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Comment I-51 Barry Chang (2)  
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which would decrease, not increase, traffic noise levels. A new noise study to capture the 
effects of higher employment levels would not result in different conclusions. 

The comment appears to refer to SR 85 noise data in the City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft 
Noise Element compared with that in the 2012 Noise Study Report prepared for the 
proposed project. Refer to Master Response N-4 regarding these noise data. Master 
Response N-3 compares Saratoga noise levels that were predicted before SR 85 was built 
with existing noise levels and predicted future noise levels with and without the proposed 
project. 

I-100-2 
See response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the City of Saratoga agreement. 

I-100-3 
The reasons that mass transportation options were not considered as project alternatives 
are described in Master Responses GEN-7 regarding mass transit alternatives and GEN-2 
regarding light rail in the median. 

I-100-4 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the SR 85/I-280 interchange and other bottleneck locations along the 
project corridor, as described in Master Response TR-2.  

I-100-5 
The analyses for the project accounted for expected population and employment growth 
in the region (see IS/EA Section 1.2.2.1. under “Projected Travel Demand”). Moreover, 
the project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as discussed in 
Master Response TR-1. 

Comment I-101 Mark Goldman  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-101 
I-101-1 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the SR 85/I-280 interchange, as described in Master Response TR-2.  
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I-101-2 
This is not a comment on the IS/EA.  

 

Comment I-102 Stu Goodgold  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-102 
I-102-1 
The comment is correct that at the segment level, levels of service in some short areas of 
SR 85 would be better in the No Build than the Build condition. However, average travel 
times and speeds on SR 85 would improve with the project, as discussed in Master 
Response TR-1. 

It should be noted that the express lanes would have the same hours of operation as the 
HOV lanes. Therefore, during non-peak periods, SR 85 would continue to have three 
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general purpose lanes in each direction except between SR 87 and I-280, where it would 
have a fourth general purpose lane in each direction. However, crossing a solid striped 
line or buffer would be considered a traffic violation at all times. 

I-102-2 
The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4. 
Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will 
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 

I-102-3 
See the responses to Comments I-102-1 and I-102-2. 

 

Comment I-103 Srikant Gopalnarayan  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-103 
I-103-1 
Master Response GEN-7 discusses why transit options are not being implemented instead 
of the proposed project. 
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As discussed in Master Response EJ-1, low-income drivers use express lanes and would 
benefit from the travel time savings that express lanes offer.   

I-103-2 
VTA disagrees that the project is contrary to its mission. The project would increase 
access and mobility by providing additional HOV capacity (with priority use by HOVs, 
as described in Master Response GEN-1), as well as by providing a revenue source for 
HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements within the SR 85 corridor. 
Moreover, the project would reduce congestion by reducing travel times and increasing 
speeds, as discussed in Master Response TR-1.  

The project would be designed in accordance with Caltrans safety requirements to 
provide a safe freeway. No information is presented about why the project would 
adversely impact the environment or reduce the quality of life. However, the IS/EA 
addresses all of the environmental topical areas that might have a potential environmental 
impact and concludes that there would be no significant impacts.  

I-103-3 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. Also 
refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 
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Comment I-104 Robert (Bob) Gotch  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-104 
I-104-1 
Refer to Master Response GEN-8 regarding why a single HOV/express lane in each 
direction of SR 85 is not proposed. 

I-104-2 
Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost, and revenue. 
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I-104-3 
Refer to Master Response GEN-7 regarding the SR 85 Express Lanes Project. 
Information about light rail planning is available on the VTA website at 
http://www.vta.org/projects-and-programs/transit. 

I-104-4 
As the Lead Agency for CEQA and NEPA, Caltrans has the responsibility to ensure that 
the environmental document adequately addresses all environmental concerns and 
respond to environmental comments raised during the public review period.   

I-104-5 
Computer modeling was conducted for the proposed project and included vehicle 
movements between the express lanes and general purpose lanes (URS 2012a; URS and 
DKS 2013). IS/EA Section 2.1.3 summarizes the findings of the traffic studies. 

I-104-6 
The project would convert the HOV lanes to express lanes and add a second express lane 
in the median between SR 87 and I-280. Transit buses, carpools, and other HOVs would 
use the express lanes for free. If the lanes become congested, tolls will be increased to 
deter solo drivers from entering the lanes, or the toll signs will be changed to read “HOVs 
only” and only HOVs will be allowed in the lanes. Also refer to Master Response GEN-1 
regarding the express lanes. 

I-104-7 
Caltrans and VTA intend to implement the project as described. 

I-104-8 
The comment does not identify the location of the house in question, but in general, the 
project would increase existing noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the location. A 
3 dBA change is not considered significant, as discussed in Master Response N-1. 
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Comment I-105  William and Betty Gott  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-105 
I-105-1 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. The comment briefly lists a number of issues, 
which are addressed in the following: 

• Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality 

• Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise 

• Refer to IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 regarding visual impacts from signs 

• Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding congestion improvement from the 
proposed project 
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Comment I-106 Melanie Guzzo  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-106 
I-106-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 

I-106-2 
The comment appears to refer to the City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft Noise Element, which 
included data for SR 85. Refer to Master Response N-4 regarding these noise data. The 
City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft Noise Element did not characterize noise from SR 85 as 
being above acceptable limits, as indicated by the comment.  



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-297 

The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. Noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are not substantial, as discussed further in Master 
Response N-1. 

Refer to Master Response N-2 regarding noise abatement for the project. Landscaping 
along highways typically provides an imperceptible amount of noise reduction (less than 
1 dB; Caltrans TeNS 2013, p. 5-55) and is not considered an effective form of noise 
abatement. However, any landscaping that is removed or damaged during project 
construction will be replaced in kind. 

I-106-3 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. 

I-106-4 
As the commenter notes, seasonal weather conditions can affect how sound travels. The 
response to Comment I-7-2 provides information about how weather conditions would 
affect noise levels with and without the proposed project.  

See the response to Comment I-106-2 regarding future noise level changes. An increase 
of 0 to 1 dBA along the Saratoga portion of SR 85 is not substantial and therefore would 
not be expected to affect the commenter’s property value. 
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Comment I-107 Mary Alice Hall  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-107 
I-107-1 
The project would not change the truck restrictions on SR 85. 

 

Comment I-108 Leah Halper  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-108 
I-108-1 
The project would create additional capacity for carpools and maintain priority use for 
carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California 
and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and convenience benefits to drivers 
of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 
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Comment I-109 Sastry Hani  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-109 
I-109-1 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as 
described in Master Response TR-1. Once the environmental process is completed, 
Caltrans would need to make a decision on whether to proceed with the project and 
pursue funding sources. 
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Comment I-110 Carole Harris  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-110 
I-110-1 
Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding air quality.  The 
comments about unresolved noise and air pollution issues are noted, but no specifics are 
provided. 

California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including noise and air quality. Refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation 
of an EIR. 
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Comment I-111 Pam Harry  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-111 
I-111-1 
Project-related noise increases and abatement are discussed in Master Responses N-1 and 
N-2. 
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Comment I-112 Jahangir Hasan  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-112 
I-112-1 
Under the current access configuration, the first northbound access zone for a driver 
entering SR 85 at Saratoga Avenue is planned between De Anza Boulevard and Stevens 
Creek Boulevard. The closest southbound access zone is between Saratoga Avenue and 
Winchester Boulevard. The development of the current access points is described in 
Master Response GEN-4.  Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with 
no buffer separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in 
Master Response GEN-4. 

I-112-2 
Contrary to the comment, the project would create additional capacity for carpools with 
the second lane and maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. In addition, express lane tolls would provide a revenue source 
for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements in the SR 85 corridor. 
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Comment I-113 Angela Haskell  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-113 
I-113-1 
See response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement. Light rail in the median of SR 
85 was not carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or practicable, 
as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

The comment about traffic noise from SR 85 is noted. Refer to Master Response N-3 
regarding noise in the City of Saratoga.  
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Comment I-114 Richard Hawley  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-114 
I-114-1 
The project would create additional capacity for carpools with the second lane and 
maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response 
GEN-1. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 regarding the income equity of express lanes. 

 

Comment I-115 Brian Heggen  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-115 
I-115-1 
The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not 
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 
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Comment I-116 Suzi Hellwege  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-116 
I-116-1 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding why light rail in the median of SR 85 has not 
been implemented. The project would not preclude the development of a light rail system 
within the SR 85 median, as described in the response to Comment L-1-12. 

I-116-2 
Technical studies show that the project would increase noise by 0 to 3 decibels depending 
on the location. Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise and Master Response AQ-
1 regarding air quality. 

I-116-3 
The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in 
Master Response TR-1. 
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Comment I-117 Paul Hernandez  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-117 
I-117-1 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. The project does not propose to make SR 85 into a 
toll road.  

Tolling solo drivers to use express lanes is a way to improve roadway congestion without 
imposing additional gas tax, sales tax, or motor vehicle registration fee increases. Such 
additional taxes and fees place the burden of congestion relief on taxpayers who do not 
necessarily use the project corridor, or in the case of sales tax, do not necessarily drive. 
Tolling solo drivers requires the users to pay for the additional access 

SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not have 
tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. Refer to Master Response GEN-7 regarding the 
requirement to use the tolling fees for transportation improvements on SR 85. 
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Comment I-118 Joyce Hlava (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-118 
I-118-1 
The commenter is referred to the City of Saratoga comment letter (Comment L-3), 
particularly the response to Comment L-3-4. Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not 
carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or practicable, as 
described in Master Response GEN-2. 
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Comment I-119 Joyce Hlava (2)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-119 
I-119-1 
The commenter’s opinion is noted. California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) 
and 21082.2(d) require the preparation of an EIR for projects with significant 
environmental effects. The determination that the proposed project would not have 
significant environmental effects was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of 
each technical study area. The same technical studies must be prepared whether the 
ultimate environmental document is an IS/EA or an EIR. Also refer to Master Response 
GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

I-119-2 
The project does not propose to widen the railroad bridge to the south of SR 85 at 
Saratoga Avenue. The project would install new bridge decking in the median between 
the separate northbound and southbound SR 85 bridges at Saratoga Avenue, Pollard 
Road, and Saratoga Creek. The environmental effects of the bridge work are fully 
evaluated in the IS/EA. 
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I-119-3 
Refer to Master Response N-4 for a comparison of the noise levels for the proposed 
project with those in the Saratoga Noise Element update. 

