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Introduction 
Appendix J presents comments received on the Interstate 680/State Route 4 
Interchange Improvement Project Draft Environmental Assessment (NEPA) and 
Initial Study (CEQA)/Proposed Negative Declaration (IS/EA; dated May 2006) and 
the responses to those comments.  Any text changes resulting from the comments are 
summarized in the responses and have been incorporated into the text of this Final 
IS/EA.   

Comment Period 
The State Clearinghouse comment period officially began on August 4, 2006, and 
ended on September 5, 2006.  The comment period remained open until September 
22, 2006, for any comments submitted to the Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
(CCTA) or the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  

A public hearing/open house was held to inform the public about the proposed 
improvements to the Interstate 680/State Route 4 (I-680/SR-4) interchange. Local 
residents, elected officials, and other interested parties were notified of the event 
through a variety of methods.  A one-page mailer was sent on August 7, 2006, to 
announce the public hearing/open house. Newspaper display advertisements were 
published in the Contra Costa Times, the major regional newspaper, on August 5 and 
19, 2006.  The advertisements included a brief description of the project, a map of the 
project area, information on where the IS/EA could be reviewed, and details about the 
public hearing/open house.  The IS/EA was also made available on the Caltrans Web 
site at:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm. 

Caltrans and CCTA sent local, state, and federal elected officials copies of the IS/EA 
and letters describing the project and notifying them about the public hearing/open 
house.   

Copies of the IS/EA were made available at the following locations: 

• Pleasant Hill Library, 1750 Oak Park Boulevard, Pleasant Hill 
• Contra Costa Transportation Authority, 3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100,  

Pleasant Hill 
• Caltrans Transportation Library, 111 Grand Avenue, Room 12-639, Oakland 
 
The technical documents that were prepared to support the IS/EA were also available 
for public review at the CCTA office.   
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The public hearing/open house to discuss the proposed project and solicit comments 
on the IS/EA was held on August 22, 2006, at the Pacheco Community Center at 
5800 Pacheco Boulevard, Pacheco, between 5:00 and 7:30 PM.  Project staff 
members made a short presentation about the project and were available to answer 
questions.  A court reporter was available at the hearing to transcribe individual 
comments, and attendees were invited to complete comment cards. The transcript 
and comments submitted at the meeting are included and addressed in Sections J.2 
and J.3. 

In addition, CCTA staff gave presentations about the project at the Concord Cascade 
Mobile Home Park on August 16, 2006, and to the Pacheco Town Council on August 
23, 2006.  

Responses to Comments 
Six individuals issued spoken comments at the public hearing/open house, and 10 
individuals, businesses, and state and local agencies provided written comment cards 
or letters. Copies of these comments as well as the State Clearinghouse letter 
regarding State agency review are presented in the following sections:   

• Section J.1, Summary of Comments 
• Section J.2, Comments from Public Hearing 
• Section J.3, Comments from Government Agencies, Businesses, and Individuals  
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J.1 Summary of Comments 

Table J-1 lists the names of the individuals, businesses, and agencies that provided 
comments on the IS/EA.  Each comment is briefly summarized.  This table provides a 
brief overview of the nature of the comments and a reference list of individual 
comments.  The comment submissions and corresponding responses are presented in 
Sections J.2 and J.3. 
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J.2 Comments from Public Hearing 

The nine-page official transcript of comments recorded by the court reporter at the 
public hearing/open house held on August 22, 2006, is presented below.  Responses 
to each comment (numbered in the margins as 1a, 1b, 2a, etc.) are presented after the 
complete transcript.   
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Responses:  Doug Sibley 
1a 
The commenter’s home is in a residential subdivision made up of cul-de-sacs that 
branch off of Sweetwater Drive south of Muir Road and I-680.  The nearest of these 
cul-de-sacs to Muir Road and I-680 are Highcliff Court and Westwood Place.  Further 
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south of the freeway, the next set of cul-de-sacs is Drycreek Court and Blackrock 
Place.  The Noise Impact Study conducted for the project evaluated two locations on 
Muir Road that are just east and west of Sweetwater Drive, one location on Highcliff 
Court, and one location on Westwood Place.  Worst-case traffic noise levels were 
estimated at 61 to 62 A-weighted decibels (dBA) without the project and 62 to 63 
dBA with the project.  The increase at each of the modeled locations was 1 dBA with 
the project in place.  An increase of 1 dBA is not typically a perceptible change, and 
the maximum noise levels do not exceed the Caltrans and Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) noise abatement criteria used to determine whether a noise 
barrier or equivalent noise reduction method should be evaluated.   

