas of concern.  

Response to Comment 20-2 
Alternative C has been chosen as the preferred alternative. As part of Alternative C, a PG&E 
valve lot (a gas transmission facility) would be relocated to a vacant parcel owned by the FSUSD 
at the former Green Valley Middle School location at 3630 Ritchie Road in Fairfield. The 
relocated valve lot would occupy a 1.3-acres portion of the larger 7.69-acre FSUSD parcel. This 
relocation would require the acquisition of 1.3 acres from FSUSD. The 7.69-acre parcel would 
be divided into two separate parcels: 1) one 1.3-acre parcel for the relocated PG&E valve lot 
which would be acquired by STA, and 2) the remainder of the parcel (6.39 acres) for future 
development of which is not part of this project. The project description (in Section 2.3.5 of the 
Final EIR/EIS) and associated impact areas have been revised to describe this change. 

Response to Comment 20-3 
Alternative C would realign Lopes Road approximately 100 feet west of its current location 
between Fermi Drive and Red Top Road. Although realigning Lopes Road would move the road 
closer to Rodriguez High School, it would not impact any portion of the school including its 
recreational fields. Since the publication of the draft EIR/EIS, the Lopes Road realignment has 
been modified to fully avoid any impact on the school including landscaped areas beyond the 
outfield fence of the school’s softball field. This change in the project design would avoid any 
direct or indirect effect on the school. Figures 2-3 and 2-5 of the project description depict these 
changes; associated impact areas have been revised to describe this change as well. Responses 
below address the District’s detailed comments regarding potential impacts to student’s safety, 
health and learning environment. 

Response to Comment 20-4 
Please refer to the response to comment 12-2 for a detailed description of the traffic effects of the 
proposed project on Red Top Road in the vicinity of Rodriguez High School. Though Alternative 
C has been selected, both build alternatives and their fundable first phases would actually not 
result in any significant increase in traffic levels. In many cases, the project would improve (or 
reduce) traffic levels on Red Top Road in the vicinity of the High School because traffic 
congestion on I-680 and I-80 and through the I-680/I-80 interchange would be reduced and there 
would be less incentive for motorists to exit from the freeway system to avoid congestion and 
delay. Additionally, signage will be provided to direct traffic exiting NB I-680 to access WB I-
80 to use Lopes Road north to the I-80/Green Valley Road interchange. 

 The commenter expresses concern that construction of Alternative C-1 would result in increased 
traffic along Red Top Road in front of Rodriguez HS that could significantly or adversely affect 
intersection operations and affect student safety and travel times. 
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Based on the 2035 traffic forecasts, without the project (No-Build Alternative), Red Top Road 
east of I-80 would have approximately 2,095 vehicles in the AM peak hour and 2, 445 vehicles 
in the PM peak hour. With Alternative C, Phase 1, traffic projections forecast 1,605 vehicles for 
the same location in the AM peak hour and 2,460 vehicles in the PM peak hour. This represents a 
23 percent reduction in the number of AM peak hour trips and less than a 1 percent increase in 
the number of PM peak hour trips as a result of constructing Alternative C, Phase 1. Thus, traffic 
operations adjacent to the school are expected to remain the same or improve with the project. 

Generally with increased traffic there is a corresponding increase in congestion related (rear-end 
type) accidents. A decrease in congestion generally results in fewer congestion-related accidents. 
Thus, Red Top Road is expected to be a safer facility with the construction of Alternative C, 
Phase 1 than with the No-Build Alternative (without the project).  

Response to Comment 20-5 
The local roadway shown in Figures 2-2 through 2-5 is a realignment of Fermi Road; Fermi 
Road must be realigned due to the realignment of Lopes Road and the new interchange. Fermi 
Road will be relocated solely to connect to the realigned Lopes Road. Alternative C, Phase 1 is 
not anticipated to result in additional traffic on Fermi Road compared to the No-Build 
Alternative. Drivers using Fermi Road after the implementation of Alternative C, Phase 1 would 
be the same drivers who currently use the road. Thus, the new configuration of Fermi Road is not 
expected to affect regional travel routes, and the traffic volumes are thus expected to be similar 
for all build alternatives. Construction impacts are addressed in response 20-6 below. 

Response to Comment 20-6 
Construction truck traffic on local roads will be analyzed as part of the development of 
Transportation Management Plans (TMPs) for each construction phase. Detailed TMPs cannot 
be prepared prior to the definition of each project phase, as local conditions and the presence of 
prior phases affect items such as truck routes, locations of staging areas, employee parking areas, 
detour routes, etc. For the project phases affecting the Red Top Road/Fermi Drive area, the 
school’s special needs will be considered, including: 

 Limiting or prohibiting truck traffic on Red Top Road along the school frontage during 
school operating hours; 

 Minimizing instances where traffic detours include Red Top Road along the school frontage; 

 Avoiding construction activities that affect access to school parking lots off Fermi Drive. 