I-119-4 
The project would add a second express/HOV lane in the median between SR 87 and I-
280 and would not reduce the number of lanes. A detailed traffic operations analysis was 
prepared for the project (URS and DKS 2013) and is summarized in IS/EA Section 2.1.3. 
The analysis shows that in the peak traffic hour for the primary commute travel direction, 
levels of service approaching major system interchanges would generally remain the 
same or improve slightly with the project in both 2015 and 2035 (northbound in the AM 
peak and southbound in the PM peak; IS/EA Tables 2.1.3-5 and 2.1.3-6 for 2015, and 
Tables 2.1.3-9 and 2.1.3-10 for 2035). Overall corridor speeds would increase and total 
delay would decrease with the project in 2015 and 2035 compared with the No Project 
conditions (IS/EA Tables 2.1.3-8 and 2.1.3-12). 

I-119-5 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment. 
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Comment I-120 Anthony Hoffman  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-120 
I-120-1 
The comment does not identify the basis for the statement that the project would result in 
considerable increased noise, traffic, and air pollution. These and other environmental 
issues were studied in detail, as described in Master Responses N-1 regarding noise, TR-
1 regarding traffic, and AQ-1 regarding air quality.    
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I-120-2, I-120-3 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding agreement cited in the comment. 

The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. Note that the truck 
restrictions do not include transit buses.  

 

Comment I-121 Jane Hoffman  
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Responses to Comment I-121 
I-121-1 
Refer to Master Responses N-1 regarding noise, TR-1 regarding traffic, and AQ-1 
regarding air quality. The project would not change the existing truck restriction on SR 85. 

I-121-2 
See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los 
Gatos) regarding the agreements cited in the comment. The agreements do not ban buses.  
Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

Comment I-122 Jay Hopkins  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-122 
I-122-1 
The commenter’s support for the project is noted. 

Comment I-123 Marina Huang  

 
 
Responses to Comment I-123 
I-123-1 
The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in 
Master Response TR-1. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Comment I-124 Elizabeth Hudepohl  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-124 
I-124-1 
See the response to Comment I-94-1. 
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Comment I-125 R Huff 

 
 

Responses to Comment I-125 
I-125-1 
The commenter’s concerns are noted. See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the 
City of Saratoga agreement. The project would not change the truck restrictions on SR 
85. 

I-125-2 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85. Refer to Master Response N-3 
regarding project-related noise in Saratoga. As noted in the response to Comment I-125-
1, the project would not change the truck restrictions on SR 85. 

I-125-3 
See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los 
Gatos) regarding the agreements cited in the comment.    

I-125-4 
The IS/EA summarizes the findings of the noise and other technical studies for the 
proposed project. The technical studies are listed in IS/EA Appendix G. In addition, refer 
to Master Responses N-1 through N-5 regarding noise. 
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Comment I-126 Rob Huston (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-126 
I-126-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The project would maintain 
priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. 
Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding express lane users. 

I-126-2 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. See the responses to 
Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the 
agreements cited in the comment. 
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Comment I-127 Rob Huston (2)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-127 
I-127-1 
The detailed noise analysis for the project found that the project would increase noise 
levels along the Los Gatos portion of SR 85 by 0 to 2 decibels, depending on the location. 
Noise level changes in this range are not substantial, as described in Master Response N-
1. 

I-127-2 
The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response 
AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle 
idling. 

I-127-3 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. Master 
Response GEN-7 discusses why transit options are not being implemented instead of the 
proposed project. 
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Comment I-128 Rob Huston (3)  

 

 
 

Responses to Comment I-128 
I-128-1 
This comment was forwarded by the Town of Los Gatos.  

The commenter’s concerns about the proposed project are noted. Refer to Master 
Responses N-1 regarding noise, AQ-1 regarding air quality, and IS/EA Section 2.1.4 
regarding lighting.  The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85, 
regardless of funding source. Also refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding other 
planned projects in the area. 

I-128-2 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment. 
Master Response GEN-2 discusses light rail as an alternative to the proposed project. 
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Comment I-129 Tina Jai  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-129 
I-129-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The project would maintain 
priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. 
Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding express lane users. 
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Comment I-130 Suzanne Jasjewski (?)  
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Responses to Comment I-130 
I-130-1 
The project does not propose to make SR 85 into a toll road or construct toll booths.  

The project would convert the existing HOV lanes on SR 85 to express lanes and add a 
second express lane in each direction in the median between SR 87 and I-280, which 
would give solo drivers the option to pay to use the HOV lanes by using a FasTrak toll 
tag. The toll tag would be “read" by overhead antennas, eliminating the need for the 
driver to stop and pay tolls.  
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Express lane use is voluntary. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in 
each direction that do not have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 

I-130-2 
See the response to Comment I-130-1. The project would not change the existing truck 
restrictions on SR 85. 

I-130-3, I-130-4  
The commenter’s opposition is noted. See the response to Comment I-130-1. 

I-130-5, I-130-6 
The express lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-
5. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not 
have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. Also see the response to Comment I-130-1. 

See the response to Comment L-4-2 regarding the agreement with the Town of Los 
Gatos.   

I-130-7 
See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino) and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the 
agreements cited in the comment.   

Refer to Master Response N-5 regarding noise and GEN-2 regarding light rail in the 
median of SR 85. 

I-130-8 
See response to Comment I-130-1. 

I-130-9 
See response to Comment I-130-1. 

I-130-10 
See response to Comment I-130-1. 
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Comment I-131 Luke Jen  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-131 
I-131-1 
The project is not expected to result in vibration impacts, as described in the response to 
Comment L-1-16. 

I-131-2 
Technical studies for the project show that it would increase noise by 0 to 1 decibel along 
the Saratoga portion of SR 85 (which is not substantial; refer to Master Responses N-1 
and N-3), and the project would meet air quality standards (refer to Master Response AQ-
1). 

I-131-3 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment. 
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Comment I-132 Cheriel Jensen (1)  
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Responses to Comment I-132 
I-132-1 
This is an introductory comment that summarizes the commenter’s understanding of the 
1989 Performance Agreement between the City of Saratoga and the Santa Clara County 
Traffic Authority and the 1989 Freeway Agreement between the City of Saratoga and 
Caltrans. 

The terms of the Performance Agreement are discussed in the response to Comment L-3-
4. The terms of the Freeway Agreement are different from those in the Performance 
Agreement and do not restrict use of the median but include weight restrictions for trucks 
between the SR 85/US 101 interchange in San Jose and I-280. 

I-132-2 
The current restrictions on truck use will remain unchanged with this project. 

I-132-3 
Refer to Master Response GEN-4 regarding access zones.  The Performance Agreement 
states that the median is reserved for “mass transportation,” not light rail specifically.   

I-132-4 
VTA is aware that officials and residents of Saratoga have expressed concerns about 
noise from SR 85, including after pavement grinding was conducted. Master Response N-
3 discusses existing noise levels in Saratoga, future noise levels with and without the 
proposed project, and future noise levels that were predicted in the 1987 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the construction of SR 85. 

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

The comment states that noise levels on SR 85 are out of compliance with California 
state noise standards, the Saratoga noise element, the contract with Caltrans, and the 
promise of the Saratoga General Plan. It should be noted that there are no absolute State 
maximum numeric thresholds for freeway noise levels, State highways are not subject to 
local noise ordinances and standards, and noise abatement has been evaluated consistent 
with State and federal requirements. 

I-132-5 
The comment is noted but does not pertain to the proposed project. The California 
Highway Patrol is responsible for enforcing the truck restrictions.   

I-132-6 
The lead entity for the high-speed train project is the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority, not Caltrans. Any consideration of using SR 85 as part of an alignment for the 
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high-speed train project is unrelated to the potential for evaluating light rail along the 
median of SR 85.  

It should also be noted that VTA is the sponsor of the SR 85 Express Lanes Project and 
as such has led the public outreach for the project. Refer to Master Response GEN-6 
regarding the timing and details of public outreach, which dates back to 2004 with public 
events/presentations beginning in 2008. The IS/EA was circulated to the public starting 
on December 30, 2013. 

I-132-7 
The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4. 
Design modifications to revise the proposed express lane configuration to continuous 
access—like the current HOV lane—will be considered during detailed project design, as 
described in Master Response GEN-4.  

I-132-8 
The project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, as described in 
Master Response GEN-1. Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes 
provide time and convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master 
Response EJ-1 regarding express lane users. 

It is incorrect that the project would change the truck restrictions on SR 85. The use of 
federal funds will not have any effect on the existing truck restrictions, which will remain 
in place. 

See the response to Comment I-132-7 regarding express lane access. 

I-132-9 
The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as discussed in 
Master Response TR-1. The comment expresses concerns that the project will create 
more pollution, noise, and traffic in residential areas along SR 85. Refer to Master 
Response N-3 regarding noise in Saratoga. Refer to Master Response TR-3 regarding 
local street congestion.    

I-132-10 
Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

I-132-11 
The express lanes would continue to provide preferential use for HOVs during the hours 
of operation, as described in Master Response GEN-1. 
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Comment I-133 Cheriel Jensen (2)  
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Responses to Comment I-133 
I-133-1 
Note: This comment was submitted twice, once via the Town of Los Gatos and once 
directly to 85expresslanes@urs.com. The comments have been confirmed to be identical 
and are only included once. 

This is an introductory comment. Responses to the detailed comments follow. It should 
be noted that the Performance Agreement between the City of Saratoga and the Santa 
Clara County Traffic Authority reserved the median for “mass transportation” and not 
specifically for light rail. 

mailto:85expresslanes@urs.com
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I-133-2 
See to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding 
the agreements cited in the comment. 

Using federal funds in the corridor would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 
85, which are in effect for the 18.4-mile segment between US 101 in San Jose and I-280. 
These restrictions, which apply to trucks over 9,000 pounds except for maintenance and 
emergency vehicles, buses, and recreational vehicles, will remain in place with the 
project. Parts of the IS/EA refer to trucks because the project limits include SR 85 north 
of I-280 as well as segments of US 101 to the north and south of its interchanges with SR 
85. Trucks are not restricted in these areas. 

I-133-3 
An Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) 
was prepared for the project. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Environmental Impact Statement under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) were not prepared because, based on the 
detailed evaluation described in Master Response GEN-3, no significant environmental 
impacts were identified. Two public meetings were held, and additional outreach was 
conducted to clarify that the project includes a second express lane, as discussed in 
Master Response GEN-6. The input received during the public comment period receives 
the same consideration regardless of whether the environmental document is an IS/EA or 
EIR/EIS. Refer to Master Responses GEN-2, GEN-8, and TR-2 regarding the comments 
about alternatives and choke points. 