There are groves of trees within the State right-of-way between Muir Road and I-680.  
Trees and vegetation closest to the freeway will have to be removed during 
construction.  Planting within the right-of-way will be replaced.  Trees will be 
replaced according to setback and sight distance standards for safety.  Planting for 
landscaping purposes is not considered effective for noise reduction because it does 
not become dense enough to shield or block freeway noise, and therefore Caltrans and 
the FHWA do not use vegetation as a noise mitigation measure. 

1b 
The commenter’s support of the northbound I-680 to westbound SR-4 ramp is noted. 

Response: Bonnie Sprung 
2a 
A number of residents living in the single-family, detached home neighborhood along 
Temple Drive commented at the public hearing and in writing about existing noise 
levels at their homes and yards and potential future noise with the project in place. 
This response is intended to address these concerns. The IS/EA addresses noise in 
Section 2.4, and measured and modeled noise levels are listed in Appendix F, Table 
F-1. The neighborhood and noise measurement/modeling locations are shown in 
Appendix A, Figure A-3.   

Temple Drive provides access to homes in this neighborhood and has relatively low 
traffic, primarily only from local residents.  Muir Road is north of Temple Drive and 
parallels SR-4, functioning as a frontage road.  From its intersection with Pacheco 
Boulevard, Muir Road rises in elevation as it heads west, and homes on Temple Drive 
well to the west of Pacheco Boulevard have a steep slope between the backyards and 
Muir Road. The homes are below the elevation of SR-4 in this area.  An existing 
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concrete safety barrier along Muir Road in this area prevents cars from potentially 
leaving the roadway and going downslope into the residences; this low barrier also 
blocks some tire noise from cars using Muir Road.  SR-4 is the primary contributor of 
traffic noise, although vehicle traffic from Muir Road also contributes.   

Existing noise levels in this neighborhood were measured at points identified in the 
IS/EA and the Noise Impact Study at locations W-S-9 and W-S-10 (shown in 
Appendix A, Figure A-3).  Short-term measurements taken in the late morning were 
56 and 59 dBA.  These and other measurements were used to calibrate the noise 
model to local conditions, and then a traffic noise level was predicted using future 
traffic volumes and speeds that would produce a worst-case noise level at these same 
measured locations.  The predicted highest traffic noise levels at these locations were 
61 and 63 dBA without the proposed project.  These levels do not exceed the FHWA 
and Caltrans thresholds used to evaluate noise abatement.  Future noise levels with 
the new northbound I-680 to westbound SR-4 ramp in place were predicted at 60 
dBA.  The slight decrease in noise levels would result from the construction of the 
eastbound SR-4 to southbound I-680 connector ramp, which would partially block 
freeway noise from the SR-4 mainline.  At the existing eastbound on- and off-ramps 
at Pacheco Boulevard, the new connector ramp would be on an elevated bridge, and 
noise levels at the Temple Drive homes would be represented by the No Action levels 
of 60 to 63 dBA.  Thus, regardless of whether the proposed connector ramp would 
block existing mainline noise, the traffic noise levels in this area would remain 
similar to existing levels.  These traffic noise levels are quite audible within residents’ 
backyards but do not reach the levels where noise abatement would be considered 
under established FHWA and Caltrans criteria.  Because the existing and predicted 
future noise levels are below the criteria for consideration of abatement measures (66 
dBA is considered the Noise Abatement Criteria for residential land uses; see Section 
2.4.1.2), no noise barriers were recommended in the IS/EA.  Field review of this area 
and review of the noise modeling in response to this comment did not identify 
anything incorrect with the assessment or conclusions. 