Please also refer to response to comment 20-7.  

Response to Comment 20-7 
Transportation Management Plans (TMPs) are specific to individual project construction 
packages, and are very detailed in describing the detour routes, their signage and hours of 
operation, construction staging areas, employee parking areas, noise and air quality management, 
and other practices to be followed. Such details have not been developed at this time, but will be 
developed during the final design phase when specific project construction packages are 
identified, the work schedules are defined, and prevailing traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and transit 
conditions near the time of construction are studied and incorporated. 
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The Department and STA will ensure that FSUSD and Rodriguez High School staff are included 
in the development and review of the TMPs for any construction packages for this I-80/I-680/SR 
12 Interchange Improvement project that include work on Red Top Road and in the vicinity of 
District facilities. 

Response to Comment 20-8 
The environmental consequences of construction-period truck traffic was included in the 
EIS/EIR and not deferred until after project approval. The EIS/EIR concludes that either project 
alternative would entail additional truck and construction worker traffic, temporary lane closures 
and detours, and various construction-related activities that would increase congestion to varying 
degrees throughout the construction period. In addition, minimization measures were included in 
the EIS/EIR and not deferred until after project approval. The EIS/EIR includes the requirement 
to prepare and implement a TMP. As noted in response to comment 20-7 development of a 
detailed TMP is specific to individual project construction packages with input from the 
construction contractor. However, the minimization measure includes specific requirements and 
measures to be included in the TMP (see Section 3.1.6) to ensure the TMP is effective in 
reducing construction-period effects. 

Response to Comment 20-9 
No increase in traffic on Red Top Road due to the project is projected when compared to the No 
Build; consequently, there is no need to reclassify the roadway as a major arterial. While Red 
Top Road is a two-lane roadway just south of the I-80 eastbound ramps intersection, it widens 
out to a four-lane landscaped roadway with turn pockets and a traffic signals at Watt Drive, the 
Rodriguez High School entrance, and Lopes Road. This lane configuration and traffic control is 
appropriate for the traffic levels associated with a 2,200-student high school and adjacent 
residential and industrial uses. Further, the Lopes Road realignment between Red Top Road and 
Fermi Drive will also include sidewalks. The project will not result in changes that would 
decrease or discourage walking as a mode of transportation to and from the high school. 

Response to Comment 20-10 
The Transportation Management Plan will not just be provided to emergency service providers. 
The TMP will be developed with direct input from emergency service providers including the 
police, fire department, and ambulance services affected by the project. Emergency service 
providers will be given adequate advance notice of any street closure or detour. Advance notice 
allows the emergency service provider to adjust response routes to minimize potential delays. As 
noted in response to comment 20-7 development of a detailed TMP is specific to individual 
project construction packages with input from the construction contractor. However, the 
minimization measure includes specific requirements and measures to be included in the TMP 
(see Section 3.1.6) to ensure the TMP is effective in reducing construction-period effects. As 
requested by the District, the District will be provided the TMP in advance to allow input and 
coordination of construction activities with High School operations to minimize construction-
period effects.  

Response to Comment 20-11 
Project-level air quality analyses are performed on intersections with the worst-case traffic 
conditions. If the analysis concludes that no ambient air quality standards will be exceeded, then 
intersections with less severe traffic conditions would also not exceed ambient air quality 
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standards. As indicated in Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the roadway intersections and 
segments with the highest traffic volumes and worst levels of congestion/delay) were analyzed in 
the CO analyses. The analysis concluded that no violation of the NAAQS or CAAQS would 
occur at these intersections or segments as a result of project implementation. Thus, no violations 
are anticipated at other roadway intersections and segments with less traffic volumes and 
congestion/delay in the study area.  

Response to Comment 20-12 
The MSAT evaluation was prepared in accordance with FHWA MSAT guidance. As indicated in 
the analysis, accepted methods to evaluate localized MSAT effects are currently not available. 
Mitigation measures to reduce MSAT emissions are identified in the Draft (and Final) EIR/EIS 
in Section 3.2.6.  

Response to Comment 20-13 
MSAT language has been updated to reflect the FHWA’s 2009 MSAT guidance, which 
supersedes the FHWA’s 2006 MSAT guidance used in the Draft EIR/EIS. The FHWA’s MSAT 
guidance regarding incomplete or unavailable information for compliance with 40 CFR 1502.22 
indicates that “In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the 
project-specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed 
set of highway alternatives.” Consequently, the HRA analysis conducted for the Draft EIR/EIS is 
sufficient to characterize potential health risks associated with implementation of the project.  