It is not correct that an EIR must be prepared because the project is a Type I project. The 
Type I designation is specific to consideration of noise abatement on Caltrans and federal 
facilities. This project is considered a Type I project because it would add a lane 
(Caltrans 2011d). Under 23 Code of Federal Regulations 772.13, noise abatement must 
be considered and evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness for Type I projects if the 
project is predicted to result in a traffic noise impact. This evaluation took place, and the 
findings are summarized in the IS/EA. The project cost and other factors listed in the 
comment do not mandate the preparation of an EIR.   

The comment states but does not provide evidence that the IS/EA in some places admits 
and in some places denies that the project will have a substantial environmental impact. 
Where substantial environmental impacts were identified, avoidance and minimization 
measures were included to reduce impacts to acceptable levels. This is similar to what 
would be done with an EIR. 

I-133-4 
The project is a Type I project as defined by 23 Code of Federal Regulations 772.7, as 
noted in IS/EA Section 2.2.7.3. See the response to Comment L-3-7 7 and Master 
Response N-2 regarding the evaluation of noise abatement for the project. 

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

I-133-5 
These comments are addressed in the responses to Comment I-132. 

See responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) 
regarding the agreements cited in the comment. 

Refer to Master Responses N-1 through N-5 regarding noise. 

See response to Comment I-133-2 regarding truck restrictions. 

Design modifications to revise the proposed express lane configuration to continuous 
access—like the current HOV lane—will be considered during detailed project design, as 
described in Master Response GEN-4. This would allow access from Saratoga Avenue. 

Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail. 

No grinding of pavement is proposed as part of this project. 

I-133-6 
Additional outreach was conducted to clarify that the project includes a second express 
lane, as discussed in Master Response GEN-6 including extending the comment period. 
The comment does not identify which impacts the IS/EA failed to disclose or which 
inconsistencies. 

I-133-7 
The project’s purpose and need are clearly set forth in IS/EA Section 1.2. The objectives 
listed in the comment are the commenter’s interpretation. The statement that one project 
objective is to reduce speeds in the HOV lanes to 45 mph is inaccurate. Rather, 45 mph is 
the minimum average operating speed for HOV lanes with a speed limit of 50 mph or 
higher, set by 23 United States Code Section 166(d)(2). 

The IS/EA clearly demonstrates that the project will improve future traffic compared to 
the No Build condition (refer to Master Response TR-1). The comment does not provide 
evidence that the project will remove incentives for carpooling or for purchasing electric 
vehicles. Express lanes maintain priority use for HOVs, as explained in Master Response 
GEN-1.  

 FHWA policy does not allow quieter pavement to be considered as a noise abatement 
measure, as described in Master Response N-2. 

As noted previously, the project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 
85, regardless of funding source. 

I-133-8 
Master Response N-4 discusses the IS/EA noise findings with respect to the City of 
Saratoga Noise Element. The Noise Study Report (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012) for the 
proposed project provides the dates and times of the noise measurements. The report is 
available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara, under “State Route 85 
Express Lanes Project, Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental 
Assessment.” See the response to Comment I-7-2 regarding noise and inversions. 
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The comment states that the IS/EA “variously” projects noise to increase between 0 and 3 
decibels. This is correct; of the more than 140 locations evaluated for the noise analysis, 
the project-related increase would be 0 to 3 dBA depending on location, both compared 
to existing conditions and future No Build conditions. Existing and predicted future Build 
and No Build noise levels for each location are listed in the Noise Study Report 
(Illingworth and Rodkin 2012). 

As stated previously, 3 dBA is not a doubling of perceived loudness, and the 
characteristics of roadway noise described in the comment are not accurate. Decibels are 
logarithmic units, so sound levels do not combine arithmetically. When adding a noise 
level to an approximately equal noise level, the total noise level increases 3 dB. For 
example, doubling the traffic on a highway would result in an increase of 3 dB (Caltrans 
Technical Noise Supplement 2013, p. 2-14) When two noise levels are 10 dB or more 
apart, the lower value does not contribute significantly (less than 0.5 dB) to the total 
noise level (Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement 2013, p. 2-15).  

See the response to Comment L-1-15 regarding intermittent noise, single noise events, 
and nighttime noise. 

The response to Comment L-3-8 addresses noise data for Segment 7. 

As stated previously, the project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 
85; the results of the noise analysis account for the project segments with and without 
truck restrictions.  

See the response to Comment L-1-15 for the project’s potential to result in reflected 
noise. The concrete median barriers are not expected to result in increases in reflected 
noise. 

The project’s noise analysis includes projected local and regional growth as part of the 
required modeling for future Build and No Build conditions. The City of Saratoga 
Updated Draft Noise Element of the General Plan (Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc., 
December 22, 2013) does not include the statement that noise due to growth is projected 
to increase 5 decibels. See Master Response N-4 for analysis of the Saratoga noise study 
compared to the IS/EA. 

See the response to Comment L-3-7 regarding noise standards and Master Response N-2 
regarding resurfacing with asphalt pavement. 

With regard to safety, SR 85 meets all of the current state safety standards.   

I-133-9 
See the response to Comment L-3-21 and Final IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 (under “Light and 
Glare”). Although some locations may have partial or full views of new luminaires, the 
fixtures would be placed in the median, as far as possible from residences adjacent to the 
SR 85 corridor. Project-related lighting is not expected to result in substantial light 
trespass, surface brightness, or glare to motorists, adjacent residents, or other viewers 
along the project corridor. 

I-133-10 
Additional information about the visual effects of the signs and toll structures has been 
added to the Final IS/EA. These effects are fully evaluated in IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 
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(under “Project Impacts,” then “Signs, Toll Structures, and Lighting”). For the reasons 
described in the IS/EA, these features are not expected to substantially degrade views 
from nearby residences or SR 85. 

The comment refers to ever-changing lighted bright yellow signage. As discussed in 
IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 (under “Project Signs and Tolling Equipment”), one of four 
express lane access zone signs would have DMS panels for the toll rate, and Exhibit R 
shows one such sign. The toll rate would only change during the express lane hours of 
operation, which would be the same as the current HOV lane hours of operation. 

I-133-11 
In regard to the comments about choke points, merges, and crossovers, the project would 
provide incremental improvements to bottlenecks at major system interchanges, as 
described in Master Response TR-2. In addition, other projects are proposed that would 
help to relieve congestion at major interchanges along SR 85. These projects are also 
described in Master Response TR-2. 

The comment lists sources of increased traffic resulting from the project but provides no 
evidence to indicate how these outcomes would occur. As described in Master Response 
GEN-1, the project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs. 

The comments about queuing theory, the newspaper article, and the academic study are 
noted but do not constitute evidence that the traffic studies summarized in the IS/EA 
omitted consideration of existing traffic conditions or incorrectly projected future Build/No 
Build traffic conditions. The traffic studies were conducted by a qualified transportation 
engineer and reviewed by VTA and civil engineers in the Caltrans Traffic Forecasting and 
Traffic Operations departments. 

Existing and future Build/No Build traffic conditions were thoroughly evaluated in the 
detailed traffic operations analysis for the project (URS and DKS 2013), which is 
summarized in IS/EA Section 2.1.3. The analysis shows that in the peak traffic hour for 
the primary commute travel direction, levels of service approaching major system 
interchanges would generally remain the same or improve slightly with the project in 
both 2015 and 2035 (northbound in the AM peak and southbound in the PM peak; IS/EA 
Tables 2.1.3-5 and 2.1.3-6 for 2015, and Tables 2.1.3-9 and 2.1.3-10 for 2035). Overall 
corridor speeds would increase and total delay would decrease with the project in 2015 
and 2035 compared with the No Project conditions (IS/EA Tables 2.1.3-8 and 2.1.3-12). 

Under existing and future No Build conditions, no buffer separates the HOV lane from 
the general purpose lanes. HOV lane congestion occurs from both the high demand in the 
HOV lanes and the friction caused by vehicles moving between the HOV lanes and the 
heavily-congested general purpose lanes. The merging of HOVs into and out of the HOV 
lanes influences the speed in the HOV lane, causing higher density. This can occur even 
when the HOV demands are below capacity. With the Build Alternative, the introduction 
of restricting access and buffer (2-foot-wide double-lined striped buffer zone) would 
reduce the friction between the general purpose lanes and the express lanes, thus allowing 
the express lanes to operate at higher speeds and lower densities with the same volume.   
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I-133-12 
The suggestion to allow additional hybrids to use HOV lanes is noted but is outside of the 
scope of this project. Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding a light rail alternative 
and the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding agreements that the City of Saratoga 
entered into before SR 85 was constructed. Also refer to Master Response GEN-3 
regarding preparation of an EIR.   

I-133-13 
The comments in items a through e are addressed in the responses to Comments I-132-7 
through I-132-9. 

For the questions in item f regarding construction noise, see the response to Comment L-
1-16. 

In regard to the comments in item g, see the responses to Comments L-1-17 through L-1-
20 and Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality. It is neither feasible nor required 
under CEQA or NEPA to compare project-related changes to a pre-SR 85 baseline. 

The comment in item h states that project lighting will disturb residents’ sleep. As stated 
in IS/EA Section 2.1.4.3 (under “Lighting”), lighting will be adjusted to minimize 
impacts to adjacent residential areas. No evidence is presented that project lighting would 
disturb sleep or have other health effects. 

Item i states that the facility has already been paid for through sales tax. The express lane 
toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-5, and use of the 
express lanes is optional. SR 85 will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each 
direction that do not have tolls or vehicle occupancy requirements. 

The comments about gas tax revenue allocation are outside of the scope of this process to 
address.  

The comment refers to a $170 million debt. This appears to be a reference to the project 
cost. The project will be funded as described in IS/EA Section 1.3.3. The funding sources 
for the project approval and environmental document phase include federal, state, and 
local funds for transportation improvements, which are not loans and would not be 
accrued as debt.  Full funding for the design development and construction has yet to be 
determined but could be from a combination of toll bonds, third party loans, local 
contributions, or federal grants. Refer to Master Response GEN-10 for more information 
regarding funding, cost, and return. 

Toll rates have yet to be determined. The rates would be set by VTA. No tolls would 
apply to carpools and other HOVs.  