Response:  Howard Scott 
3a 
The proposed improvements at the I-680/SR-4 interchange would not affect the 
flooding issue noted in this comment.  The existing flood risk is discussed in IS/EA 
Section 2.10.1, which states that the “predicted overflow of a Base Flood would 
inundate the mobile home park southeast of the I-680/SR-4 interchange, in addition to 
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the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District Treatment Plant.”  This condition already 
exists and would occur without any of the proposed interchange improvements.   

Caltrans owns and maintains a 600-foot un-named open channel or ditch along Marsh 
Lane, just north of the mobile home park.  The channel drains into the Grayson Creek 
Flood Control Channel, which is owned and maintained by Contra Costa County.  A 
wall exists along the boundary of the mobile home park at the flood control channel. 
There is a flap-gated control structure at the confluence of the drainage channel and 
Grayson Creek.  The purpose of this structure is to prevent Grayson Creek flood 
waters or tidal waters from backing into the drainage channel.  However, flood waters 
have exceeded the volume expected for the channel, resulting in high water levels 
against the wall along the mobile home park’s north boundary. This wall, built as part 
of the mobile home park development, was not designed by the mobile home park as 
a floodwall and has failed twice in recent years.1  The mobile home park’s engineers 
recommended increasing the park’s north wall to the same height as the Grayson 
Creek levee and constructing/reinforcing the wall as a flood barrier.  Alternatively, an 
earthen barrier or levee could be built adjacent to the north wall, similar to the 
existing configuration on the western boundary of the mobile home park.  Neither the 
mobile home park wall nor the levee is within Caltrans right-of-way.  These facilities 
are the responsibility of the mobile home park and Contra Costa County, respectively. 

Caltrans will continue to monitor and maintain the open channel that is within their 
jurisdiction and work with the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District.   

Response:  Rick Zurfluh 
4a 
See the response to Comment 2a regarding noise levels at the Temple Drive/Pacheco 
Boulevard neighborhood.  Although the traffic noise levels at this location are audible 
to residents, the levels do not currently exceed the Caltrans and FHWA thresholds for 
considering noise abatement measures such as soundwalls.  Predicted future worst-
case conditions are also below levels at which noise abatement must be considered. 

                                                 
1 Letter from MBK Engineers, March 13, 2006, to Rancho Diablo Mobile Home Park summarizing 
results of inspection of the Rancho Diablo flood protection facilities. 
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Responses:  Robert McKinney 
5a 
See the response to Comment 2a regarding noise levels at the Temple Drive/Pacheco 
Boulevard neighborhood.  Although the traffic noise levels at this location are audible 
to residents, the levels do not currently exceed the Caltrans and FHWA thresholds for 
considering noise abatement measures such as soundwalls.  Predicted future worst-
case conditions are also below levels at which noise abatement must be considered. 

5b 
We cannot comment on what needs to be disclosed in a private real estate transaction.  
The IS/EA provides pertinent information on the project and should be referred to 
with regard to how it affects the commenter’s property.  The project is not fully 
funded and construction is anticipated to begin between 2012 and 2014; therefore, 
project construction is not immediate but should certainly be anticipated. With regard 
to whether project elements will be in view of the homes in the area depends on the 
location of each home, as parts of this neighborhood are situated against a hillside.  A 
representative view from the Temple Drive neighborhood is presented in Figure 
2.17-2, with and without the project in place. 