Response to Comment 20-14 
The Department will evaluate all mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR/EIS and 
implement those to be found feasible. 

Response to Comment 20-15 
Please refer to response to Comment 20-13. 

The Draft EIR/EIS evaluated emissions associated with construction and operation of the project, 
as well as an evaluation of CO and MSAT effects. It was found that construction-related air 
quality impacts would be less than significant.  

Response to Comment 20-16 
Per the Department’s Standard Specification Section 14-9.01, a dust control plan will be 
prepared prior to construction (Section 3.2.6 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS). The dust control 
plan will be provided to FSUSD for review and input. Standard Specification Section 14-9.01 
specifically requires compliance by the contractor with all applicable laws and regulations 
related to air quality, including air pollution control district and air quality management district 
regulations and local ordinances. Measures specified in the Draft EIR/EIS will ensure that 
construction dust impacts are minimized and therefore a temporary soundwall to reduce dust is 
not warranted. The mitigation measures require daily sweeps of construction sites and paved 
roads, hydroseeding or watering of all active construction areas, and limiting traffic speeds to 
minimize airborne dust all of which will greatly reduce dust emissions during construction and 
potential dust impacts on all surrounding land uses.  
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Response to Comment 20-17 
Please refer to response to comment 20-16. Measures already included in the Draft EIR/EIS are 
sufficient to reduce potential dust impacts thereby not requiring the need to construct a 
temporary noise wall for dust reduction purposes. 

Response to Comment 20-18 
The Department and STA are committed to rerouting truck traffic away from the vicinity of the 
high school when school is in session. 

Response to Comment 20-19 
Noise monitoring was focused primarily on the capacity-increasing segments of I-680, I-80, and 
SR 12, because that is where traffic noise impacts would be expected to occur as a result of the 
project. Monitoring sites were selected at locations within 500 feet of these facilities, consistent 
with the Department’s protocol. The edge of the nearest outfield at Rodriguez High School is 
900 feet from I-680, so it was not selected for noise monitoring. However, the realignment of 
Lopes Road would pass within 500 feet of the ball field, so a noise prediction site C15 was 
modeled at the high school’s outfield to disclose predicted noise levels at the high school 
property.  

The Noise Study Technical Report concluded that the predicted traffic noise level at the 
Rodriguez High School site (predicted noise location C15 in the Noise Study Technical Report) 
would be 57 dBA under all build alternatives. This predicted noise level is well below the impact 
threshold of 66 dBA for an Activity Category B land use, such as Rodriguez High School and 
thus not considered adverse or significant and not warranting evaluation of noise abatement for 
this land use. A copy of the Noise Study Technical Report will be provided to the FSUSD. 

Response to Comment 20-20 
Table 3.2.7-4 in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS summarizes predicted traffic noise levels at 
representative locations along the I-80/I-680 corridor. The table is a condensed version of the 
noise modeling analysis table that appears in Appendix C of the Noise Study Technical Report. 
The intent of summarizing the table is to highlight locations that would experience traffic noise 
impacts due to the project, and also include representative locations adjacent (i.e., within 500 
feet) to the primary capacity-increasing segments of I-80, I-680 and SR 12. The summary format 
of Table 3.2.7-4 was used to simplify the data presentation and focus on areas where traffic noise 
impacts are predicted to occur as a result of the project. A full report of the noise analysis 
locations is included in Appendix C of the Noise Study Technical Report. A copy of the Noise 
Study Technical Report will be provided to the FSUSD. 

The Noise Study Technical Report concluded that the predicted noise level at the Rodriguez 
High School site (predicted noise location C15 in the Noise Study Technical Report) would be 
exposed to a traffic noise level of 57 dBA under all build alternatives. This predicted noise level 
is below the impact threshold of 66 dBA for an Activity Category B land use, such as Rodriguez 
High School. A noise barrier was not evaluated for the high school because noise impacts 
requiring abatement are not predicted to occur there as a result of the project. 
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Response to Comment 20-21 
Noise levels in Area C, the area where Rodriguez High School is located, do not approach or 
exceed 67 dBA. The results of the Noise Study Technical Report concluded that the predicted 
noise level at Rodriguez High School (predicted noise location C15 in the Noise Study Technical 
Report) would be exposed to a traffic noise level of 57 dBA with the project under all build 
alternatives.  