The comment states that the existing HOV lanes and light rail in the median of SR 85 
were mitigation for the original construction of SR 85, the carpool lane must remain as a 
carpool lane, and no additional lanes can be built. The HOV lanes were constructed as 
planned, and the proposed project would maintain preferential use by HOVs, as discussed 
in Master Response GEN-1. The addition of a second express lane in the median of SR 
85 between SR 87 and I-280 is intended to provide additional HOV capacity because 
traffic modeling shows that segments of the existing HOV lane would otherwise operate 
between LOS D and F—with decreased speeds and impaired traffic flow—in 2015 and 
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2035 (IS/EA Section 2.1.3.2). The second express lane is consistent with the intent of the 
original SR 85 project to provide HOV capacity throughout the freeway corridor.  

Light rail in the median was not included as part of the preferred alternative in the 1987 
Final EIS for the construction of SR 85, as described in Master Response GEN-2. See the 
responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) 
regarding the agreements cited in the comment. 

As stated previously, the use of federal funds will not have any effect on the existing 
truck restrictions on SR 85. 

As shown in IS/EA Table S-1, impacts are summarized and  measures are included to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to  utilities/emergency services, traffic and 
transportation/pedestrian and bicycle facilities, cultural resources, hydrology and 
floodplain, water quality and storm water runoff, geology/soils/seismicity/topography, 
paleontology, hazardous waste/materials, air quality, noise, natural communities, 
wetlands and other waters, plant species, animal species, threatened and endangered 
species, and invasive species.  

Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail. 

I-133-14 
Caltrans and VTA advertised and circulated the IS/EA for public review and comment on 
December 30, 2013. The end of the public comment period, originally January 31, 2014, 
was extended to February 28, 2014. The total length of the comment period was 60 days, 
which is longer than the 45-day comment period typically required for EIRs. Also refer to 
Master Response GEN-6 regarding public noticing. 

The comment states that the IS/EA indicated that “agencies in charge of aspects of the 
environment ‘will be’ contacted, not ‘were’ contacted as would be required with an EIR.” 
IS/EA Chapter 5 lists the agencies and individuals that were notified of the availability of 
the IS/EA either directly or through the State Clearinghouse. As described in IS/EA 
Section 3.2, public outreach on the project began in 2004, and several community 
meetings—including in Saratoga and Cupertino—were held in 2011 through 2013. The 
comment does not provide evidence that the public outreach and review period were not 
in accordance with CEQA.  

The remaining comments are repeated from earlier in this comment letter. See responses 
to Comments I-133-1 through I-133-13. 

I-133-15 
As noted previously, prior agreements reserved the median for “mass transportation,” not 
specifically light rail. Installing concrete was not a mistake and noise levels are within the 
range of previously projected levels; refer to Master Responses N-1 through N-4.  
Regarding landscaping, plantings were completed and are being maintained in 
accordance with available budget. 

I-133-16 
The commenter’s opinions and objection to the proposed project are noted. See the 
responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) 
regarding the agreements cited in the comment.  Refer to Master Responses N-through N-
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4 regarding noise; GEN-1 regarding express lanes and HOVs; GEN-2 regarding light rail 
in the median; and GEN-10 regarding funding, cost, and return. 

 

Comment I-134 Cheriel Jensen (3) 

 
 

Responses to Comment I-134 
I-134-1 
This comment, submitted to the Town of Los Gatos, is noted. See the response to 
Comment L-4-2 regarding the Los Gatos agreement cited in the comment. 
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Comment I-135 Ken Jorgensen  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-135 
I-135-1 
The commenter’s opinions about the project and carpool lanes are noted. The express 
lane toll for solo drivers is a user fee, as described in Master Response GEN-5. SR 85 
will continue to have two general purpose lanes in each direction that do not have tolls or 
vehicle occupancy requirements. 

 

Comment I-136 Uday Kapoor  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-136 
I-136-1 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
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determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. Refer to 
Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

I-136-2 
Refer to Master Response TR-2 regarding other planned projects to address the choke 
point at the SR 85/I-280 interchange. 

I-136-3 
The comment does not specify which Performance Agreement is cited. See the responses 
to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the 
agreements. 

I-136-4 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. 

 

Comment I-137 Bob and Susanne Karlak  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-137 
I-137-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.  

The express lanes would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, which would 
continue to use the lanes for free. In addition, express lane tolls would provide a revenue 
source for HOV, transportation, and transit service improvements in the SR 85 corridor. 
Refer to Master Response GEN-1 regarding the express lanes, N-1 regarding noise, and 
AQ-1 regarding air quality. 
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Comment I-138 Adam Karsten  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-138 
I-138-1 
The commenter’s preference for an open/continuous access configuration for the express 
lane is noted. Design modifications to revise express lane access to continuous access 
(with no buffer separation) will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed 
in Master Response GEN-4. 
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Comment I-139 Arun Katkere  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-139 
I-139-1 
Note: this comment was submitted twice. 

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. See the responses to Comments L-1-
2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the agreements. 

I-139-2 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. Refer to Master 
Response N-3 regarding noise in Saratoga. The project is not expected to increase air 
pollution, as discussed in Master Response AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion 
would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle idling. 

The commenter’s preference for an open/continuous access configuration for the express 
lane is noted. Design modifications to revise express lane access to continuous access 
(with no buffer separation) will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed 
in Master Response GEN-4. 
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I-139-3 
The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  
Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will 
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 

 

Comment I-140 Russell Kellum  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-140 
I-140-1 
The project would increase existing noise levels by 0 to 1 dBA along the Saratoga portion 
of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-3. This level of increase is not substantial, 
as discussed in Master Responses N-1 and N-3.  

Under the current project design, the closest northbound and southbound access zones 
would be between Saratoga Avenue and Winchester Boulevard. The development of the 
current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  Continuous access—like 
the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will be considered during 
detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 
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Comment I-141 Thomas Kempe  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-141 
I-141-1 
In terms of levels of service, the general purpose lanes in Segment Group 1 (which 
includes the area described in the comment) would be similar for the No Build and Build 
conditions. The travel times would improve slightly with the project, particularly in 2035 
for the south PM peak hour (IS/EA Table 2.1.3-11). 
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The commenter’s recommendation is noted. The development of the current access points 
is described in Master Response GEN-4.  Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 
HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will be considered during detailed project design, 
as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 

I-141-2 
Existing noise levels in Sunnyvale and other locations along the project corridor were 
documented in the Noise Study Report (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012), which is 
summarized in the IS/EA. Current noise levels in the area between El Camino Real and 
West Fremont Avenue (referred to as Segment 3 in the NSR and IS/EA) range from 57 to 
71 dBA Leq(h). Although some parts of Segment 3 have 12-foot and 16-foot sound walls, 
other areas along SR 85 lack noise barriers. Therefore, two new sound walls, as well as 
14-foot and 16-foot sound walls to replace the existing 12-foot sound wall, were 
evaluated with respect to Caltrans and FHWA criteria (IS/EA Table 2.2.7-3, under 
“Segment 3: SR 85—El Camino Real to Fremont Avenue). These walls did not meet all 
criteria, and therefore cannot be constructed with federal funding for noise abatement; 
Refer to Master Response N-2 regarding noise abatement, including the use of asphalt 
and other pavement types. 

Landscaping along highways typically provides an imperceptible amount of noise 
reduction and is not considered an effective form of noise abatement. However, any 
landscaping that is removed or damaged during project construction will be replaced in 
kind. 

See the response to Comment L-1-15 regarding reflected noise. 

I-141-3 
The commenter’s observation is noted. 

Comment I-142 Diane Kilcoyne  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-142 
I-142-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. See the response to Comment L-3-4 
regarding the contract cited in the comment. The project would not change the existing 
truck restrictions on SR 85. Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise. 
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Comment I-143 Virginia King  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-143 
I-143-1 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. See the response to Comment L-3-4 in regard to 
the Saratoga agreement. 

I-143-2 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including noise and air quality. Refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation 
of an EIR and N-1 regarding noise. 

I-143-3 
Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding general traffic improvements from the project 
and Master Response TR-2 regarding bottlenecks along SR 85 and planned 
improvements. 
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Comment I-144 Frank Kiss  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-144 
I-144-1 
This comment is addressed in the responses to Comments I-99-1 and I-99-2. 

I-144-2 
See the response to Comment I-99-3. 

I-144-3  
See the response to Comment I-99-4. 

I-144-4 
See the response to Comment I-99-5. 
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I-144-5 
See the response to Comment I-99-6. 

 

Comment I-145 Steven Klos  
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Responses to Comment I-145 
I-145-1 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. The project would improve average travel times 
and speeds on SR 85, as described in Master Response TR-1. The express lanes would 
offer immediate congestion relief using the existing right-of-way.  

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

I-145-2 
Refer to Master Responses GEN-2 regarding light rail and GEN-7 regarding mass transit 
alternatives and why transit options are not being implemented instead of the proposed 
project. 

I-145-3 
The commenter’s opinions are noted. See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), 
L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding the contracts cited in the comment. 
The agreements stated that the median was reserved for “mass transportation,” not mass 
transit as mentioned in the comment. 

I-145-4 
The commenter’s opinion about public outreach for the project is noted. Extensive 
outreach for the proposed project was conducted and the comment period was extended, 
as described in Master Response GEN-6. 

I-145-5 
Master Response GEN-7 discusses why transit options are not being implemented instead 
of the proposed project. Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail on SR 85. 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. Refer to Master Responses N-1 through N-3 regarding noise. 
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Comment I-146 Charles Kolar  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-146 
I-146-1 
Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding express lane users. 
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Comment I-147 Mary Ann Kretschmar  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-147 
I-147-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Response GEN-2 
regarding why light rail was not analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project. 
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Comment I-148 Ram G. Krishnan  
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Responses to Comment I-148 
I-148-1 
The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response AQ-1, 
and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle idling. 

I-148-2 
The comment states that noise levels are already above the Federal standard of 67 dBA. 
The comment appears to refer to the Federal noise abatement criteria (NAC), which are 
shown in IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1. The NAC values are used to determine whether noise 
abatement must be considered, and do not represent levels to which noise must be abated.  

Where the future noise level with the project is predicted to approach (within 1 decibel) 
or exceed the NAC, the increase is considered an impact, and potential noise abatement 
has been evaluated in IS/EA Section 2.2.7 as required by Caltrans and FHWA. Refer to 
Master Response N-2 regarding noise abatement, including quiet pavement technology. 