Response:  Bill Schmidt 
6a 
See the response to Comment 2a regarding noise levels at the Temple Drive/Pacheco 
Boulevard neighborhood. Although the traffic noise levels at this location are audible 
to residents, the levels do not currently exceed the Caltrans and FHWA thresholds for 
considering noise abatement measures such as soundwalls.  Predicted future worst-
case conditions are also below levels at which noise abatement must be considered. 
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J.3 Comments from Governmental Agencies, Businesses, 
and Individuals 

Comments are presented below in the order in which they were received.  Individual 
issues within each numbered comment submission are lettered (7a, 7b, etc.).  
Responses follow each comment. 
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Comment:  Jay McCoy 
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Response:  Jay McCoy 
7a 
The commenter’s opinion is noted. 

7b 
One of the primary reasons that the existing westbound SR-4 to Pacheco Boulevard 
off-ramp is difficult to negotiate is the short distance between this exit and the 
cloverleaf on- and off-ramps of the I-680/SR-4 interchange.  The issue of spacing 
between the Pacheco Boulevard ramp and the interchange cannot be completely 
eliminated without closing the ramp, due to the proximity of Pacheco Boulevard to I-
680.  Maintaining access to and from Pacheco Boulevard was identified as an 
important local concern; therefore, the design of the current project maintains that 
connection.  The project would improve this situation (as noted in this comment) by 
shifting a large amount of the traffic that uses the current cloverleaf ramp at I-
680/SR-4 to a more efficient high-speed direct connector.  This would reduce the 
volume of westbound traffic on SR-4 at the Pacheco Boulevard exit.  Realigning or 
shifting this exit on SR-4 to the east would conflict with the southbound I-680 to 
westbound SR-4 connector ramp.  Shifting the Pacheco Boulevard exit to the east 
would also conflict with the Contra Costa Canal and the hillside above it.   
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Comment:  Frances Hehnke 
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Response:  Frances Hehnke 
8a 
The Temple Drive neighborhood currently experiences traffic noise, which primarily 
originates from the freeway and Pacheco Boulevard. This is discussed in the response 
to Comment 2a. The Noise Impact Study conducted for the proposed project shows 
existing and future maximum traffic noise levels up to 63 dBA (see Appendix F, 
Table F-1, locations W-S-9 and W-S-10; also see Appendix A, Figure A-3, which 
shows the Temple Drive neighborhood and these noise study locations).  However, 
the noise analysis does not predict an increase in noise with the project, because the 
proposed direct-connector ramps will partially shield some neighborhood locations 
from the existing line-of-sight to the freeway lanes.  With the shielding from the 
ramp, future noise levels are predicted at 60 dBA. 

8b 
Section 2.3 of the IS/EA discusses the existing and future air quality conditions and 
the potential for impacts from the proposed project. Moving a freeway ramp closer to 
a residence may increase the potential for exposure to higher levels of pollutant 
emissions, but in this case, the freeway is separated from the neighborhood at Temple 
Drive by the wide existing right-of-way at this location and the presence of Muir 
Road between the freeway and the neighborhood.  Pollutants from vehicles do not 
necessarily move downward, as exhaust emissions may rise with temperature (from 
hot exhaust gases or a hot day), descend (on a cold day or a day with an air 
temperature inversion), or disperse as they move and mix with wind movements, 
including air current mixing caused by the vehicles themselves.  Measured levels for 
carbon monoxide, a pollutant of primarily localized concern, are considerably below 
State and Federal standards for the project area and will remain so with the project 
completed. 

The proposed project would provide additional vehicle capacity to the I-680/SR-4 
interchange and ramps but would also increase the efficiency of the interchange by 
allowing vehicles to use high-speed direct connectors instead of the congested 
cloverleaf ramps.  By improving traffic flow and reducing congestion, the project 
would have a beneficial effect on air quality. 
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8c 
The proposed eastbound SR-4 to southbound I-680 connector would be visible from 
some locations in the Temple Drive neighborhood, as shown in the visual simulation 
in Figure 2.17-2.  Traffic along Muir Road may be visible over the top of some 
Temple Drive residences’ back fences, but this would not change as a result of the 
project.  Homes with existing views of Muir Road traffic would continue to have 
these views because the project would not change the location or height of Muir 
Road. 