Please note that the noise modeling results presented in Table 3.2.7-4 is a summary of the full list 
of receivers shown in Appendix C of the Noise Study Technical Report, as described in the 
response to the comment above. The primary intent of the table is to disclose all noise impacts 
due to the project, where they occur. The supporting data for the noise analysis is fully 
documented in the technical report. See response to comment 20-19 regarding noise monitoring. 

Response to Comment 20-22 
The project does not increase capacity on Red Top Road or Fermi Road. Therefore traffic noise 
on Red Top Road and Fermi Road was not studied in this report. Further, construction activities 
are not likely to result in noise impacts at the high school. Due to the distance of the school to 
construction areas, construction-generated noise levels at the school are not expected to be 
significant. Construction noise would be short-term, intermittent, and masked by local traffic 
noise. Please refer to response to comment 20-25 for a discussion regarding construction-noise 
impacts and minimization measures. 

Response to Comment 20-23 
As described above in response comment 20-2, under Alternative C, since the publication of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, the Lopes Road realignment has been modified to avoid displacing landscaping 
areas beyond the outfield fence of the school’s softball field as originally analyzed. With this 
modification to the project description, the landscaped area of concern would not be affected.  

However, the location of the existing Red Top Road/Lopes Road intersection is fixed. The 
proposed alignment for the relocated Lopes Road is based upon a combination of needing to 
connect to existing Lopes Road at the northerly and southerly ends, the proposed I-680 
alignment and the design speeds of the two facilities. As such, Lopes Road cannot be realigned 
to be closer to I-680. 

Further, acquiring property to serve as noise abatement to buffer noise impact to the high school 
is not warranted based on the noise analysis contained in the EIR/EIS which determined that 
future noise levels under all build alternatives would be well below the impact threshold of 66 
dBA. 

Response to Comment 20-24 
The commenter refers to this section of the CCR: 

“All districts shall select a school site that provides safety and that supports learning. The 
following standards shall apply: ….. The site shall not be adjacent to a road or freeway that any 
site-related traffic and sound level studies have determined will have safety problems or sound 
levels which adversely affect the educational program.” 
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As described in the Noise Study Technical Report, the noise prediction site at C15 (at Rodriguez 
High School’s softball field adjacent to Lopes Road) is approximately 100 feet from the 
proposed realignment of Lopes Road. Site C15 can be considered as a screening-level analysis to 
determine if traffic noise impacts due to the project would be of concern on the school property. 
Future traffic noise levels due to the project are not predicted to result in a traffic noise impact at 
site C15.  

The Noise Technical Report concluded that the proposed project will not cause noise levels that 
would interfere with use of outdoor areas at the high school for educational purposes. Thus, 
traffic noise due to the project is not expected to result in noise impacts in interior or exterior 
classroom spaces, nor would it result in reduced ability to discern speech. 

Response to Comment 20-25 
Noise generated by construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet range from 80 dBA to 89 
dBA. The distance from the proposed realigned Lopes Road to the outfield fence of the school’s 
softball field is approximately 150 feet. Noise produced by construction equipment would be 
reduced over distance at a rate of about 6 dB per doubling of distance. Due to this distance, 
construction-generated noise levels would be reduced by approximately 12 dB at the outfield 
fence. Construction noise is also short-term, intermittent, and would be masked in-part by local 
traffic noise. Minimization measures in Section 3.2.7 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS would 
require the use of sound-control devices on construction equipment, rescheduling construction 
activities to non-sensitive hour of the day, and advance noticing to sensitive receptors to further 
reduce construction-noise impacts. Based on the analysis conducted and minimization measures 
included in the EIS/EIR construction-period noise effects at the High School would not be 
significant.  

Response to Comment 20-26 
Please refer to response to comment 20-25 above. 

Response to Comment 20-27 
The project and the realignment of Lopes Road have benefits that support the position of 
consistency with the land use goal of the Solano County General Plan. As described above in 
response comment 20-2, under Alternative C, since the publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, the 
Lopes Road realignment has been modified to avoid displacing landscaped areas beyond the 
outfield fence of the school’s softball field as originally analyzed. Further, the realigned portion 
of Lopes Road between Red Top Road and Fermi Drive will include sidewalks, improving 
pedestrian safety. As discussed in responses to comments 20-11, 20-12, 20-13, 20-16, and 20-17, 
air quality analyses conducted for the project determined that no ambient air quality standard 
would be exceeded and that measures have been included to reduce MSAT and construction 
period air quality impacts. 

Response to Comment 20-28 
The project is consistent with Objective CI-1 of the City of Fairfield General Plan, to establish a 
circulation system that is consistent with the land use patterns of the city. As described above in 
response comment 20-2, under Alternative C, since the publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, the 
Lopes Road realignment has been modified to avoid displacing landscaped areas beyond the 
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outfield fence of the school’s softball field as originally analyzed. The landscaped area of 
concern would not be affected.  