I-148-3 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. Light rail in the median of 
SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or 
practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. See the response to Comment L-3-4 
regarding the comment that the agreements state that the median must be reserved for 
light rail. Specifically, the agreement says the median would be used for “mass 
transportation.”  The agreement does not preclude buses. 

I-148-4 
The detailed traffic analysis for the proposed project shows that it would improve average 
travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in Master Response TR-1. The proposed 
project together with other planned projects would also provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. 

I-148-5 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding why light rail was not analyzed as an 
alternative to the proposed project. Master Response GEN-7 discusses why transit 
options are not being implemented instead of the proposed project. 

I-148-6 
The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. The use of federal 
funds would have no effect on the truck restrictions.  

I-148-7 
The commenter’s opinions about outreach for the project are noted. The public outreach 
history for the project is described in IS/EA. Chapter 3 and Master Response GEN-6 list the 
extensive public outreach that has taken place as part of this project over the past several 
years, including two community meetings and a City Council presentation in Saratoga. 

I-148-8 
This concluding comment summarizes previous detailed comments. See responses to 
Comments I-148-1 through I-148-7. 
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Comment I-149 Paul Krug  

 

 



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

H-368 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

 



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-369 

 
 
Responses to Comment I-149 
I-149-1 
It is not within the scope of the proposed project to correct issues with existing 
interchanges along SR 85. However, other projects are planned that would help to relieve 
congestion on SR 85 in the vicinity of the I-280 and El Camino Real interchanges. These 
projects are summarized in Master Response TR-2 and would provide incremental 
improvements to choke points at major system interchanges.  
Freeway interchange modification and reconstruction projects must go through the same 
multi-year planning and programming process as part of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP; ABAG and MTC 2013) and 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP; MTC 2013) as the SR 85 Express Lanes 
Project. Transportation projects are prioritized based on regional needs and goals and 
availability of funding. The SR 85 Express Lanes Project is part of a regional effort to 
develop 550 miles of express lanes in the Bay Area. 

VTA is studying BRT improvements along El Camino in the vicinity of SR 85.  One 
alternative under consideration would involve a bus-only lane in each direction, using the 
center lanes for this purpose.  A final decision on project alternatives is expected in Fall 
2015. 

I-149-2 
Existing and future Build/No Build traffic conditions were thoroughly evaluated in the 
detailed traffic operations analysis for the project (URS and DKS 2013), which is 
summarized in IS/EA Section 2.1.3. Under existing and future No Build conditions, no 
buffer separates the HOV lane from the general purpose lanes. HOV lane congestion 
occurs from both the high demand in the HOV lanes and the friction caused by vehicles 
moving between the HOV lanes and the heavily congested general purpose lanes. The 
merging of HOVs into and out of the HOV lanes influences the speed in the HOV lane, 
causing higher density. This can occur even when the HOV demands are below capacity. 
With the Build Alternative, the introduction of the 2-foot-wide double-lined buffer 
reduces the friction between the general purpose lanes and the express lanes, thus 
allowing the express lanes to operate at higher speeds and lower densities with the same 
volume.   

Overall corridor speeds would increase with the Build Alternative compared with No 
Build (IS/EA Tables 2.1.3-8 [2015] and 2.1.3-12 [2035]). As shown in IS/EA Tables 
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2.1.3-7 (2015) and 2.1.3-11 (2035), express lane travel times would generally improve 
with the Build Alternative. 

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

I-149-3 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the Saratoga agreement. 

The focus of this IS/EA is the proposed project and the analysis of its environmental 
impacts.  Refer to Master Responses N-1, N-3, N-4, and N-5 regarding noise impacts 
resulting from the proposed project   Refer to Master Response N-2 regarding noise 
abatement. Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median of SR 85 
and GEN-8 regarding other alternatives. 

The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. The use of federal 
funds would have no effect on the truck restrictions.  

I-149-4 
Since no specific topical issue is raised in this comment, see responses to Comments I-
149-1 through I-149-3 for the topical areas previously raised. 

 

Comment I-150 Rishi Kumar  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-150 
I-150-1 
The existing HOV lane in each direction of SR 85 would be converted to an express lane. 
A second express lane in each direction would be created by paving available space in the 
median of SR 85 between I-280 and SR 87.  

The project would not change the existing truck weight restrictions on SR 85. 
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Responses to Comment I-51 
I-51-1 
Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding traffic and AQ-1 regarding air quality changes.  

Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Also refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding social equity. 

The project funding sources are listed in IS/EA Section 1.3.3. Also refer to Master 
Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost and return.  

I-51-2 
Research on managed lane use shows that express lanes do not discourage carpooling, as 
described in detail in Master Response GEN-1. The project would maintain priority use 
for carpools and other HOVs, as well as increase capacity for HOVs by adding a second 
express lane in the median in both directions of SR 85 between SR 87 and I-280.  

IS/EA Table 2.5.1-1 shows that in the opening year (2015), the project would have higher 
CO2 emissions than the No Project Alternative. The project-related increase would be 
less than 1 percent (0.73 percent) over the No Project condition. Both alternatives would 
have higher emissions than the existing condition (2007). In 2035, the project would have 
lower CO2 emissions than the No Project Alternative. 

The commenter’s opinion about future gridlock on SR 85 is not supported by the traffic 
studies for the project, which are summarized in IS/EA Section 2.1.3. The project would 
improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in Master Response TR-
1. 

The reasons that mass transportation options were not considered as project alternatives 
are discussed in Master Responses GEN-7 and GEN-2. 

I-51-3 
The commenter’s opinion is noted. Also refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding 
funding, cost, and return. 

I-51-4 
Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels, including low-income drivers 
(FHWA 2013a). Refer to Master Response EJ-1 regarding social equity. 

I-51-5 
Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost, and return  

The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85, regardless of 
funding source. 

I-51-6 
See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los 
Gatos) regarding the agreements cited in the comment. 
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I-51-7 
The project’s potential to increase air (Section 2.2.6), noise (Section 2.2.7), and light 
(Section 2.1.4) pollution was evaluated in detail in the IS/EA. The decision to prepare an 
IS/EA instead of an EIR was based on the technical studies’ findings that no significant 
impacts would result from the project. The size of a project does not dictate that an EIR 
must be prepared. Also refer to Master Response Gen-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

I-51-8 
See the response to Comment L-1-4 regarding the financial value and cost implications of 
the proposed project. These evaluations have been ongoing since preliminary project 
development. Also refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost, and return. 

I-51-9 
Funding for transportation improvements has historically lagged behind growth in travel 
and traffic. Express lanes provide a means to fund transportation and transit 
improvements within the SR 85 corridor for more HOVs and solo drivers to use the 
freeway during the peak period and provide an option to reduce travel time, without 
widening the existing right-of-way. The project would provide incremental improvements 
to traffic congestion on SR 85, as described in Master Responses TR-1 and TR-2. 

I-51-10 
The traffic studies were available on request from the beginning of the comment period.  
In addition, on January 24, 2014, the traffic studies for the proposed project were made 
available on the Caltrans District 4 Environmental Document website at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara, under “State Route 85 Express 
Lanes Project, Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental 
Assessment.” The length of the public comment period was extended to February 28, 
2014; therefore, the traffic studies were available for public review and comment for 
more than 30 days. 
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Comment I-52 Barry Chang (3)  

 
 
Responses to Comment I-52 
I-52-1 
This is not a comment on the IS/EA. 
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Comment I-53 Winnie Chan-Lee  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-53 
I-53-1 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. Noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are generally not noticeable, as discussed further in 
Master Response N-1. 

I-53-2 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding general 
traffic improvements from the project and Master Response TR-2 regarding bottlenecks 
along SR 85. 
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Comment I-54 Pak Chau  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-54 
I-54-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted.  

The project would provide incremental improvements to traffic congestion on SR 85, as 
described in Master Responses TR-1 and TR-2. Environmental impacts of the project 
were fully evaluated for Saratoga and all other locations along the project corridor in the 
IS/EA. 

I-54-2 
The performance agreement with the City of Saratoga included “a median width of 46' 
reserved for mass transportation,” as discussed in the response to Comment L-3-4. 
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Comment I-55 Andrew Chan  

 
 
Responses to Comment I-55 
I-55-1 
Receptors ST-64, ST-66, and ST-68 were selected as acoustically equivalent receptors for 
land uses west of SR 85 between Quito Road on the north and Pollard Road on the south. 
Receptors in this area, including residences, Rolling Hills Middle School and churches 
(Korean Revival Presbyterian and St. Basil the Great Byzantine Catholic Church) are 
currently shielded by noise barriers. Predicted future noise levels at first-row receptors 
ST-64, ST-66, and ST-68 were 62 dBA Leq or less, below the Noise Abatement Criteria 
(NAC) for Category B and Category C land uses. Noise impacts were not identified in 
this segment because future noise increases would not be considered substantial, and 
worst-hour noise levels would not approach or exceed the NAC. 

See response to Comment I-47-2 for a detailed response regarding Blue Hills Elementary 
School.          
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Comment I-56 John Chen (1) 
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Responses to Comment I-56 
I-56-1 
Congestion points and other alternatives are addressed in Master Responses TR-2 
regarding traffic and GEN-8 regarding other alternatives. 
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I-56-2, I-56-3 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 for detailed information about the extension of light 
rail in the median of SR 85. Information about light rail planning is available on the VTA 
website at http://www.vta.org/projects-and-programs/transit. 

I-56-4 
The commenter’s recommendation is noted. VTA has performed extensive public 
outreach for the project, as described in IS/EA Sections 3.1 and 3.2 and Master Response 
GEN-6. 

I-56-5 
Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost and return. 

I-56-6 
The comment lists a number of issues, which are addressed in the following: 

• Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding congestion improvement from the 
proposed project 

• Refer to Master Responses GEN-4 regarding access points and TR-2 regarding 
bottlenecks 

• Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality 

• Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise impacts 

• Refer to Responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 
(Los Gatos) regarding agreements executed with those cities. 

I-56-7 
Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost and return. 
I-56-8 
Refer to Master Response GEN-8 regarding other alternatives that included a single 
express lane in each direction of SR 85.  

The reasons that mass transportation options were not considered as project alternatives 
are described in Master Responses GEN-7 and GEN-2. 

I-56-9 
The commenter’s opinions are noted. See the response to Comment I-56-8 regarding 
mass transit. 

I-56-10 
Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost, and return. An investment 
grade traffic and revenue analysis (including return on investment) is necessary and will 
be performed before the project can be constructed. This study is not available at this 
planning level stage.  