8d 
Landscaping at the interchange would be provided as part of the proposed project, as 
discussed in Section 2.17.5.  It is assumed that the comment refers to the hillside 
slope on the south side of Muir Road between Pacheco Boulevard and approximately 
the existing on- and off-ramps to eastbound SR-4.  That area is within State right-of-
way and could be considered for planting.  However, because any plantings would 
have to allow adequate sight distance for cars on Muir Road turning onto Pacheco 
Boulevard, the use of tall plantings may be incompatible, at least near that 
intersection.  Planting cannot take place in advance of the construction, since it would 
be disturbed by construction activities. 
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Comment:  Helen Fernandez 

 
Response: Helen Fernandez 
9a 
The purpose and need for the proposed project are described in Section 1.2.  That 
section discusses a number of problems and constraints with the current design, 
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primarily caused by the tightly spaced distances between various on- and off-ramps 
that create safety issues as well as traffic congestion.  The amount of traffic using the 
I-680/SR-4 interchange will continue to grow, based on local and regional land use 
plans, which will exacerbate the existing problems.  For these reasons, this 
interchange improvement project has been planned for many years. 

9b 
See the response to Comment 1a regarding noise.  Dirt and dust in the form of 
particulate matter could potentially come from vehicle emissions or from vehicles on 
the freeway (i.e., kicked up from tires or blown off of pavement).  The project would 
add high-speed connector ramps, including one in the vicinity of Temple Drive, but 
this change should not noticeably increase the amount of dirt and dust in the project 
area.  Right-of-way would still remain between the nearest new ramp and the homes, 
and landscaping would be installed as part of the project, which should help in 
minimizing windblown dust generation. The project would shift traffic from an 
inefficient loop ramp system to more efficient high-speed connector structures, which 
would lower per-vehicle emissions by improving efficiency at the interchange and 
reducing congestion.  Independent of this project, particulate emissions will also be 
substantially reduced from previous years due to the requirement for all large trucks 
to use cleaner-burning diesel fuels.   

Dirt and dust would primarily be of concern during project construction, and the 
construction contractor would be required to implement mitigation measures as 
discussed in Section 2.3.5. 

9c 
Property values in the Temple Drive area should not be substantially affected by the 
proposed project.  The backyards of some homes on Temple Drive are adjacent to the 
Muir Road right-of-way.  The commenter’s backyard is also near Pacheco Boulevard.  
The existing visibility and associated traffic noise of the freeway and Muir Road 
already affects this property.  The proposed freeway connector ramps would not 
appreciably change the existing level of noise.  The freeway ramp will be partially 
visible, as shown in Figure 2.17-2, but it is not expected to result in a substantial 
change.   
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Comment:  Robert E. Sheldon, Pacheco Mini Storage 
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Response:  Robert E. Sheldon, Pacheco Mini Storage 
10a 
Caltrans has retained the ownership of the subject parcel because of the long-term 
plans to address the need for improvements to the I-680/SR-4 interchange.  The 
design of the proposed improvements was most recently addressed in a Project Study 
Report in 2001 and in the current Project Report and IS/EA.  There has been no need 
to terminate the existing lease because funding has not been available to advance the 
proposed project; hence the lease situation has continued for many years.  
Construction of a direct-connector ramp would unavoidably impact the subject parcel 
because of its large size and direct proximity to I-680, SR-4, and the interchange.   

10b 
Use of the parcel currently leased to the existing land use/tenant at this location is 
unavoidable due to the need to construct and operate the eastbound-to-southbound 
direct-connector ramp.  The displacement of the storage facility is necessary to make 
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the proposed freeway improvements, which would have substantial benefits to safety 
and capacity at this major interchange.  Maintaining the existing private storage 
business on State-owned right-of-way would not be consistent with long-term plans 
to improve traffic operations and safety at this interchange.  Because the property is 
already owned by Caltrans, the lessee would not be entitled to relocation benefits or 
compensation.   