Response to Comment 20-29 
As described above in response comment 20-2, under Alternative C, since the publication of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, the Lopes Road realignment has been modified to avoid displacing landscaped 
areas beyond the outfield fence of the school’s softball field as originally analyzed. The 
landscaped area of concern would not be affected. The Department and STA share the concerns 
of FSUSD regarding student safety and will work with FSUSD to implement measures to 
increase safety. 

Response to Comment 20-30 
As described above in response to comment 20-2, as part of Alternative C, a PG&E valve lot (a 
gas transmission utility) would be relocated to a vacant parcel owned by the FSUSD at the 
former Green Valley Middle School location at 3630 Ritchie Road in Fairfield. The relocated 
valve lot would occupy a 1.3-acres portion of the larger 7.69-acre FSUSD parcel. This relocation 
would require the acquisition of 1.3 acres from FSUSD. The 7.69-acre parcel would be divided 
into two separate parcels: 1) one 1.3-acre parcel for the relocated PG&E valve lot which would 
be acquired by STA, and 2) the remainder of the parcel (6.39 acres) for future development of 
which is not part of this project. The project description (in Section 2.3.5 of the Final EIR/EIS) 
and associated impact areas have been revised to describe this change. 

With this change in the project description, the Department and STA have been in discussions 
with the FSUSD about purchasing all or a portion of the former Green Valley Middle School 
site. In these discussions, FSUSD has indicated their interest in such a purchase and that it could 
facilitate their goals of establishing a new elementary school site elsewhere in the city of 
Fairfield. 

Response to Comment 20-31 
The Department and STA acknowledge FSUSD’s concerns regarding the potential impacts of the 
proposed project on the high school and on the former Green Valley Middle School site and have 
responded to these concerns as described above. 
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Comment Letter 21, Brendan Thompson, Environmental Specialist, California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, 10/27/10 

Response to Comment 21-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 21-2 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 21-3 
During the final design phase, the designers will review opportunities to avoid and minimize 
impacts to jurisdictional wetlands through the use of steeper embankment slopes (2:1 instead of 
the advisory design standard 4:1 slope) and retaining walls. A mitigation measure was added for 
Alternatives C and C, Phase 1 (see Section 3.3.5.1) that reduces potential impacts on wetlands by 
revising the project design to include a retaining wall of the south side of SR 12E. 

Response to Comment 21-4 
The feasibility of constructing a clear-span bridge over Ledgewood Creek with improvements to 
SR 12E has been reviewed as a part of Alternative C, Phase 1 and has been determined to not be 
feasible at this time. The existing SR 12E crossing over Ledgewood Creek consists of a 5-cell, 
106 foot long box culvert. Alternative C, Phase 1 would widen SR 12E by one lane in the 
eastbound direction (a total of 14 feet, 12 foot lane plus 2 feet shoulder widening). It is not 
feasible or cost effective to replace the existing box culvert with a new bridge to accommodate 
the incremental widening proposed in Alternative C, Phase 1due to cost and traffic handling. 
Further, it is not possible to close the regional facility to raise the profile of SR 12 and replace 
the box culvert with a bridge. This option may be re-examined as a part of a future phase for 
Alternative C, should additional funding be identified. 

Response to Comment 21-5 
Temporary activities atop wetlands are likely to result from light grading and storm water quality 
improvements, but could also result from construction access through a confined working space 
or equipment operating in areas constructing permanent improvements. 

Response to Comment 21-6 
Comment noted. The use of geotextile and aggregate will be avoided in wetlands; timber mats 
and other methods to minimize compaction of wetland soils will be used. 

Response to Comment 21-7 
Construction staging plans will be developed during the final design phase, taking into account 
public safety, right-of-way limits, environmental and permitting construction windows, and 
logical, feasible construction sequencing. To the extent feasible, duration of temporary impacts 
to wetlands will be minimized. 

Response to Comment 21-8 
Impacts to perennial and seasonal drainages have been quantified and added in a new column in 
Tables 3.3.2-1 through 3.3.2-4 in Section 3.3.2.1 of the Final EIR/EIS. Mitigation proposed for 
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impacts to perennial creeks are riparian in nature, but the mitigation in Section 3.3.2.1 has been 
modified to include the requirement for compensation to be in terms of linear feet of benefit 
provided, rather than in acres. 

Response to Comment 21-9 
The Department and STA are currently investigating riparian restoration opportunities on 
properties in the immediate vicinity of the project. The Department and STA have prepared a 
draft conceptual mitigation plan as part of the formal NEPA/404 integration process which the 
RWQCB has participated and provided input.  