I-56-11 
This is not a comment on the IS/EA. 
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Comments I-57 John Chen (2)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-57 
I-57-1 
It is assumed that the comment is regarding SR 85 rather than SR 87. 

No recent cost estimates have been developed for the extension of light rail in the SR 85 
median. Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median. 

I-57-2 
The IS/EA contains detailed noise (Section 2.2.7) and air quality (Section 2.2.6) impact 
analyses. The supporting technical reports are available on the Caltrans District 4 
Environmental Document website at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara, under “State Route 85 Express 
Lanes Project, Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental 
Assessment.”  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara
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Comment I-58 Chunjer Cheng  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-58 
I-58-1 
The commenter’s opinion about the proposed project is noted. The express lanes would 
create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools, transit buses, and other 
HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. Also refer to Master Response 
GEN-1 for regarding traffic. Master Response GEN-2 discusses light rail in the median. 
See the responses to Comments L-1-8 through L-1-10 regarding the City of Cupertino’s 
comments on the traffic analysis. 
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Comment I-59 Ken Chu  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-59 
I-59-1 
New Figure 1.3-2 has been added to IS/EA Section 1.3.1.1 to show the conceptual access 
zone locations. Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer 
separation—will be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master 
Response GEN-4. 

I-59-2 
HOVs do not require a FasTrak toll tag to use the express lanes. In the commenter’s case, 
the FasTrak toll tag should be placed in the small Mylar bag that came with the toll tag. 
The Mylar bag shields the tag from being “read” by the overhead toll antenna and the toll 
from being collected. For a replacement Mylar bag, visit 
https://www.bayareafastrak.org/vector/dynamic/signup/index.shtml, or call 1-877-BAY-
TOLL (1-877-229-8655). 

I-59-3 
The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  
Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will 
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 
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Comment I-60 Martha Clevenger  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-60 
I-60-1 
The response to Comment L-3-4 discusses the Performance Agreement with the City of 
Saratoga. 
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Comment I-61 David Cohen  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-61 
I-61-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project and HOV lanes is noted.  Refer to Master 
Response TR-1 regarding traffic and the IS/EA regarding other topical areas.  

A traffic safety analysis was conducted for the project that addressed infrastructure 
modifications, the SR 85 corridor’s baseline (i.e., existing) safety performance, and 
anticipated changes in operating conditions, especially lane changing and weaving. The 
analysis identified safety measures, including for striping, signing, and lighting, that will 
be implemented as part of detailed project design.  
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Comment I-62 Rosario Consiglio  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-62 
I-62-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The project would maintain 
priority use for carpools and other HOVs and improve average travel times and speeds on 
SR 85, as described in Master Responses GEN-1 and TR-1. A traffic safety analysis was 
conducted for the project that addressed infrastructure modifications, the SR 85 corridor’s 
baseline (i.e., existing) safety performance, and anticipated changes in operating 
conditions, especially lane changing and weaving. The analysis identified safety 
measures, including for striping, signing, and lighting, that will be implemented as part of 
detailed project design. 

The express lanes would continue to serve emergency vehicles, which can use the lanes 
for free in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 23301.5. The proposed 
second express lane in the median in each direction of SR 85 between SR 87 and I-280 
would also facilitate travel for emergency vehicles. The project would be designed in 
accordance with Caltrans safety criteria. 
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Comment I-63 Cindy Conway  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-63 
I-63-1 
The commenter’s support for the project is noted. 
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Comment I-64 Ola Cook  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-64 
I-64-1 
The commenter’s opposition to carpool/HOV lanes is noted. Also refer to Master 
Response GEN-1 regarding the express lanes. 

The project does not propose to make SR 85 into a toll road.  

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

 

I-64-2 
The carpool/HOV lane already serves transit buses. 
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Comment I-65 Quentin Correll  

 
 
Responses to Comment I-65 
I-65-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Comment I-66 Roberta B. Corson 

 
 
Responses to Comment I-66 
I-66-1 
Decibels (dB) are logarithmic units, so sound levels do not combine arithmetically. When 
adding a noise level to an approximately equal noise level, the total noise level increases 
by 3 dB. In Saratoga, the project is predicted to increase future noise levels by 0 to 1 
decibel, as described in Master Response N-3. Noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are 
generally not noticeable, as discussed further in Master Response N-1. 

I-66-2 
A detailed traffic operations analysis was prepared for the project (URS and DKS 2013) 
and is summarized in IS/EA Section 2.1.3. The analysis shows that in the peak traffic 
hour for the primary commute travel direction, levels of service approaching major 
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system interchanges would generally remain the same or improve slightly with the 
project in both 2015 and 2035 (northbound in the AM peak and southbound in the PM 
peak; IS/EA Tables 2.1.3-5 and 2.1.3-6 for 2015, and Tables 2.1.3-9 and 2.1.3-10 for 
2035). Overall corridor speeds would increase and total delay would decrease with the 
project in 2015 and 2035 compared with the No Project conditions (IS/EA Tables 2.1.3-8 
and 2.1.3-12). In addition, other upcoming projects are proposed that would help to 
relieve congestion at major system interchanges along SR 85. Refer to Master Response 
TR-2 for existing congestion issues and other planned projects. 

I-66-3 
The proposed project does not change VTA’s commitment to mass transit. Refer to 
Master Response GEN-2 for detailed information about the extension of light rail in the 
median of SR 85.  

Potential effects to noise and air quality from the proposed project were evaluated in 
detail and found to be minor, as described in Master Responses N-1 and AQ-1. Freeway 
lighting would be restricted to the SR 85 roadway and would not affect surrounding 
residences in Saratoga, as discussed in L-3-20 and L-3-21. 

I-66-4 
Regional and federal agencies have established standards to protect human health from 
air pollutants, including dust and other airborne particulate matter (PM10, particulate 
matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter; and PM2.5, particulate matter less than 2.5 
micrometers in diameter). The federal regulatory level for fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 
was made more stringent in 2006. Particulate levels in the Santa Clara Valley and Bay 
Area have generally decreased; however, the standards are still periodically exceeded, as 
documented in the Air Quality Impact Assessment (URS 2013l).  

Project construction would take place in the existing right-of-way, primarily in the 
median and shoulder areas adjacent to the existing lanes. Emissions of the primary 
pollutants related to project construction were modeled and compared with Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District criteria (IS/EA Table 2.2.6-5). The criteria are used to 
determine when control measures should be implemented during construction. The worst-
case construction emissions did not exceed any of these criteria. However, this does not 
mean that an increase in construction dust or particulate matter may not occur. The 
measures listed in IS/EA Section 2.2.6.4 were therefore included in the project and will 
be required of the construction contractor during all construction operations.  

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

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

Project-related emissions would not result in violations of any applicable air quality 
standards, as described further in Master Response AQ-1. Therefore, the project is not 
expected to undermine local air quality. Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding noise 
impacts and IS/EA Section 2.1.4 regarding lighting impacts. 

I-66-5 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area, 
including noise, air quality, and visual resources. Also refer to Master Response GEN-3 
regarding preparation of an EIR. 

I-66-6 
The commenter’s concern is noted. Refer to Master Response TR-1 regarding the 
benefits of the project. 



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

H-250 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

Comment I-67 Sheri Courtney  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-67 
I-67-1 
The commenter’s concerns are noted. The project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. Noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are generally not noticeable, as discussed further in 
Master Response N-1. 

The project is not expected to increase air pollution, as discussed in Master Response 
AQ-1, and the improvement in congestion would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle 
idling. 
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I-67-2 
The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in 
Master Response TR-1.  

I-67-3 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the contract cited in the comment. Light 
rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not to be 
reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. 

I-67-4 
FHWA policy currently does not allow “quieter pavement” to be considered as a noise 
abatement measure, as discussed in Master Response N-2.  

I-67-5 
The commenter’s opinions are noted.   

 

Comment I-68 Sam Cramer  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-68 
I-68-1 
The commenter’s opposition to HOV and express lanes is noted. Refer to Master 
Response TR-1 regarding traffic. 
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Comment I-69 Cathy, Tom and Will Crumpton  

 

 
 

Responses to Comment I-69 
I-69-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The express lanes would 
create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools, transit buses, and other 
HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. Refer to Master Response GEN-1 
regarding express lanes and AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

I-69-2 
See response to Comment I-69-1. 
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Comment I-70 Peter Curtis  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-70 
I-70-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The project would create 
additional capacity for carpools, maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, and 
improve future average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in Master 
Responses GEN-1 and TR-1. 

Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Also refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding social equity. 
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Comment I-71 Marisa D’Orfani  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-71 
I-71-1 
The express lanes would create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools, 
transit buses, and other HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. Refer to 
Master Response GEN-1 regarding express lanes. 

The project would improve travel times and speeds, as described in Master Response TR-
1. 
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Comment I-72 Larry and Jeannie DaQuino  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-72 
I-72-1 
The comment does not identify which contract is cited. Responses to Comments L-1-2 
(Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) discuss the agreements executed 
with those cities.  

IS/EA Chapter 3 provides a detailed discussion of public outreach for the project. In 
addition, refer to Master Response GEN-6 regarding public noticing. 

I-72-2 
The project would increase existing noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the 
location. This level of increase would be barely detectable to most people, as discussed 
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further in Master Response N-1. The project is not expected to affect local air quality 
(refer to Master Response AQ-1), and the construction measures listed in IS/EA Section 
2.2.6.4 would avoid or minimize temporary construction-related air quality impacts. 

I-72-3 
The detailed traffic studies for the project show that some segments of the HOV lane 
experience peak-hour congestion and will continue to worsen in future years. The project 
would add capacity for carpools and other HOVs, as described in Master Response GEN-1. 

I-72-4 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail along the SR 85 median. 

I-72-5 
The project would result in noise level increases of 0 to 2 dBA along SR 85 within the 
Town of Los Gatos. Noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are not considered a significant 
impact, as discussed further in Master Response N-1. 

 

Comment I-73 Emil De Smet  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-73 
I-73-1 
Detailed traffic studies show that the project would improve travel times and speeds, as 
discussed in Master Response TR-1. 