10c 
A number of alternatives were considered for the proposed project and are discussed 
in detail in Section 1.4.  The reasons for withdrawing these alternatives from further 
evaluation are also provided in that section.  

It is also not possible to accommodate both the proposed new freeway ramps and the 
existing storage or other private businesses within the existing parcel.  The proposed 
connector ramp and slip ramp at this location would effectively split the parcel, and 
the remaining slivers of the parcel on each side of the ramp would be too narrow for 
use by the storage facility.  In addition, the existing I-680 and SR-4 freeway 
alignments establish the location and design of the connector and slip ramps, which 
must meet specific design criteria.  There is relatively little flexibility in where these 
ramps can be placed and still meet design requirements.  For these reasons, 
continuation of the existing lease arrangement for the storage facility on this parcel 
would not be possible if the project is approved. 
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Comment:  Mark Seedall, Contra Costa Water District 
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Response:  Mark Seedall, Contra Costa Water District 
11a 
The utility lines identified in this comment have been added to Section 2.15.2, and 
Table S-1 has been updated. 
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11b 
Section 2.15.5 has been revised to include a statement that the project sponsors will 
coordinate with the Contra Costa Water District to avoid impacts to the pipelines or 
will work with the District to relocate them. 

Comment:  Patrick Roche, Contra Costa County Community 
Development Department  
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Response:  Patrick Roche, Contra Costa County Community 
Development Department  
12a 
The Community Development Department’s support of the project is noted. 

12b 
Phases 3 through 5 of the proposed project are identified in the IS/EA for completion 
in 2020.  As noted on page 1-23 of the May 2006 IS/EA, these phases would be 
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constructed as funding is obtained, and at this time, no date has been established.  No 
further details about the design or schedule of Phases 3 through 5 will be available 
until funding is further developed.  CCTA will coordinate with Contra Costa County 
on changes in the status of those phases. 

12c 
Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities include sidewalks and crosswalks along 
Pacheco Boulevard, Muir Road, and Blum Road.  Any of these facilities affected by 
the proposed project would be replaced in kind.  This would include any 
reconstruction necessary to the sidewalk on Pacheco Boulevard within the project 
limits that was mentioned in the comment.  A planned bikeway identified in the 
Countywide Bikeway Network Plan extends along Pacheco Boulevard beneath the 
existing overhead crossing of SR-4.  The project design includes the necessary space 
to stripe this bikeway lane when it is installed.   
 
Other existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the project limits 
are not affected by the project, and no changes are proposed. These include the 
existing bikeway and sidewalks along Muir Road and along the Walnut Creek 
channel south of SR-4.  Other planned facilities in the project area include the bike 
lanes or pathways along Solano Way, Walnut Creek north of SR-4, Marsh Drive, and 
Imhoff Drive. These planned routes are not affected because either they are not 
crossed by the project, or the modifications to SR-4 would be limited to median 
improvements on the existing highway rather than local road crossings or their ability 
to accommodate future bike facilities. 
 
12d 
The intersections that would be directly affected by the proposed project are the slip 
ramp connections with Pacheco Boulevard and the Blum Road/Pacheco Boulevard 
intersection (which would be realigned in Phases 1 and 2).  A Traffic Operations 
Analysis was completed for the project to support the environmental review, but 
signal timing analysis is normally completed during final design (after environmental 
approval).  CCTA and Caltrans will evaluate signal timing for the affected portions of 
Pacheco Boulevard at that time.  

12e 
The proposed project will include mitigation for visual impacts, including 
replacement of landscaping within the State right-of-way, per Caltrans’ policy.  The 
project includes proposed slip ramps that will connect I-680 with Pacheco Boulevard.  
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Landscape improvements at Pacheco Boulevard in the vicinity of the slip ramps will 
be conducted under a separate contract from the phased interchange improvements.  
Any landscaping adjacent to local streets, both inside and outside of State right-of-
way, would be subject to approval of a permanent maintenance agreement between 
the local entity and the State.  The State will not maintain landscaping on local 
streets. 
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Comment:  Russell B. Leavitt, Central Contra Costa Sanitary District  
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Response:  Russell B. Leavitt, Central Contra Costa Sanitary District  
13a 
Table S-1 was updated to include the potential for impacts to sanitary sewer lines and 
wastewater treatment plant facilities. 