Response to Comment 21-10 
As noted in the response to comment 21-4, it is not feasible or cost effective to replace the 
existing box culvert with a clear span bridge as a part of the improvements for Alternative C, 
Phase 1. Replacing the existing box culvert with a bridge would require raising the profile of SR 
12 by approximately 6 feet to accommodate the bridge superstructure remaining above the 
Ledgewood Creek water surface elevation during flood events. To replace the culvert with a 
clear span structure would entail closing SR 12E for nearly a year and no detour would be 
feasible as part of Alternative C, Phase 1. Under Alternative C, traffic could be detoured through 
the proposed Beck Avenue interchange, though it would entail considerable overbuilding of the 
ramps to accommodate the detour traffic. Therefore, while constructing a clear span bridge over 
Ledgewood Creek is not feasible as part of Alternative C, Phase 1, it may be re-examined as a 
part of a future phase for Alternative C, should additional funding be identified. 

Response to Comment 21-11 
Comment noted. The NEPA/404 integration process has included discussion of impacts to 
seasonal and perennial drainage features that fall under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB.  

Response to Comment 21-12 
Comment noted. Through the NEPA/404 integration process the Department and STA have 
conducted an evaluation of avoidance and minimization measures for impacts to CWA and 404 
waters. This evaluation resulted in the ability to reduce the permanent fill of CWA and 404 
waters by 1.8 acres.  

Response to Comment 21-13 
The bioswales proposed by the Department to mitigate potential stormwater runoff impacts will 
be designed to meet Water Board criteria.  

Response to Comment 21-14 
Hydromodification requirements are dependent on characteristics of the receiving waters. 
Certain characteristics preclude the need for hydromodification facilities. For instance, hardened 
channels, tidally influenced waterways and streams that experience aggradation are not subject to 
hydromodification facilities. Adjacent to the project footprint, some of the streams are within the 
influence of the mean high tides. Other streams are actively aggrading (filling) due to the 
flattened gradients from the upper watershed reaches to the near tide reaches. The Department 
and STA are committing to characterizing the extent of the project’s hydromodification impacts 
and would identify measures to reduce impacts prior to applying for a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification. 
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Response to Comment 21-15 
Comment noted. Waters of the state are non-jurisdictional features in the study area include 
seasonal drainages (irrigation and roadside ditches) and seasonal wetlands. Waters of the state in 
the study area are depicted in Figures 3.3-2a, 3.3-2b, 3.3-2c, and 3.3-2d in Volume 2 of the 
EIR/EIS and listed in Tables 3.3.2-1 through 3.3.2-4 in the Final EIR/EIS. 

The word “potential” has been added to the discussion of waters of the State in the Final EIR/EIS 
in Section 3.3. 

Response to Comment 21-16 
The cumulative analysis discussion in Section 3.6 has been revised to clarify that federal policy 
(not the Clean Water Act) establishes the goal of no net loss of functions and values of wetlands. 
The revision also removes the statement that compliance with no net loss requirements would 
reduce cumulative impacts to less-than-significant, and states that cumulative impacts on 
wetlands are reduced over time through compliance with the no-net-loss goal. 
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Public Meeting Comment 22, Manoj Sahni, Comment Sheet, 09/23/10 

Response to Comment 22-1 
The commenter expresses a general concern about the project alternatives and impacts on their 
property. During the final design and right-of-way negotiation process a more exhaustive 
assessment of specific impacts to each property will be undertaken. Property owners will be 
compensated in full accordance with Public Law 91-646, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. 

Alternative C has been selected as the preferred alternative. An explanation of this process and 
the reasons for this decision are provided in Section 2.5 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Public Meeting Comment 23, Woody Darnelle, SuperStore Ind. Sunnyside Farms, 
Comment Sheet, 09/23/10 

Response to Comment 23-1 
The commenter expresses a concern about the project alternatives and impacts on their property. 
The Department has conducted an analysis of impacts to private property based on the 
engineering plans for each alternative and included that analysis and its findings in the EIR/EIS 
(see Section 3.1.4). During the final design and right-of-way negotiation process further design 
details will be developed. Property owners will be compensated in full accordance with Public 
Law 91-646, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended. 
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Public Meeting Comment 24, Lesley Brunner, HOA Green Valley Lake, Comment 
Sheet, 09/23/10 