Other express lane projects in the Bay Area and elsewhere in California and the U.S. 
confirm that solo drivers are willing to pay a toll when they need reliable travel times. 
For example, over one million drivers have paid tolls to use the I-680 southbound express 
lane in Fremont since it opened in September 2010. Since the express lanes on SR 237 
opened in March 2012, the facility has served over 1.3 million toll-paying vehicles (about 
20 percent of the more than 6 million vehicles total that have used the facility), and about 
120,000 vehicle hours of travel time savings have been gained in the corridor.    
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The purpose of the project is to manage traffic in the congested HOV segments of the 
freeway between SR 87 and I-280, and maintain consistency with provisions defined in 
AB 2032 (2004) and AB 574 (2007) to implement express lanes in an HOV lane system 
in Santa Clara County. The intent of the legislation was to require that net toll revenue 
generated after payment of direct expenses (meaning operating and maintenance 
expenses for the express lanes) be allocated to the improvement of HOV and transit 
services in the same corridor as the express lane. After the public circulation of the Draft 
IS/EA, the California Legislature revised the implementing legislation to also allow toll 
revenue to be used for transportation corridor improvements on SR 85 (California Streets 
and Highways Code Section 149.6[e][3] as amended by 2014 Assembly Bill 2090, 
Chapter 528, approved September 21, 2014, effective January 1, 2015). Refer to Master 
Response GEN-10 regarding revenue. 

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted, as well as the opinion about public 
awareness measures. Refer to Master Response GEN-6 regarding public noticing, which 
began in 2004. 
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Comment I-74 Pierre Delforge  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-74 
I-74-1 
The commenter’s opposition is noted. The project would improve travel times and 
speeds, as discussed in Master Response TR-1. Refer to Master Responses AQ-1 
regarding air/carbon pollution and N-1 regarding noise.  

I-74-2 
Refer to Master Response GEN-7 regarding why transit options are not being 
implemented instead of the proposed project. Also refer to Master Response GEN-2 
regarding light rail in the median of SR 85.   
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Comment I-75 Alyssa DePalma  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-75 
I-75-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The project would improve travel 
times and speeds, as discussed in Master Response TR-1. The purpose and need of the 
project is discussed in IS/EA Section 1.2. Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding 
funding, cost, and return. 
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Comment I-76 Gary DePalma  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-76 
I-76-1, I-76-2 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The project would improve travel 
times and speeds, as discussed in Master Response TR-1. 

I-76-3 
Over one million drivers have paid tolls to use the I-680 southbound express lane in 
Fremont since it opened in September 2010. Also refer to the response to Comment I-73-
1 regarding traffic improvements from the SR 237 express lane. Express lanes are 
intended to provide both short-term and long-term congestion relief in order to 
accommodate planned regional growth in housing and jobs over the next 20 years or 
more. Express lane use is expected to increase as congestion from future growth also 
increases, as described in IS/EA Section 1.2.2.1 (under “Projected Travel Demand”). 
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Comment I-77 Matt DiMaria  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-77 
I-77-1 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. Noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are not significant, as discussed further in Master 
Response N-1. 

I-77-2 
The comment appears to refer to SR 85 noise data in the City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft 
Noise Element compared with that in the 2012 Noise Study Report prepared for the 
proposed project. Refer to Master Response N-4 for a discussion of the noise data. 
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Comment I-78 Ralph H. Dixon  

 

 
 

Responses to Comment I-78 
I-78-1 
This comment was forwarded to Caltrans and VTA by the Town of Los Gatos. 

The comment briefly lists a number of issues, about which the following should be noted: 

• Refer to Master Response N-1 regarding project-related noise increases. 

• Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air pollution and the improvement in 
congestion, which would reduce exhaust emissions from vehicle idling. The 
project would improve travel times and speeds (refer to Master Response TR-1). 
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• The project would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85. 
There is no evidence that the project would affect property values. 

I-78-2 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median of SR 85. Refer to 
Master Response GEN-7 regarding why transit options are not being implemented 
instead of the proposed project. 

I-78-3 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the Performance Agreement. 

 

Comment I-79 Matt Domenici  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-79 
I-79-1 
Electric vehicles that are listed on the California Air Resources Board’s list of clean air 
vehicles eligible for HOV lane stickers 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/carpool/carpool.htm) can use HOV and express lanes for 
free through January 1, 2019.  

For FasTrak questions or suggestions, contact Info@mtc.ca.gov or 1-877-BAY-TOLL, or 
visit https://www.bayareafastrak.org/en/support/csc.shtml.   

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/carpool/carpool.htm
mailto:Info@mtc.ca.gov
https://www.bayareafastrak.org/en/support/csc.shtml


Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

H-264 SR 85 Express Lanes Project 

Comment I-80 Thierry Doyen  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-80 
I-80-1 
The proposed project would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs. 
Electronic sensors in the roadway will continually monitor traffic in the express lanes, 
and as described in IS/EA Section 1.3.1.3, tolls will be adjusted on a real-time basis to 
keep traffic flowing smoothly (45 mph or higher as required by 23 USC 166[d][2]). If the 
lanes become congested, tolls will be increased to deter solo drivers from entering the 
lanes, or the toll signs will be changed to read “HOVs only” and only HOVs will be 
allowed in the lanes, as described in Master Response GEN-1. This would ensure that the 
air quality benefits of HOV use, including free use of the HOV lane by electric vehicles 
until January 1, 2019, would continue. 

I-80-2 
The authorizing legislation for the proposed project requires that net toll revenue 
generated after payment of direct expenses (meaning operating and maintenance 
expenses for the express lanes) be allocated to the improvement of transit services in the 
same corridor. Refer to Master Response GEN-7 for more information. 
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Comment I-81 Diane Drewke (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-81 
I-81-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. 

 

Comment I-82 Diane Drewke (2)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-82 
I-82-1 
The project would improve travel times and speeds compared to the No Build condition 
in 2015 and 2035, as described in Master Response TR-1. 
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The express lanes would create additional capacity and maintain priority use for carpools, 
transit buses, and other HOVs, which would continue to use the lanes for free. In 
addition, express lane tolls would provide a revenue source for transportation 
improvements in the SR 85 corridor. Refer to Master Response GEN-1 regarding the 
express lanes. 

I-82-2 
The noise technical studies show that the project would result in a 0 to 1 decibel increase 
in traffic noise along the Saratoga portion of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-
3. Noise level changes from 1 to 2 dB are generally not substantial, as discussed further 
in Master Response N-1. 

Transit buses are currently allowed on SR 85 and would not be restricted as part of the 
project. 

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

I-82-3 
See the response to Comment I-82-1. 

I-82-4 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median of SR 85 and Master 
Response GEN-7 regarding why transit options are not being implemented instead of the 
proposed project. 
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Comment I-83 Richard Dsa (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-83 
I-83-1 
The commenter’s contact information has been added to the project mailing list. Similar 
comments from the same individual were submitted as Comment I-84 and are addressed 
below. 
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Comment I-84 Richard Dsa (2)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-84 
I-84-1 
This comment was submitted to the City of Saratoga and forwarded to Caltrans. Only 
issues related to the IS/EA are addressed in the responses below. 

The project does not propose to change the number of lanes on SR 85 north of I-280. The 
project would add a second express lane in the median   in both directions between I-280 
and SR 87. 

I-84-2 
The commenter is referred to the following: 

• See response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the contract cited in the comment 

• Refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding the air quality studies performed for 
the project 

• Refer to Master Responses N-1 and N-3 regarding project-related noise. 
The Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental Assessment 
(IS/EA) that was issued for public review and comment on December 30, 2013, has been 
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made available by a number of means as described in Master Response GEN-6, including 
by request. On January 24, 2014, the traffic studies for the proposed project were made 
available on the Caltrans District 4 Environmental Document website at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm#santaclara, under “State Route 85 Express 
Lanes Project, Initial Study with Proposed Negative Declaration/Environmental 
Assessment.” The length of the public comment period was extended to February 28, 
2014. 

I-84-3 
The environmental issues raised in this comment were evaluated in IS/EA Sections 2.2.6 
(air quality), 2.3.4 (animals/wildlife), and 2.2.7 (noise). In addition, refer to Master 
Responses AQ-1 regarding air quality and N-1, N-2, and N-3 regarding noise. Also refer 
to Master Response GEN-10 regarding funding, cost, and return. 

 

Comment I-85 Sonya D’sa  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-85 
I-85-1 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. Also see Master Response TR-1 regarding improvements to travel times 
and speeds with the project. The express lanes would offer immediate congestion relief 
using the existing right-of-way. 

I-85-2 
A Noise Study Report for the project was prepared to evaluate conditions at residences 
and other land uses along SR 85 (Illingworth and Rodkin 2012). Noise measurements 
were taken in more than 140 locations, including in the backyards of several dozen 
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homes that back onto the project corridor. As described in Master Response N-1, the 
project would result in noise level increases of 0 to 3 dBA over both existing and No 
Project conditions, depending on location. A 3 dBA change is not a significant impact. 
Also refer to Master Response AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

I-85-3 
The comment does not specify which agreement is cited. See the responses to Comments 
L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding agreements 
executed with those cities. 

 

Comment I-86 R. L. Erdman  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-86 
I-86-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Refer to Master Response GEN-1 
regarding express lanes and HOVs. 
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Comment I-87 James Ernst  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-87 
I-87-1 
Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding social equity. 
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Comment I-88 David Fadness  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-88 
I-88-1 
The proposed project would convert the SR 85/US 101 HOV direct connectors in San 
Jose to express lane direct connectors. The SR 85/US 101 HOV direct connectors in 
Mountain View are proposed to be converted express lane direct connectors as part of a 
separate project. The recommendation to add direct connectors to county expressway 
interchanges is noted. There is no programmed project to construct HOV direct 
connectors at interchanges of SR 85 and county expressways. 
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As currently designed, the project would provide striped buffer zone separation between 
the express lanes and adjacent general purpose lanes, except at access zones (see IS/EA 
Section 1.3.1.1).  

Comment I-89 Allen Fan  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-89 
I-89-1 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. Refer to 
Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

I-89-2 
The comment does not specify which 1989 agreement is referenced. See the responses to 
Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) regarding 
agreements executed with those cities. Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried 
forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or practicable, as described in 
Master Response GEN-2. 
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Comment I-90 Marcia Fariss (1)  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-90 
I-90-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The project would create 
additional capacity for carpools and maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, 
including mass transit, as described in Master Responses GEN-1. In addition, express 
lane tolls would provide a revenue source for HOV, transportation, and transit service 
improvements. 

I-90-2 
See the response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement cited in the comment. 

I-90-3 
Project effects on air quality have been studied in detail and are summarized in IS/EA 
Section 2.2.6. Also refer to Master Response AQ-1. 