13b 
The requested changes were made to the IS/EA. 

13c 
Section 2.15.2 has been revised to include the sewer lines identified in the comment 
and the potential for impacts to employee parking at the wastewater treatment plant. 

13d 
CCTA and Caltrans will coordinate with the Central Contra Costa Sanitary District; a 
description of this coordination was added to Section 2.15.5 and Appendix C. 
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Comment:  Frank M. Abejo, City of Concord 

Response:  Frank M. Abejo, City of Concord 
14a 
The comment is noted.   
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Comment:  William Godsill 

Response:  William Godsill 
15a 
Pile driving would take place on a temporary basis and would only occur at the 
beginning of the construction period.  This type of rodent response to construction 
pile driving has not been identified as an issue on other projects.  The construction 
contractor will be directed to control rodent populations prior to clearing and 
grubbing operations and during the life of the contract.  The contractor can only 
control rodents within the work limits. 
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Comment:  Keith H. Lichten, California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, San Francisco Bay Region 
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Response:  Keith H. Lichten, California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, San Francisco Bay Region 
16a 
Additional information from the project’s Storm Water Data Report (May 2005) 
regarding storm water runoff was added to Section 2.12.2.2.  Approximately 5.5 
hectares (13.6 acres) of new impervious surfaces would be added due to the project.  
Vegetated swales and potentially one detention basin are currently proposed for 
treatment of storm water.  A total of 19 hectares (47 acres) of impervious surface area 
are proposed for treatment along all quadrants of the interchange where installation 
would be practicable.   

16b 
Regulated waters of the state would be included in project mitigation.  Permit 
applications would be submitted to regulatory agencies, including the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, for the project phases.   Project mitigation would be further 
developed in consultation with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers at the time of permit application. 
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State Clearinghouse Statement 
This submittal is not a comment and is included for public information purposes only. 
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Appendix K Wetlands Only Practicable 
Alternative Finding 

Executive Order 11990 requires all federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible 
adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to 
avoid new construction in wetlands wherever a practicable alternative exists.  
Construction in wetlands is to be avoided unless there is no practicable alternative to 
the proposed construction and the project includes all practicable measures to 
minimize harm to wetlands.  Economic, environmental, and other pertinent factors are 
taken into account in making this required finding. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Impacts to wetlands from the project would occur at the following locations: 

• Where the northbound I-680 to westbound SR-4 ramp and the eastbound SR-4 to 
southbound I-680 ramp cross over Grayson Creek.  Additional pilings are needed 
at Grayson Creek to support widening of the existing bridges across the channel.   

• Where SR-4 crosses over Walnut Creek.  Additional pilings are needed within the 
Walnut Creek channel to support the widening of the existing bridge.  

• Along the northern segment of I-680 (near Blum Road and Imhoff Drive), where  
minor widening of I-680 at an unnamed drainage is necessary to incorporate the 
realignment of the eastbound SR-4 to northbound I-680 connector ramp. 

• In the vicinity of the BNSF railroad, where minor widening of the northbound 
side of I-680 is necessary near the northern project limit. 

The impacts to wetlands have been minimized but are unavoidable.   Because the 
project modifies the existing interchange by adding new connector ramps, impacts to 
wetland resources cannot be avoided by moving the project or the existing highways.  
The pilings at Grayson Creek and Walnut Creek are necessary to support the widened 
structures and cannot be located outside of the drainage channels. The widening of 
I-680 north of the interchange, which affects the drainages near Imhoff Drive and the 
BNSF railroad, is necessary to incorporate the new ramps and meet design standards. 