Response to Comment 24-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 24-2 
The Draft EIR/EIS traffic forecasts include all residential and non-residential growth expected 
through 2035, and the recently-approved 400-unit project referred to is included within those 
projections. The intersection of Green Valley Road/Business Center Drive currently includes 
crosswalks on all four legs, pedestrian push-buttons, and minimum pedestrian crossing times. 
This intersection is projected to operate below the City of Fairfield’s LOS standard of D under 
2035 PM peak hour conditions, for the No Build and Phase 1 alternatives, but will operate 
acceptably under 2035 PM peak hour conditions for the Full Build Alternatives. The Draft 
EIR/EIS’s avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures include the design and construction 
of intersection improvements “to minimize the impact of traffic pattern changes associated with 
the proposed project’s ramp terminal and non-ramp terminal intersections.” The improvements 
would be designed by the Department in cooperation with the City of Fairfield, in the case of the 
subject intersection, and would therefore conform to the City’s requirements for adequate 
pedestrian accommodation and service.  
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Public Meeting Comment 25, Linda Mellor, Comment Sheet, 09/23/10 

Response to Comment 25-1 
Comment noted. 
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Public Meeting Comment 26, Walter Permann, Oral Comment, 09/23/10 

Response to Comment 26-1 
The comment refers to the access to the properties near the current intersection of Lopes Road 
and Fulton Road. Under Alternative C and its fundable first phase, the access to this area from 
Fermi Drive to the south will be eliminated due to the construction of the new I-680 –to – I-80 
connector and the connection of the current northern portion of I-680 to Red Top Road, as a local 
(non-freeway) roadway. However, access to Fulton Drive will still be available via Lopes Road 
from the north, and via Watt Drive from the south. A second access route from the south is, as 
the commenter notes, to take the new local roadway to be provided on the current I-680 
alignment, and turn left at the intersection with Auto Plaza Court and left again onto Lopes 
southbound. However, this route may not be as convenient as taking Fermi to Watt northbound, 
and taking a right on Fulton.  
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Public Meeting Comment 27, Michelle Valine, Oral Comment, 09/23/10 

Response to Comment 27-1 
The commenter discusses issues and effects they have experienced over many years during the 
planning and construction of various roadway projects in the area and across her property. Many 
of the issues and effects the commenter describes have been related to the construction of the 
Suisun Parkway project (previously referred to as the North Connector) which was constructed 
across a portion of the commenter’s property. However the commenter notes issues and effects 
associated with engineers, contractors, and subcontractors that have visited the commenter’s 
property during the planning of the project. STA apologizes for any inconvenience these 
activities have caused the commenter. STA’s intent is to reduce the effects of its projects on 
project area residents and property owners to the extent feasible. STA’s engineers and 
contractors are instructed to perform their work in accordance with property owner approval, 
within designated areas and to always treat property owners with respect. Moving forward, the 
development of a site control plan would be enforced by the Resident Engineer during 
construction to avoid any inconveniences to the project area residents and property owners. 

Response to Comment 27-2 
Although the I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Improvement project has not yet been initiated, once 
it has been, construction site BMPs would be implemented before and during construction 
activities to reduce the pollutants in the stormwater discharges throughout construction. These 
include hydraulic mulch, hydroseeding, soil binders, silt fence, sediment traps, sand bags, fiber 
rolls, and straw bale barriers. The development of a site control plan would be enforced by the 
Resident Engineer during construction to avoid any inconveniences to the project area residents 
and property owners. Contractors will further be prohibited from using and polluting water wells. 

Response to Comment 27-3 
Although the I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Improvement project has not yet been initiated, once 
it does, construction site BMPs to control dust would be applied during construction activities. 
These may include application of water or dust palliative, application of a soil binder on unpaved 
roads, implementation of speed limits, sprinkling, temporary paving, and expedited revegetation 
of disturbed slopes. The development of a site control plan would be enforced by the Resident 
Engineer during construction to avoid any inconveniences to the project area residents and 
property owners. The Department will diligently control construction dust to the extent feasible. 

Response to Comment 27-4 
The acquisition of property needed to construct and operate the project would be done in strict 
compliance with Public Law 91-646, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. The commenter’s property is located along I-80 
east of Suisun Creek. While Alternative B and Alternative C affect the commenter’s property in 
the same manner, Alternative B, Phase 1 and Alternative C, Phase 1 do not include 
improvements in this area and would not require acquisition of the commenter’s property. The 
commenter’s property may be affected with construction of the relocated I-80 Westbound (WB) 
Truck Scales, which is part of both ultimate project alternatives (Alternative B and Alternative 
C). The timing of improvements beyond Phase 1 has not been determined. Acquisition of the 
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commenter’s property, if necessary, would follow the appropriate procedures under the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and all other applicable laws. 
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Public Meeting Comment 28, Pam Sahni, Oral Comment, 09/23/10 