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



Appendix H Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Document 
 

SR 85 Express Lanes Project H-275 

Comment I-91 Marcia Fariss (2)  
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Responses to Comment I-91 
I-91-1 
The project would improve congestion as described in Master Response GEN-1. The 
development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  
Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will 
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 

I-91-2 
The comment appears to refer to SR 85 noise data in the City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft 
Noise Element compared with that in the 2012 Noise Study Report prepared for the 
proposed project. Refer to Master Response N-4 regarding the noise data.  

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

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

The comment states that noise levels are already above the State and National acceptable 
levels. There are no absolute State maximum numeric thresholds for freeway noise levels. 
The comment appears to refer to the Federal noise abatement criteria (NAC), which are 
shown in IS/EA Table 2.2.7-1. It is important to note that the NAC values are used to 
determine whether noise abatement must be considered, and do not represent levels to 
which noise must be abated.  

Where the future noise level with the project is predicted to approach (within 1 decibel) 
or exceed the NAC, the increase is considered an impact, and potential noise abatement 
has been evaluated in the IS/EA as required by Caltrans and FHWA. 
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I-91-3 
Particulate levels in the Santa Clara Valley and Bay Area have generally decreased 
because of stricter standards in recent years; however, the state and federal standards are 
still periodically exceeded, as documented in the Air Quality Impact Assessment (URS 
2013l). As pointed out in the comment, regional climatic inversions can result in the 
highest levels of air pollution from particulates and other pollutants. 

Air particulate pollution is categorized as particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in 
diameter (PM10) and particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM2.5). 
Both types of particulates are strongly associated with diesel truck traffic. The project 
would not change the existing truck restrictions on SR 85, therefore additional diesel 
truck traffic and associated PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would be negligible. In addition, 
the project would reduce delay time and increase speeds compared to the No Project 
Alternative, which in turn would reduce vehicle idling and resultant air emissions, 
including particulate matter. 

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

Refer to Master Response AQ-1 and IS/EA Section 2.2.6 for additional information 
regarding other air pollutants. 

I-91-4 
A detailed traffic analysis was conducted for the proposed project. The analysis shows 
that the project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in 
Master Response TR-1. The analysis accounted for local and regional population growth 
using data from the Association of Bay Area Governments, as described in IS/EA Section 
2.1.3.1 (under “Traffic Operations Analysis Study Area and Methods”). 

I-91-5 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. See the 
responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los Gatos) 
regarding the agreements cited in the comment. 

I-91-6 
Additional express bus service on SR 85 is not included as part of the project but can be 
considered as part of reinvestment of toll revenue in the project corridor. See the response 
to Comment I-91-4 regarding the potential for gridlock.  

According to the American Public Transportation Association and the Federal Transit 
Administration, public transportation (also called transit, public transit, or mass transit) is 
defined as transportation by a conveyance that provides regular and continuing general or 
special transportation to the public, but not including school buses, charter, or sightseeing 
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service (American Public Transportation Association 2014; Federal Transit 
Administration 2014). Express buses provide regular and continuing transportation to the 
public and would therefore fall into the category of public transportation.  

I-91-7 
See the responses to Comments L-1-2 (Cupertino), L-3-4 (Saratoga), and L-4-2 (Los 
Gatos) regarding the agreements cited in the comment, and Master Response GEN-2 
regarding light rail in the median. 

I-91-8 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. 

I-91-9 
The proposed second express lane in the median in each direction of SR 85 between SR 
87 and I-280 would provide additional capacity for carpools and mass transit. The 
express lanes would maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, which would 
continue to use the lanes for free. Refer to Master Response GEN-1 for further discussion 
of the express lanes and HOVs. 

I-91-10 
Refer to Master Response GEN-10 regarding cost, funding, and revenue. The SR 237 
Express Lanes have been operating with net revenues since opening to tolling operations 
two years ago. In addition, over one million drivers have paid tolls to use the I-680 
southbound express lane in Fremont since it opened in September 2010. 

Neither Caltrans nor VTA are aware of any current provision that would require changes 
to the truck restrictions on SR 85 as the result of using federal funds.  

I-91-12 
The analyses for the project accounted for expected population and commercial growth in 
Silicon Valley. See IS/EA Section 1.2.2.1 (under “Projected Travel Demand”) and the 
response to Comment I-91-4. 

The decision makers will consider comments provided during the public review period in 
making decisions about the project. 
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Comment I-92 Sue Fettchenhauer  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-92 
I-92-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted.  

The environmental evaluation and public outreach processes for the project are described 
in Master Responses GEN-3 and GEN-6, respectively. 
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Comment I-93 Leila Forouhi  
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Responses to Comment I-93 
I-93-1 
The commenter’s opinion about carpool lanes is noted. A detailed traffic analysis was 
conducted for the proposed project. The analysis shows that the project would improve 
average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in Master Response TR-1. 

I-93-2 
The project only includes express lanes on SR 85. The SR 85 Express Lanes Project does 
not include roadway widening along US 101 in the Coyote Valley. Pavement widening 
would take place in the median of SR 85 between SR 87 and I-280, in an urbanized part 
of the project corridor. SR 85 between SR 87 and I-280 was not included in Safe Passage 
for Coyote Valley or identified as an essential connectivity area in the Essential Habitat 
Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California (Spencer et al. 
2010). 
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Comment I-94 Bhushan Fotedar  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-94 
I-94-1 
Light rail in the median of SR 85 was not carried forward because it was determined not 
to be reasonable or practicable, as described in Master Response GEN-2. See response to 
Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement. 

Refer to Master Response N-3 regarding noise in the City of Saratoga. 
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Comment I-95 Susan Freeman  

 
 
Responses to Comment I-95 
I-95-1 
See response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the Saratoga agreement. The commenter’s 
opposition to the project is noted. 

 

Comment I-96 Ray and Betty Froess  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-96 
I-96-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The project would create 
additional capacity for carpools, maintain priority use for carpools and other HOVs, and 
improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in Master Responses 
GEN-1 and TR-1.  

Studies in California and elsewhere show that express lanes provide time and 
convenience benefits to drivers of all income levels. Refer to Master Response EJ-1 
regarding use of the toll lanes. 
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I-96-2 
The commenter’s opinions are noted. 

Comment I-97 Joshua Gerlach  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-97 
I-97-1 
The four additional bridges listed in the comment were evaluated during preliminary 
project planning and were found to accommodate the current design. Roadway shoulders 
at these locations may be reduced in width. 
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Comment I-98 Anwar Ghazi  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-98 
I-98-1 
California Public Resources Code Sections 21080(d) and 21082.2(d) require the 
preparation of an EIR for projects with significant environmental effects. The 
determination that the proposed project would not have significant environmental effects 
was based on a detailed and comprehensive review of each technical study area. The 
technical studies included the additional express lane in each direction between SR 87 
and I-280. Refer to Master Response GEN-3 regarding preparation of an EIR. 

I-98-2 
The project would increase existing noise levels by 0 to 3 dBA, depending on the 
location. A 3 dBA change is considered a barely noticeable, or just noticeable, difference, 
as discussed in Master Response N-1. See the response to Comment L-1-15 (under 
“Nighttime Noise Levels”) regarding nighttime noise along SR 85. 

Where the future noise level with the project is predicted to approach (within 1 decibel) 
or exceed the noise abatement criteria (NAC), the increase is considered an impact, and 
potential noise abatement has been evaluated as required by Caltrans and FHWA (see 
IS/EA Section 2.2.7.4). None of the evaluated noise barrier locations met the criteria for 
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federal funding. However, potential noise abatement can be considered if non-federal 
funds are available. 

I-98-3 
The project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as described in 
Master Response TR-1. Refer to Master Response GEN-7 regarding why transit options 
are not being implemented instead of the proposed project. 

Comment I-99 Laura Gloner  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-99 
I-99-1 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Light rail in the median of SR 85 was 
not carried forward because it was determined not to be reasonable or practicable, as 
described in Master Response GEN-2. 

I-99-2 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at choke points along the project corridor, as described in Master 
Response TR-2. 
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I-99-3 
The development of the current access points is described in Master Response GEN-4.  
Continuous access—like the existing SR 85 HOV lane, with no buffer separation—will 
be considered during detailed project design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-4. 

I-99-4 
The project would increase existing noise levels by 0 to 1 dBA along the Saratoga portion 
of SR 85, as described in Master Response N-3. This level of increase is not significant, 
as discussed further in Master Response N-1. The project is not expected to affect local 
air quality (see Master Response AQ-1), and the construction measures listed in IS/EA 
Section 2.2.6.4 would avoid or minimize temporary construction-related air quality 
impacts. 

I-99-5 
Refer to Master Response GEN-2 regarding light rail in the median of SR 85. See 
response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the agreement with the City of Saratoga. 

The commenter’s opinion about the project is noted.   Refer to Master Responses N-1 
regarding noise and AQ-1 regarding air pollution. 
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Comment I-100 Ellen and Harvey Gold  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-100 
I-100-1 
Noise measurements for the 2012 Noise Study Report were collected in October and 
November 2011 and in March 2012. Based on unemployment data for Santa Clara 
County, the highest unemployment rates in recent years were for 2009 and 2010, before 
the noise study was conducted.  

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

The comment appears to refer to SR 85 noise data in the City of Saratoga’s 2013 Draft 
Noise Element compared with that in the 2012 Noise Study Report prepared for the 
proposed project. Refer to Master Response N-4 regarding these noise data. Master 
Response N-3 compares Saratoga noise levels that were predicted before SR 85 was built 
with existing noise levels and predicted future noise levels with and without the proposed 
project. 

I-100-2 
See response to Comment L-3-4 regarding the City of Saratoga agreement. 

I-100-3 
The reasons that mass transportation options were not considered as project alternatives 
are described in Master Responses GEN-7 regarding mass transit alternatives and GEN-2 
regarding light rail in the median. 

I-100-4 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the SR 85/I-280 interchange and other bottleneck locations along the 
project corridor, as described in Master Response TR-2.  

I-100-5 
The analyses for the project accounted for expected population and employment growth 
in the region (see IS/EA Section 1.2.2.1. under “Projected Travel Demand”). Moreover, 
the project would improve average travel times and speeds on SR 85, as discussed in 
Master Response TR-1. 

Comment I-101 Mark Goldman  

 
 

Responses to Comment I-101 
I-101-1 
The proposed project together with other planned projects would provide incremental 
improvements at the SR 85/I-280 interchange, as described in Master Response TR-2.  