Other alternatives to the proposed action were considered during the Conceptual 
Engineering Studies phase of the project, as described in Section 1.4.  Various design 
and operation improvements were developed for the interchange and connector 
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ramps, ultimately resulting in the initial definition of the design concept for the five 
phases of improvements.  Additional review identified other conceptual 
improvements at local roads and connections to the freeways, but none were 
practicable that could meet the requirements for travel demand at the interchange.   

Measures to Minimize Harm to Wetlands 
The project minimizes impacts to wetlands at locations where the freeways already 
cross the resources and construction is necessary to install permanent structural 
improvements.  The following table (Table 2.6-1 from Chapter 2) summarizes the 
affected locations and the areas of impact. 

Project 
Phases Location (Type) 

Permanent Fill 
in Hectares 

(acres) 

Temporary Fill 
in Hectares 

(acres) 
3–5 Grayson Creek / SR-4 mainline 0.001 (0.003) 0.03 (0.07) 

3–5 Grayson Creek / SR-4 southeast ramp 0.001(0.003) 0.07 (0.17) 

3–5 Walnut Creek / SR-4 (wetland) 0.002 (0.006) 0.12 (0.30) 

1 and 2 Grayson Creek / I-680 eastbound ramp 
widening (wetland) 0.003 (0.007) 0.03 (0.091) 

1 and 2 Grayson Creek / I-680 northwest ramp 
(wetland) 0.002 (0.004) 0.13 (0.316) 

3–5 Moorhen marsh (wetland) 0 0.01 (0.03) 

3–5 Moorhen marsh (other waters of the 
United States) 0 0.001 (0.002) 

3–5 
Flood control channel near Moorhen 
marsh (other waters of the United 
States) 

0 0.003 (0.008) 

3–5 Flood control channel (wetland) 0 0.01 (0.03) 

Total (All Five Project Phases) 0.009 (0.023) 0.41 (1.01) 

 
The following measures would be implemented to further reduce or avoid impacts.  
These measures are discussed in greater detail in Section 2.6.4. 

• Construction will be limited to the project site, and placement of all access roads, 
staging areas, and other work areas shall avoid and limit disturbance to wetlands.  
The construction site shall be restored to preconstruction condition or better. 

• Erosion control and sediment detention devices will be used during construction.  
Disturbed areas will undergo erosion control treatment before October 31 or as 
specified by permits.  Work within the Grayson and Walnut Creek channels will 
be seasonally restricted as specified by regulatory permits. 
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• Permanent revegetation and tree planting will be performed.   

• Compensatory wetland mitigation or an in-lieu fee will be provided for the 
estimated 0.009 hectare (0.023 acre) of permanent impacts. 

 
Finding 
Based on the above considerations, it is determined that no practicable alternative 
exists to the proposed construction in wetlands, and the proposed project includes all 
practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may result from such use. 
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Appendix L Resources Evaluated Relative 
to the Requirements of 
Section 4(f) 

This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges 
and historic properties found within or adjacent to the project area that do not trigger 
Section 4(f) protection either because: 1) they are not publicly owned, 2) they are not 
open to the public, 3) they are not eligible historic properties, 4) the project does not 
permanently use the property and does not hinder the preservation of the property, or 
5) the proximity impacts do not result in constructive use. 

The Contra Costa Canal, which was determined to meet the criteria of the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), is crossed at two locations by I-680 and SR-4 
within the project limits.  Minor work would be required at the existing crossings.  No 
part of the Contra Costa Canal would be destroyed or damaged by the project.  The 
two sections of the canal that pass beneath SR-4 and I-680 were already altered from 
their original condition by modernization of the two routes over the past 40 years.  
The proposed project would cause no additional change to the original condition of 
the canal at either location; rather, it would simply add modern sections to structures 
in the canal that have been previously altered and modernized.  The proposed project 
activities do not rise to a level that substantially impairs the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the Contra Costa Canal for protection under Section 4(f). 

The proposed project will not cause a constructive use of the Contra Costa Canal 
because any proximity impacts that may occur will not substantially impair the 
protected activities, features, or attributes of the canal. 
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