Response to Comment 28-1 
The commenter notes a preference for Alternative C which the Department has identified as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Acquisition of the commenter’s property, or any part thereof, if necessary, would follow the 
appropriate procedures under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act and all other applicable laws. 
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List of Technical Studies 
The following technical studies have been prepared and are available for review at the 
Department’s District 04 office at 111 Grand Avenue in Oakland, California. 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project Community Impact Assessment. (Circlepoint 2009) 

• Final Traffic Operations Report for the I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project Report. (Fehr 
& Peers 2010) 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange PR/ED: Existing Conditions VISSIM Model 
Calibration/Validation Technical Memorandum (Fehr & Peers October 8, 2003). 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange PR/ED: Existing Conditions VISSIM Model 
Calibration/Validation for the Project Expansion Area Technical Memorandum (Fehr & 
Peers February 14, 2005). 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange PR/ED: Existing Weekday (Tuesday through Thursday) Traffic 
Operating Conditions for the Expanded Project Area-Technical Memorandum (Fehr & Peers 
February 2005). 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange PR/ED: Design Year 2035 Demand Forecasts at Project 
Gateways Technical Memorandum (Fehr & Peers July 14, 2006). 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange PR/ED: Updated Validation of the VISSIM Traffic Operations 
Model to 2007-2008 Conditions Technical Memorandum (Fehr & Peers October 30, 2008). 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project: Addendum to Traffic Operations Report for 
Alternative C, Phase 1, Revised for Additional Freeway-to-Freeway Connector Ramps (Fehr 
& Peers November 23, 2010). 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project Visual Impact Assessment. (Circlepoint 2012) 

• Historic Property Survey Report, I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project, California 
Department of Transportation, District 4, Solano County, California. (ICF Jones & Stokes 
2009) 

• Historic Resources Evaluation Report, I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project, California 
Department of Transportation, District 4, Solano County, California. (ICF Jones & Stokes 
2009) 

• Archaeological Survey Report, I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project, California Department 
of Transportation, District 4, Solano County, California. (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009) 

• Archaeological Extended Phase I and Geoarchaeological Assessment, I-80/I-680/SR 12 
Interchange Project, California Department of Transportation, District 4, Solano County, 
California. (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009) 

• I-80/I-680/SR-12 Interchange Project, Location Hydraulic Study & Summary Floodplain 
Encroachment Report. (Mark Thomas & Co. and Nolte Associates 2009) 
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• I-80/I-680/SR-12 Interchange Project, Stormwater Data Report. (Mark Thomas & Co. and 
Nolte Associates 2009) 

• Environmental Geotechnical Memorandum, I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project, Solano 
County, California, 04-Sol-12, 680, 80 PM Var. (Parikh Consultants, Inc. 2009) 

• Addendums to the Environmental Geotechnical Memorandum, I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange 
Project, Solano County, California, 04-Sol-12, 680, 80 PM Var. (Parikh Consultants, Inc). 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project, Paleontological Sensitivity Analysis. (ICF Jones & 
Stokes 2009) 

• Initial Site Assessment, I-80, I-680, SR-12 Improvement Project, Solano County (Geocon 
Consultants 2008) 

• I-80/I-680/SR 12 Improvement Project, Fairfield and Suisun City, Solano County, California, 
Initial Site Assessment Update. (Geocon Consultants 2009) 

• Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange Project Air Quality Technical 
Report. (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009)  

• Noise Study Technical Report for the Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange 
Project. (ICF International 2010) 

• Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange Natural Environmental Study. (ICF 
International 2010) 

• Delineation of Waters of the United States for the Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 
Interchange Project, Solano County, California. (ICF Jones & Stokes 2009)  

• Site Assessment for California Red-legged Frog for the Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State 
Route 12 Interchange Project, submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on 
March 3, 2009, for review (ICF International 2009). 

• Fish Passage Assessment for Green Valley, Ledgewood, and Suisun Creeks, Solano County, 
California. (ICF International 2010) 

• Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange Project Energy Technical Report 
(ICF International 2010) 

• Assessment of Fault Rupture and Analysis of Displacement Hazard, Solano Transportation 
Authority Interchange Project, Cordelia, California (I80/I680/SR12 Interchange) (William 
Lettis & Associates 2009) 

• Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 Interchange Project Biological Assessment (ICF 
International 2010). 

• Biological Opinion on the Effects of the Proposed Interstate 80/Interstate 680/State Route 12 
Interchange Phase 1 Project, Solano County, California (EA 0A5300) (April 2012) 

• Interstate 80 High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane Project Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (2007).  




